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1. Project Title

Cypress Sands Townhomes Project.

2. Lead Agency Name and Address

City of Menifee
29844 Haun Road
Menifee, California 92586

3. Contact Person and Phone Number

Ryan Fowler, Principal Planner
City of Menifee

29844 Haun Road

Menifee, California 92586
rfowler@cityofmenifee.us

4. Project Location

The planned development is located in the City of Menifee (“City”), California (“Project Site”).
Specifically, the Project Site is located north of Tioga lane, west of Antelope Road, south of
Chambers Avenue, and east of Chatham Lane. The Project Site encompasses approximately 7.93
gross acres identified as Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 333-050-034. Figure 1, below, depicts the
Project Site in relation to the general region and Figure 2, below, shows the Project Site in its
neighborhood context.

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address

Fairbrook Communities, LLC. (Applicant)
James Walters

2280 Wardlow Circle, Suite 250

Corona, CA 92878
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Figure 1 Regional Location
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Figure 2 Project Location
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6. General Plan Designation

The Project Site is within the 8.1-14 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) General Plan designation.

/. Loning

The Project Site is within the Medium Density Residential (MDR) zoning designation. This zone
allows for a range of single-family attached and detached residences, including townhouses, stacked
flats, courtyard homes, patio homes, and zero lot line homes. The density range within an MDR zone
is 8 to 14 dwelling units per acre.

8. Regional Setting

The City of Menifee is an inland city in Riverside County. Menifee is surrounded by Canyon Lake and
Lake Elsinore to the west, the City of Perris to the north, the City of Hemet to the east, the City of
Wildomar to the southwest, and the Cities of Murrieta and Temecula to the south. Regional access
to the Project Site is available from Interstate 215 (I-215).

Local vehicular access to the Project Site is available by Chambers Avenue, Antelope Road, Chatham
Lane, and Tioga lane. The Project Site is also accessible via Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus route
61, with the nearest bus stop located approximately one mile southwest of the Project Site at the
Encanto FS McCall stop.

9. Description of Project

The proposed multi-family residential development includes 132 total units within 18 two-story
buildings totaling 124,404 square-feet of residential development (“Proposed Project”) coverage.
The Proposed Project includes a gross area of 7.95 acres and 7.34 net acres with a density of 18.0
du/ac. The Proposed Project includes 102 three-bedroom units and 30 four-bedroom units along
with 295 total parking spaces.

10. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The Project Site is one parcel located north of Tioga Lane, south of Chambers Avenue, and between
Antelope Road and Chatham Lane. The Project Site is currently heavily disturbed and contains
limited ruderal vegetation. The Project Site is surrounded by mixed land uses and single-family
residences. In particular, single-family residences are found directly west and northeast of the
Project Site. The Legado Specific Plan is located directly north of the Project Site, which proposes a
mixed land use, primarily single-family residential, development. Currently, the Legado Specific Plan
area is vacant and undeveloped. Also, the Menifee Global Medical Center is located approximately
0.15 miles (800 feet) east of the Project Site. Table 1, below, lists the existing land uses that are
located immediately adjacent to the Project Site.
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Table 1 Surrounding Land Uses

Project Site 8.1-14 du/ac Residential MDR Vacant
North Legado Specific Plan (SP) Legado SP Vacant/Under Construction
South EDC-MB EDC-MB Vacant
East EDC-MB EDC-MB Vacant
West 5.1-8 du/ac Residential Low Medlum(LD'\(;IrE)sFl{t)y Residential Residential

11. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

Eastern Municipal Water District (water/sewer connections); Santa Ana Regional Water Quality
Control Board [Santa Ana RWQCB] (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDES]
Permit); California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB); and Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan review.

12. Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1¢

Request for AB52 tribal consultation sent out 8/01/2022 to local tribes in the area (Pechanga Band
of Indians, Agua Caliente, Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians, and Soboba). Pechanga officially
requested tribal consultation for the project. The cultural report was sent to Pechanga and Soboba
on 1/09/2025 along with the standard city cultural conditions of approval. The City met with Soboba
on 1/28/2025 as part of ongoing quarterly meetings and Soboba agreed with implementing the
agreed upon conditions of approval and had no further comments on the project. The City met with
Pechanga on 5/15/2025 as a part of the ongoing quarterly meetings; the tribe agreed to
implementing the following two conditions; 1) inadvertent finds and 2) discovery of human remains.

Mitigated Negative Declaration 5
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

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

O Aesthetics O  Agriculture and B Air Quality
Forestry Resources
[ | Biological Resources B Cultural Resources O Energy
[ | Geology and Soils O  Greenhouse Gas O  Hazards and Hazardous
Emissions Materials
O Hydrology and Water O Land Use and Planning O  Mineral Resources
Quality
O Noise O  Population and O  Public Services
Housing
O Recreation O  Transportation B  Tribal Cultural Resources
O Utilities and Service O  Wildfire O  Mandatory Findings
Systems of Significance
Determination

Based on this initial evaluation:

O | find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ ] | 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 to the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

O | find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

O | find that the Proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than
significant with mitigation incorporated” 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.



Determination

| | find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potential 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.
Signature Date
Printed Name Title

Mitigated Negative Declaration 3
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Environmental Checklist

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 21099, would the project:
a. Have asubstantial adverse effect on a

scenic vista? O O | O
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,

including but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings

within a state scenic highway? O O [ | O
c. Innon-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 a 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? O O [ | O
d. Create a new source of substantial light or

glare that would adversely affect daytime

or nighttime views in the area? O O [ | O

For purposes of determining significance under CEQA, scenic resources are the visible natural and
cultural features of the landscape that contribute to the public’s enjoyment of the environment. A
scenic vista is defined as a public viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued
landscape for the benefit of the general public. Public views are those that are experienced from a
publicly accessible vantage point, such as a roadway or public park. Scenic vistas can be officially
designated by public agencies. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) manages the
California State Scenic Highway Program, which designates state scenic highways. Scenic highways
are highways located in areas of natural beauty. A scenic highway becomes officially designated
when the local governing body applies to and is approved by Caltrans for scenic highway
designation and adopts a Corridor Protection Program that preserves the scenic quality of the land
that is visible from the highway right of way.



Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

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

A significant impact would occur if a project were to introduce incompatible development within a
field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially block views of a scenic vista. Viewsheds refer
to the visual qualities of the geographical area that is defined by the horizon, topography, and other
natural features that give an area its visual boundary and context, or by artificial developments that
have become prominent visual components of an area.

The natural mountainous setting of the Menifee area is critical to its overall visual character and
provides scenic vistas. 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. Many of these scenic vistas
are outside the City limits and beyond the planning area boundary so views of these vistas vary
given their distance from the Project Site. The Project is located north of Tioga Lane, south of
Chambers Avenue, and between Antelope Road and Chatham Lane, where views of hillsides and
mountains are visible from north, east, and south directions from the Project Site, though existing
structures and trees obstruct clear viewsheds. However, as discussed in the General Plan Draft EIR,
implementation of General Plan policies would ensure that areas that are designated for
development would minimize impacts on scenic vistas by preserving the undisturbed hillsides and
other natural landforms.

As noted above, the Project Site is within the 8.1-14 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) General Plan
designation, which is primarily developed with single-family residential land uses and primarily
surrounded by single-family residential development. Existing views of the San Gabriel and San
Bernadino Mountains are limited due to their distance from the Project Site and limited by the
surrounding development. The project would not substantially block views of the San Gabriel and
San Bernadino Mountains due to the relatively low height of the project and existing development
surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, impacts related to scenic vistas would be less than
significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

A significant impact would occur if scenic resources were damaged or removed by a project within a
designated scenic highway. The California Scenic Highway System indicates that no existing or
proposed State scenic highways are located in the vicinity of the Project Site (Caltrans 2025).
However, the City of Menifee General Plan Community Design Element designates I-215 as an
Enhanced Landscape Corridor (Menifee 2013). Enhanced Landscape Corridors are intended to help
foster a strong identity along the city’s major corridors and receive special design consideration to
ensure they complement the existing community and help visually frame the community’s most
distinctive features. The City's Scenic Corridors are the same as roadways designated Eligible County
Scenic Highways in the Circulation Element. The Proposed Project is located approximately 0.9 miles
east of I-215. The Proposed Project cannot be seen from 1-215 due to the flat topography of the area
and surrounding development.

The Project Site contains no scenic resources such as rock outcroppings, significant trees, or
historical buildings. Therefore, development of the Proposed Project would not damage scenic
resources within view from a state scenic highway. Moreover, as discussed in the General Plan EIR,
implementation of General Plan policies and compliance with City Design Guidelines would ensure

Mitigated Negative Declaration 5
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that the Proposed Project would not cause significant impacts on these resources. In addition, the
General Plan EIR determined that because I-215 is not officially designated as a scenic highway,
impacts to these views would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c. Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from a 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?

Development of the Proposed Project could result in a significant impact if it resulted in substantial
degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. Degradation
of visual character or quality is defined by substantial changes to the existing site appearance
through construction of structures such that they are poorly designed or conflict with the site’s
existing surroundings.

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in short-term impacts to the existing visual
character and quality of the area. Construction activities would require the use of equipment and
storage of materials within the Project Site. However, construction activities are temporary and
would not result in any permanent visual impact.

Upon Project completion, the Proposed Project would consist of 18 multi-family residential buildings
two-stories in height. The Project would also include landscaping improvements. The Project would
be subject to review by City staff to ensure consistency with the City Design Guidelines and Zoning
Code. All buildings would be consistent with City design and building height requirements and
limitations. The Proposed Project would slightly change the visual character of the Project Site by
adding structures and landscaping to a vacant, undeveloped site; however, the development would
be consistent with the existing single-family residential subdivision adjacent to the west of the
Project Site and the future single-family residential subdivision to the north of the Project Site. With
compliance with City regulations, the Proposed Project would have less than significant impacts to
the visual character of the existing site and its surroundings.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Spill light occurs when lighting standards such as streetlights, parking lot lighting, exterior building
lighting, and landscape lighting are not properly aimed or shielded to direct light to the desired
location and light escapes and partially illuminates a surrounding location. Glare is the result of
improperly aimed or blocked lighting sources that are visible against a dark background such as the
night sky. Glare generally does not result in illumination of off-site locations but results in a visible
source of light viewable from a distance.

The Proposed Project is in an urban area of the City that is primarily developed with single-family
residences. Existing lighting and glare sources in the surrounding area consists of streetlights and
exterior lighting/glare associated with surrounding residential vehicles. Development of the
Proposed Project would include adding lighting to the site with outdoor on-site lighting, internal
walking paths, landscaping/street frontage lights, and safety-related lighting. However, it would not
represent a substantial increase in daytime and nighttime lighting. For these reasons, the Proposed



Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Project would not result in a substantial new source of light such that day or nighttime views in the
area would be adversely affected. Rather, the proposed exterior lighting and building materials
would be consistent with those of surrounding uses.

In addition, the Proposed Project design does not propose any new highly reflective materials that
could potentially cause significant glare during the day, such as stainless-steel panels. The design of
this Project, including its finish, colors, and materials, would be reviewed for approval through the
City’s review process. This regulatory procedure provides the City with an additional layer of review
for aesthetics including light and glare, and an opportunity to incorporate additional conditions to
improve the project’s building materials and lighting plans. The Proposed Project would adhere to
existing local regulations regarding light and glare, including Chapter 6.01 of the Menifee Municipal
Code and the City of Menifee General Plan Community Design Element. Thus, impacts related to
light and glare would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Mitigated Negative Declaration 7
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract? O O O [ |

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))? O O O [ |

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? O O O [ ]

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? O O O [ |

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

The Project Site is not identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance by the Department of Conservation (DOC) (2022). The Project Site is designated as
Farmland of Local Importance by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) (DOC
2018). Farmland of Local Importance is defined by either land with soils which would be classified as
Prime and Statewide Farmland but lack irrigation for agricultural production or have been
historically used as agricultural land (DOC 2018). As noted above, the Project Site is vacant,
undeveloped, and is not used as agricultural land.

In the City’s General Plan, the Project Site is planned for mixed use development and is zoned for
residential development (MDR). According to the General Plan and Zoning Map, the Project Site is



Environmental Checklist
Agriculture and Forestry Resources

intended for non-farmland uses, and would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance into non-agricultural uses. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

No Williamson Act Contracts are active for the Project Site. The Project Site is zoned for residential
development (MDR), which is intended for multi-family residential development. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
Contract. Thus, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) identifies forest land as land that can support 10-percent
native tree 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. The Project Site and surrounding
properties are not currently being managed or used for forest land as defined in Public Resources
Code Section 12220(g). The Project Site is undeveloped and zoned for residential development.
Therefore, development of the Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. Thus, no
impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

The Project Site is undeveloped and not considered forest land. The Project Site is zoned for
residential development; thus, there would be no loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use as a result of the Proposed Project. As a result, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

As mentioned above, the Project Site is classified as Farmland of Local Importance; however, the
Project Site is designated by the General Plan for mixed use development and zoned as MDR for
multi-family residential development. The Project Site is not currently being used for agriculture,
nor has it been historically used for agriculture. Development of the Proposed Project would not
involve changes in the existing environment in a manner that would result in the conversion of
agricultural land to non-agricultural land or forest land to non-forest land. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

NO IMPACT

Mitigated Negative Declaration 9
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? O O [ | O
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? O O [ | O
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? O [ | O O
d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people? O O [ | O

Overview of Air Pollution

The federal and State Clean Air Acts (CAA) mandate the control and reduction of certain air
pollutants. Under these laws, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) have established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for “criteria pollutants” and other
pollutants. Some pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an exhaust
stack of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere, including carbon monoxide, volatile organic
compounds (VOC)/reactive organic gases (ROG),! nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter with
diameters of ten microns or less (PM1o) and 2.5 microns or less (PM,s), sulfur dioxide, and lead.
Other pollutants are created indirectly through chemical reactions in the atmosphere, such as
ozone, which is created by atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions primarily between
VOC and NOx. Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone, sulfate and nitrate particulates (smog).
Air pollutants can be generated by the natural environment, such as when high winds suspend fine
dust particles.

Air pollutant emissions are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources. Stationary sources
can be divided into two major subcategories:

=  Point sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack.
Examples include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat.

1 CARB defines VOC and ROG similarly as, “any compound of carbon excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic
carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate,” with the exception that VOC are compounds that participate in atmospheric
photochemical reactions. For the purposes of this analysis, ROG and VOC are considered comparable in terms of mass emissions, and the
term VOC is used in this IS-MND.
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Air Quality

= Area sources are widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial
water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some
consumer products.

Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative
emissions, and can also be divided into two major subcategories:

= On-road sources that may be legally operated on roadways and highways.
= Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment.

Air Quality Standards and Aftainment

The Project Site is located is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is under the
jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). As the local air quality
management agency, the SCAQMD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that the
NAAQS and CAAQS are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards.

Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the SCAB is classified as being in
“attainment” or “nonattainment.” In areas designated as non-attainment for one or more air
pollutants, a cumulative air quality impact exists for those air pollutants, and the human health
impacts associated with these criteria pollutants, presented in Table 2, are already occurring in that
area as part of the environmental baseline condition. Under state law, air districts are required to
prepare a plan for air quality improvement for pollutants for which the district is in non-compliance.
The SCAB is in honattainment for ozone and PM, s federal standards. Also, the SCAB is in
nonattainment for the state standard for ozone, PM1o, and PM,s and designated unclassifiable or in
attainment for all other federal and state standards (CARB 2023). The nonattainment statuses result
from several factors. These factors include the combination of emissions from a large urban area,
the regional meteorological conditions adverse to the dispersion of air pollution emissions, and the
mountainous terrain surrounding the SCAB that traps pollutants (SCAQMD 2022).

Table 2 Health Effects Associated with Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants

Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: (a) pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in
humans and animals and (b) risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage.

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short- and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in
matter (PMjyoand pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
PM3s) (4) adverse birth outcomes, including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality;
(6) increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7)
increased hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease, including asthma).

Source: USEPA 2024

Air Quality Management

Since the SCAB currently exceeds ozone and PM,s NAAQS standard, the SCAQMD is required to
implement strategies to reduce pollutant levels to achieve attainment of the NAAQS. To meet the
NAAQS and CAAQS, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of air quality management plans (AQMPs)
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that serve as a regional blueprint to develop and implement an emission reduction strategy that will
bring the area into attainment with the standards in a timely manner. The most significant air
quality challenge in the SCAB is to reduce NOx emissions to meet the 2037 ozone standard deadline
for the non-Coachella Valley portion of the SCAB, as NOx plays a critical role in the creation of ozone.
The 2022 AQMP includes strategies to ensure the SCAQMD does its part to further the district’s
ability to meet the 2015 federal ozone standards (SCAQMD 2022). The 2022 AQMP builds on the
measures already in place from the previous AQMPs and includes a variety of additional strategies
such as regulation, accelerated deployment of available cleaner technology, best management
practices, co-benefits from existing programs, incentives, and other CAA measures to meet the 8-
hour ozone standard.

The SCAQMD'’s strategy to meet the NAAQS and CAAQS distributes the responsibility for emission
reductions across federal, State, and local levels and industries. The majority of these emissions are
from heavy-duty trucks, ships, and other State and federally regulated mobile source emissions that
the majority of which are beyond SCAQMD’s control. The SCAQMD has limited control over truck
emissions with rules such as Rule 1196. In addition to federal action, the 2022 AQMP relies on
substantial future development of advanced technologies to meet the standards, including the
transition to zero- and low-emission technologies. The AQMP also incorporates the transportation
strategy and transportation control measures from Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG)’s 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy [RTP/SCS] Plan
(Connect SoCal) (SCAG 2020). The SCAG is required by law to ensure that transportation activities
“conform” to, and are supportive of, the goals of regional and State air quality plans to attain the
NAAQS. Connect SoCal includes transportation programs, measures, and strategies generally
designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which are contained in the AQMP.

Air Emission Thresholds

The SCAQMD approved the CEQA Air Quality Handbook in 1993. Since then, the SCAQMD has
provided supplemental guidance on their website to address changes to the methodology and
nature of CEQA. Some of these changes include recommended thresholds for emissions associated
with both construction and operation of the project are used to evaluate a project’s potential
regional and localized air quality impacts (SCAQMD 2023).

Regional Thresholds

The SCAQMD recommends quantitative regional significance thresholds for temporary construction
activities and long-term project operation in the SCAB. These thresholds, shown in Table 3, are used
to evaluate a project’s potential air quality impacts.

Table 3 SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds

NO 100 55
VOC 75 55
PMio 150 150
PMys 55 55
SOy 150 150
Cco 550 550

NOx = Nitrogen Oxides; VOC = Volatile Organic Compounds; PM1o = Particulate Matter with a diameter no more than 10 microns; PMas
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= Particulate Matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SOx = Sulfur Oxide; CO = Carbon Monoxide
Source: SCAQMD 2023

Localized Significance Thresholds

In addition to the above regional thresholds, the SCAQMD has developed Localized Significance
Thresholds (LSTs) in response to concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in
local communities. LSTs have been developed for NOx, carbon monoxide, PM1o, and PMs and
represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an air quality
exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard at the
nearest sensitive receptor. LSTs take into consideration ambient concentrations in each source
receptor area (SRA), distance to the sensitive receptor, and project size. LSTs have been developed
for emissions within site areas that measure one, two, or five acres. LSTs only apply to emissions in a
fixed stationary location (such as fugitive dust, equipment exhaust, and operational energy and area
sources) and are not applicable to mobile sources, such as cars on a roadway (SCAQMD 2009).

The Project Site is within SRA 24 (Perris Valley). SCAQMD provides LST lookup tables for Project Sites
that measure one, two, or five acres. The project’s disturbance area is approximately 7.95 acres;
therefore, this analysis utilizes the five-acre LSTs. LSTs are provided for receptors at a distance of 82
feet (25 meters) 164 feet (50 meters), 328 feet (100 meters), 656 (200 meters), 1,640 feet (500
meters) between the project disturbance boundary to the sensitive receptors. The Proposed Project
analysis assumes main construction activity would occur approximately 50 feet (15 meters) east of
the closest sensitive receptor, which consists of single-family residential properties. Therefore, the
analysis uses LST values for 25 meters, consistent with SCAQMD methodology (SCAQMD 2009). LSTs
for projects in SRA 24 on a five-acre site with a receptor 25 meters away are shown in Table 4.

Table 4 SCAQMD LSTs for Construction and Operation

Gradual conversion of NOx

to NO, 270 270
CcO 1,577 1,577
PM1o 13 4
PMys 8 2

SRA = source receptor area; NOx = nitrogen oxides; NO; = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM1o = particulate matter with a
diameter no more than 10 microns; PM. s = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns

Source: SCAQMD 2009

Toxic Air Containments Thresholds

The SCAQMD has developed significance thresholds for the emissions of toxic air contaminants
(TACs) based on health risks associated with elevated exposure to such compounds. For
carcinogenic compounds, cancer risk is assessed in terms of incremental excess cancer risk. A
project would result in a potentially significant impact if it would generate an incremental excess
cancer risk of 10 in 1 million (1 x 10°®) or a cancer burden of 0.5 excess cancer cases in areas
exceeding a one-in-one-million risk. In addition, non-carcinogenic health risks are assessed in terms
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of a hazard index. A project would result in a potentially significant impact if it would result in a
chronic and acute hazard index greater than 1.0 (SCAQMD 2023).

Methodology

Air pollutant and GHG emissions generated by project construction and operation were estimated
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2022.1. CalEEMod uses project-
specific information, including the project’s land uses, location, and construction parameters, to
model construction and operational emissions. The analysis reflects the construction and operation
of the project as described under Section 1, Description of Project.

Project construction would primarily generate temporary criteria pollutant emissions from
construction equipment operation onsite and vehicle trips associated with construction, such as
workers, vendor, and water truck trips. Construction of the Proposed Project was analyzed based on
the building characteristics provided by the project engineer. Project construction is scheduled to
begin in February 2026 and end in February 2027, with construction activities occurring from
Monday through Saturday. The Project Site is vacant and would not include a demolition phase. A
construction equipment list for the site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and
architectural coating phases were provided by the applicant. The project would export
approximately 5,710 cubic yards of soil during the grading phase. It was assumed that construction
equipment would be diesel-powered and that the project would be required to comply with all
applicable regulations, such as SCAQMD Rule 403 for dust control measures and Rule 1113 for
architectural coating VOC limits.

Operational emissions modeled include mobile source emissions and area source emissions. Mobile
source emissions are generated by vehicle trips to and from the Project Site. The average daily trips
were sourced from the Cypress Sands Townhomes Traffic Study prepared by Translutions, Inc.
(Translutions, Inc. 2025). Area source emissions are generated by landscape maintenance
equipment, consumer products, and architectural coatings. The project would not include fireplaces
in the residential units. In addition, the residential buildings would not include natural gas
appliances; therefore, the project would not emit energy source emissions.

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

A project may be inconsistent with the AQMP if it would generate population, housing, or
employment growth exceeding forecasts used in the development of the AQMP. The 2022 AQMP,
the most recent AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, incorporates local county general plans and the
Connect SoCal’s socioeconomic forecast projections of regional population, housing, and
employment growth (SCAQMD 2022, SCAG 2020). 2.

The population growth forecasts in Connect SoCal estimate that the City of Menifee’s population
would increase to 129,800 people by 2045, which is an increase of 40,200 residents from the city’s
estimated 2016 baseline (SCAG 2020). The project would construct 18 two-story townhome
building, consisting of 132 residential units, on a site currently vacant. According to the California
Department of Finance (DOF), the City of Menifee has an estimated average person per household
size of 2.85 (DOF 2024). Therefore, the project would increase the local population by up to 377

20n April 4, 2024, SCAG’s Regional Council formally adopted the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS (titled Connect SoCal 2024). However, the SIPs were
adopted prior to this date and relies on the demographic and growth forecasts of the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS; therefore, these forecasts are
utilized in the analysis of the project’s consistency with the AQMP.
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persons (132 units x 2.85 persons per unit) and would be accommodated within the SCAG growth
forecast for the City of Menifee.

In addition, the AQMP provides strategies and measures to reach attainment with the thresholds for
8-hour and 1-hour ozone and PM,s. As shown in Table 5 and Table 6, below, the project would not
generate criteria pollutant emissions that would exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ozone precursors
(VOC and NOx) and PM;s. Since the project would also be consistent with population growth
projections for the City, the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan and impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Construction Emissions

Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions associated with fugitive dust
(PM1o and PM,s) and exhaust emissions from heavy construction equipment and construction
vehicles. In addition, construction equipment would release VOC emissions during the drying of
architectural coating and paving phases. Table 5 summarizes the estimated maximum daily
emissions of pollutants during project construction. As shown therein, construction-related
emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, project construction would not result
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard. Impacts would be
less than significant.

Table 5 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

2026 39 47 65 <1 5 2
2027 1 5 10 <1 2 <1
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

VOC = Volatile organic compounds NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SO = sulfur dioxide; PM1o = particulate matter with
a diameter no more than 10 microns; PMzs = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns.

Notes: Some numbers may not add up precisely due to rounding considerations.

Source: CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A, see Table 2.2 “Construction Emissions by Year, -Unmitigated” emissions. Highest of
Summer and Winter emissions results are shown for all emissions.

Operational Emissions

Operation of the project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions associated with mobile
sources (i.e., vehicle trips to and from the Project Site) and area sources (e.g., architectural coatings,
consumer products, and landscaping equipment). The project would not include natural gas
appliances; therefore, energy criteria pollutant emissions would not be generated onsite. Table 6

Mitigated Negative Declaration 15



City of Menifee
Cypress Sands Residential

summarizes the project’s maximum daily operational emissions by emission source. As shown
therein, operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds for criteria
pollutants, and project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 6 Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions

Mobile 4 3 29 <1 7 2
Area 4 <1 7 <1 <1 <1
Total 8 3 37 <1 7 2
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = nitrogen oxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM1o = particulate matter with a diameter no more
than 10 microns; PMas = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SO.= sulfur dioxide

Notes: Some numbers may not add up precisely due to rounding considerations.

Source: Table 2.5 “Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated” emissions. Highest of Summer and Winter emissions results are
shown for all emissions. See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Sensitive receptors are facilities or land uses where members of the population who are particularly
sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses,
spend considerable time. According to the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors include residences, schools,
playgrounds, childcare centers, long-term healthcare facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent
centers, and retirement homes (SCAQMD 2005). Sensitive receptors nearest to the Project Site
consist of residences approximately 50 feet west of the Project Site. Localized air quality impacts to
sensitive receptors typically result from localized CO hotspot, criteria air pollutant emissions, and
TACs, which are discussed in the following subsections.

Localized Carbon Monoxide Hotspot Impact

A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO ambient air quality standard. The
SCAB has been attaining federal CO standards since 2007, and most air quality monitoring stations
no longer report CO levels (SCAQMD 2017). The nearest monitoring station from the Project Site
measured a maximum 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations of 1.3 ppm and 0.7 ppm, respectively,
in 2023 (SCAQMD 2024). These concentrations are well below the respective 1-hour and 8-hour
standards of 20 ppm and 9 ppm. Typical development projects, such as the project, do not emit the
levels of CO necessary to result in a localized hot spot.

As an example, a detailed carbon monoxide analysis was conducted during the preparation of the
SCAQMD’s 2003 AQMP. The locations selected for microscale modeling in the 2003 AQMP included
high average daily traffic (ADT) intersections in the SCAB that are expected to experience the
highest CO concentrations. The highest CO concentration observed was at the intersection of
Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue on the west side of Los Angeles near Interstate 405,
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approximately 77 miles northwest of the Project Site. The concentration of CO at this intersection
was 4.6 ppm, which is well below the State and Federal standards. The Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran
Avenue intersection had an ADT of approximately 100,000 vehicles per day at the time of the study
(SCAQMD 2003). In the City of Menifee General Plan Circulation Element Traffic Study’s Table 4-1,
the highest existing (2012) ADT along McCall Boulevard is 31,400 ADT (City of Menifee 2013). The
Proposed Project is expected to generate 950 daily trips but would not increase traffic volumes on
Menifee Road to more than 100,000 ADT. This is significantly below the 100,000 ADT at the
intersection studied by SCAQMD in the 2003 AQMP, which found that CO emissions at that
intersection were below the federal standards. Therefore, the project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial CO pollutant concentrations and impacts would be less than significant.

Localized Significance Thresholds

The LST methodology was developed to be used as a tool to analyze localized impacts associated
with project-specific level Proposed Projects. If the calculated emissions for the proposed
construction or operational activities are below the LST emission levels found on the LST mass rate
look-up tables (Appendix C of LST Methodology) and no potentially significant impacts are found to
be associated with other environmental issues, then the proposed construction or operation activity
is not significant for air quality. The project analysis assumes the main construction activity would
occur approximately 50 feet east of single-family residences. The allowable emission for project
utilizes the 25 meter (82 feet) receptor distance, and the project is in SRA 24 (Perris Valley). Table 7
summarizes the project’s maximum localized daily construction and operational emissions from the
Proposed Project. As shown therein, localized construction and operational emissions would not
exceed SCAQMD LST thresholds. Therefore, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial localized criteria pollutant concentrations and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 7 Project LST Construction and Operational Emissions

Maximum Construction Onsite

L 46 60 4 2
Emissions
SCAQMD LST 270 1,577 13 8
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No
Ma?<|rT1um Operational Onsite <1 7 <1 <1
Emissions
SCAQMD LST 270 1,577 4 2
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = nitrogen oxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PMio = particulate matter with a diameter no more
than 10 microns; PMas = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SO.= sulfur dioxide

Notes: Some numbers may not add up precisely due to rounding considerations. Maximum onsite emissions are the highest emissions
that would occur on the Project Site from onsite sources, such as heavy construction equipment and architectural coatings, and
excludes off-site emissions from sources such as construction worker vehicle trips and haul truck trips.

Source: CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A, see Table 3.2 — 3.11 “Construction Emissions Details” emissions. Highest of Summer and
Winter emissions results are shown for all emissions.
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Toxic Air Contaminants

Construction

Construction-related activities would result in temporary project-generated diesel particulate
matter exhaust emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation, grading,
building construction, and other construction activities. Generation of diesel particulate matter,
which was identified as a TAC by CARB in 1998, from construction projects typically occurs in a
single area for a short period. The Proposed Project's construction would occur in phases over
approximately 13 months with sensitive receptors approximately 50 feet from the Project Site. The
dose to which the receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is
a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of
exposure that person has to the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, and a more
extended exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the maximally exposed
individual. The risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a fixed exposure
occurs over a more extended period.

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the applicable AQMP requirements and control
strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment and activities. The Proposed
Project would comply with the CARB Air Toxics Control Measure that limits diesel powered
equipment and vehicle idling to no more than five minutes at a location, and the CARB In-Use Off-
Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation; compliance with these would minimize emissions of TACs during
construction. Additionally, according to SCAQMD’s Perris air monitoring station, the prevailing
northwest winds blow construction-related TACs way from the nearest sensitive receptors
(SCAQMD 2025). However, given the construction area's proximity to nearby sensitive receptors off-
site, particulate matter emissions during site preparation and other construction activities could
potentially result in substantial TAC exposure and impacts would be potentially significant.

Operation

CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic
emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities,
dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). CARB guidelines recommend siting distances both
for the development of sensitive land uses in proximity to TAC sources and for the addition of new
TAC sources in proximity to existing sensitive land uses. Residential land uses are not considered
land uses that generate substantial TAC emissions based on reviewing the air toxic sources listed in
CARB's guidelines. The expected hazardous TACs generated on site (e.g., cleaning solvents, paints,
landscape pesticides, etc.) for the proposed land uses would be below thresholds warranting further
study under the California Accidental Release Program. Therefore, the project would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial operational TAC pollutant concentrations and impacts would be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measure

AQ-1 Construction Emissions Reduction

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the City shall confirm that the grading plan, building plans, and
specifications stipulate that the following measures shall be implemented:
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= All mobile off-road equipment (wheeled or tracked) used during site preparation and grading
construction activities shall meet USEPA Tier 4 Final standards. Tier 4 certification can be for the
original equipment or equipment that is retrofitted to meet the Tier 4 Final standards.

= Alternative fuel (natural gas, propane, electric, etc.) construction equipment may be
incorporated where available.

= These requirements shall be incorporated into the contract agreement with the construction
contractor. A copy of the equipment’s certification or model year specifications shall be
available upon request for all equipment on-site.

= Electricity shall be supplied to the site from the existing power grid to support the electric
construction equipment as applicable. If connection to the grid is determined to be infeasible
for portions of the project, a non-diesel fueled generator shall be used.

Significance After Mitigation

The maximum PMjo exhaust emissions, which are used to represent diesel particulate matter
emissions for this analysis, would occur during site preparation and grading activities. Mitigation
Measure AQ-1 would require the project contractor(s) to implement construction emissions
reduction measures, which would substantially reduce diesel particulate matter emissions as
compared to the use of a standard construction equipment fleet with a mix of tiers and no
alternative fuel or electric equipment. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1
would reduce TAC emissions impacts during construction to a less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

During construction activities, heavy equipment and vehicles would emit odors associated with
vehicle and engine exhaust. However, these odors would be intermittent and temporary, would
cease upon completion, and would disperse with distance. In addition, project construction would
be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402, which specifies that a person shall not discharge
from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public.
Therefore, project construction would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people, and impacts would be less than significant.

CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of odors
(e.g., sewage treatment plants, landfills, recycling facilities, biomass operations, autobody shops,
fiberglass manufacturing, and livestock operations). Residential uses are not identified on this list. In
addition, solid waste generated by the proposed on-site uses would be properly stored in lidded
dumpsters and/or trash cans and collected by a contracted waste hauler, ensuring that on-site
waste would be managed and collected in a manner to prevent the proliferation of odors.
Therefore, the Proposed Project’s operational activity would not result in other emissions (such as
those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people and impacts would be
less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated 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? O [ | O O

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? O O | O

c. Have asubstantial 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? O [ O O

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? O [ O O

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

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? O O | O

A Biological Resources Assessment was prepared in June of 2024, by Carlson Strategic Land
Solutions and peer reviewed by Rincon Consultants (Appendix B). The following section is partially
based on the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA).
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a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The Project Site is located on undeveloped land within an area of Menifee comprised primarily of
residential and vacant land, and surface street features. The site is mostly barren and is routinely
disked. During field reconnaissance, very little standing vegetation was observed on the Project Site.
During the site visit, vegetation observed on the Project Site consisted primarily of non-native
grasses. According to the BRA, the Project Site is located within the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The Project Site is not located within any
MSHCP Criteria Areas, Cell Groups, or Subunits.

The Proposed Project would include removal of non-native and ruderal plant species. No special
status species or sensitive species were identified to occur onsite, nor were they observed onsite.
The Project would include the removal of non-native and ruderal species; therefore, impacts to
sensitive plant species would be less than significant.

The Project Site consists of disturbed habitat and lacks suitable nesting habitat for sensitive wildlife
species. The Project Site provides limited suitable habitat for ground nesters and some common
avian species. While none of the common species carry a Federal or State listing as threatened or
endangered, they are all protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) during breeding.
Therefore, a pre-construction survey is required in compliance with the MBTA. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to the avian species to a less than
significant level if nesting individuals are present.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1 Nesting Bird Avoidance

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit that would impact potentially suitable nesting habitat for
avian species, the project applicant shall adhere to the following:

1. Vegetation removal activities shall be scheduled outside the nesting season (September 1 to
February 14 for songbirds; September 1 to January 14 for raptors) to the extent feasible to
avoid potential impacts to nesting birds and/or ground nesters.

2. Any construction activities that occur during typical nesting season (February 15 to August
31 for songbirds; January 15 to August 31 for raptors) will require that all suitable habitat,
on-site and within 300-feet surrounding the site (as feasible), be thoroughly surveyed for
the presence of nesting birds by a qualified biologist before commencement ground
disturbances. If active nests are identified, the biologist would establish no-work buffers
around the active nest(s) (500 feet for raptors and sensitive species, 200 feet for non-
raptors/nonsensitive species). All work within these buffers would be halted until the
nesting effort is finished (i.e. the juveniles are surviving independent from the nest). The
onsite biologist would review and verify compliance with these nesting boundaries and
would verify the nesting effort has finished. Work can resume within these areas when no
other active nests are found. Alternatively, a qualified biologist may determine that
construction can be permitted within the buffer areas and would develop a Nesting Bird
Plan, which is to be submitted and approved by the City prior to any no-work buffer
reduction to prevent impacts on any active nest (eggs, chicks, etc.).

22



Environmental Checklist
Biological Resources

Significance After Mitigation
With implementation of the mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

Aerial photographs, topographic maps, soils maps, and all relevant local or regional plans, policies,
and regulations of CDFW and USFWS were reviewed for signs of flowing or ponded water,
topographic depressions, and drainage features. The Project site was assessed for MSHCP
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools pursuant to Section 6.1.2. Within the Project Site, roughly
0.02-acres of features exist that could potentially be considered sensitive in the MSHCP. However,
after further analysis, the Project Site contains a single feature that does not meet the definition of
riparian and/or riverine as outlined in MSHCP Section 6.1.2 riparian/riverine areas. The quality of
the drainage is characterized as poor due to the presence of dense non-native species, bare area,
lack of typical riparian species, and does not exhibit the typical characteristics of a natural stream or
watercourse. Thus, the Project Site does not contain suitable habitat for any of the riparian/riverine
vernal pool species listed in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, including listed fairy shrimp.

While the drainage feature is minor in nature and low in biological value, the impacts would likely
require regulatory permits with CDFW. Nonetheless, impacts would be considered less than
significant with compliance with the local MSHCP..

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA),
regulates discharges of dredged or fill materials into “waters of the United States”. These waters
include wetlands and non-wetland bodies of water that meet specific criteria, including a
connection to interstate or foreign commerce. The USACE typically regulates as non-wetland waters
of the U.S. any body of water displaying an ordinary high-water mark (OHWM). To be considered a
jurisdictional wetland under Section 404, an area must possess hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils,
and wetland hydrology. CDFW, under Sections 1600 et seq of the California Fish and Game Code,
regulates alterations to lakes, rivers, and streams. A stream is defined by the presence of a channel
bed and banks, and at least an occasional flow of water. The Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) is responsible for the administration of Section 401 of the CWA, through water quality
certification of any activity that may result in a discharge to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. The
RWQCB may also regulate discharges to “waters of the State” including wetlands, under the
California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

During the assessment for jurisdictional resources, a drainage ditch along the northeastern portion
of the Project Site was observed. A total of 0.01 acres of the drainage ditch identified on the Project
Site are subject to Section 404 under Clean Water Act, as regulated by the Corps. Although the
quality of the drainage is characterized as poor, impacts to approximately 0.01 acres of Section 404
waters under the jurisdiction of the Corps would be potentially significant. To reduce potential
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impacts to state protected wetlands, Mitigation Measures BIO-2, below, would be implemented.
With implementation of the mitigation measure, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-2 permit Compliance

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit for permanent impacts in the areas designated as
jurisdictional features, the applicant shall consult with the regulatory agencies to determine the
required permits. Should regulatory permits be required, they shall be obtained prior to impacts to
jurisdictional features.

Significance After Mitigation
With implementation of the mitigation measure, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

The Project Site supports potential live-in and movement habitat for species on a local scale (i.e.,
some limited live-in and marginal movement habitat for reptile, bird, and mammal species).
However, the site provides little to no function to facilitate wildlife movement on a regional scale.
Additionally, the site is not identified as a Special Linkage area within the MSHCP. Movement on a
local scale likely occurs with species adapted to urban environments due to the surrounding
development and disturbances in the vicinity of the site. Although implementation of the Project
would result in disturbances to local wildlife movement within the site, those species adapted to
urban areas would be expected to persist on-site following construction. As such, impacts related to
wildlife movement would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required.

The Project Site supports potential foraging habitat and limited nesting habitat for migratory birds,
in addition to potential foraging habitat for raptors. Based on the disturbed nature of the site, the
quality of foraging habitat is considered to be low. Therefore, impacts to foraging habitat would be
considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are considered required.

The site has the potential to support avian ground nests due to the lack of vegetation and limited
ground cover. Nesting activity typically occurs from February 15 to August 31. Disturbing or
destroying active nests is a violation of the MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.). In addition, nests and eggs
are protected under Fish and Wildlife Code Section 3503. As such, the Proposed Project has the
potential to impact avian ground nests directly or indirectly. However, implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, above, would reduce impacts related to avian ground nests to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would be applicable.

Significance After Mitigation
With implementation of the mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The Proposed Project is not subject to any local policies, including a tree preservation ordinance.
The Project Site does not contain any tree species and would not remove any trees. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

The Project Site is within the planning area of the Western MSHCP and complies with the provisions
of that. Moreover, adherence to the mitigation measures described above would ensure that
potential impacts to nesting birds and jurisdictional features are reduced to less than significant
levels. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not conflict with any Habitat Conservation Plan or
Natural Community Conservation Plan. The Proposed Project would thus result in a less than
significant impact.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O O [ | O
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O [ | O O
c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? O [ | O O

The analysis below used information from the Applicant prepared Cultural Resources Assessment
(CRA), attached as Appendix C, to this MND. CEQA requires a lead agency to determine whether a
project may have a significant effect on historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section
21084.1). A historical resource is (1) a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in,
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); (2) a resource included in a local register of
historical resources; and/or (3) any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5[a][1-3]). Historical resources may include eligible built environment resources and
archaeological resources from any time period.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3), a resource is considered historically significant if
it:
1. lIs associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage;

2. s associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; and/or

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c) provides further guidance on the consideration of
archaeological resources. If an archaeological resource does not qualify as a historical resource, it
may meet the definition of a “unique archaeological resource” as identified in PRC Section 21083.2.
If it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological resource,
the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these resources to
be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources cannot be left
undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC Section 21083.2[a-b]).
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PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it:

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best
available example of its type; and/or

3. Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic
event or person.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 also provides guidance for addressing the potential presence of
human remains, including those discovered during implementation of a project.

The impact analysis included herein is organized based on the cultural resources checklist questions
included in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form. Checklist question a
broadly refers to historical resources. To more clearly differentiate between archaeological and built
environment resources, analysis under checklist question a is limited to the built environment
resources. Archaeological resources, including those that may be considered historical resources
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and those that may be considered unique
archaeological resources pursuant to PRC Section 21083.2, are considered under checklist question
b.

This section analyzes the Proposed Project’s potential impacts related to cultural resources,
including historical and archaeological resources as well as human remains. The CRA investigation
consisted of a California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search at the
Eastern Information Center (EIC) of the Project Site as well as a 1-mile radius around the Project
Site, a review of BFSA’s in-house data, additional archival research, a search of the Sacred Lands File
(SLF) with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and a pedestrian field survey
conducted on July 1, 2022.

The EIC records search identified 18 previously recorded cultural resources within a 1-mile radius of
the Project Site, none of which are located within or adjacent to the Project Site. BFSA’s review of
their in-house data, the National Register of Historic Places index, the historical USGS topographic
map data, and historical aerial photographs for 1967, 1978, 1996, 2002, and 2005 also did not
indicate the presence of cultural resources within or adjacent to the Project Site. Additionally, no
archaeological resources or deposits were observed within the Project Site during the pedestrian
survey conducted in support of the project. On August 15, 2022, the NAHC responded to BSFA’s SLF
request, stating the results of the SLF search were negative.

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.57?

No historical built environment resources were identified within or adjacent to the Project Site as a
result of the analysis conducted in support of this project. As such, implementation of the project
would result in no impact to historical built environment resources as defined in Section 15064.5(b)
of the CEQA Guidelines.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.57

The CRA conducted for the Proposed Project did not identify archaeological resources or
archaeological deposits within or adjacent to the Project Site and the results of the SLF search
conducted by the NAHC were negative for sacred lands. A review of historical aerial imagery of the
Project Site by Rincon revealed that it has been subject to ongoing disturbance as a result of
agricultural activities since at least the 1960s (NETROnline 2025). Though the depth and extent of
past ground disturbance is unknown and intact native soils and/or archaeological materials may be
present beneath the ground surface, the results of the geotechnical reports prepared for the project
(GeoTek, Inc. 2022, 2024) clearly indicate that the entire Project Site is underlain by middle to early
Pleistocene alluvial fan sediments, which would have been deposited prior to the era of recorded
human occupation. Due to the lack of known archaeological resources in the Project Site, the
negative SLF results, previous disturbance, and the presence of Pleistocene-aged deposits, the
Project Site is considered to have low sensitivity for intact subsurface archaeological resources. Still,
since construction of the Proposed Project would require excavation up to depths of 5 feet,
encountering unanticipated discoveries of previously unrecorded archaeological resources is
possible. Impacts would be potentially significant if resources are damaged or destroyed.
Accordingly, mitigation would be required to reduce potential impacts.

The implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-7 would reduce impacts to a less
than significant level by ensuring that any unanticipated archaeological resources discovered during
construction are evaluated and treated accordingly.

Mitigation Measures

CUL-1 Human Remains

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

CUL-2 Non-Disclosure of Location Reburials

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

CUL3 Inadvertent Archaeological Find

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

a)

b)

d)

e)

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

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

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

Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be consistent with the
Cultural Resources Management Plan and Monitoring Agreements entered into with the
appropriate tribes. This may include avoidance of the cultural resources through project
design, in-place preservation of cultural resources located in native soils and/or re-burial on
the Project property so they are not subject to further disturbance in perpetuity as
identified in Non-Disclosure of Reburial Condition.

Pursuant to Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the preferred method of
preservation for archaeological resources and cultural resources. If the landowner and the
Tribe(s) cannot agree on the significance or the mitigation for the archaeological or cultural
resources, these issues will be presented to the City Community Development Director for
decision. The City Community Development Director shall make the determination based on
the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act with respect to archaeological
resources, recommendations of the project archeologist and shall take into account the
cultural and religious principles and practices of the Tribe. Notwithstanding any other rights
available under the law, the decision of the City Community Development Director shall be
appealable to the City Planning Commission and/or City Council.

CUL-4 Cultural Resources Disposition

In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during the course of ground
disturbing activities (inadvertent discoveries), the following procedures shall be carried out for final
disposition of the discoveries:

a)

b)

c)

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

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

Reburial of the resources on the Project property. The measures for reburial shall include, at
least, the following: Measures and provisions to protect the future reburial area from any
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d)

future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all legally required cataloging and
basic recordation have been completed, with an exception that sacred items, burial goods
and Native American human remains are excluded. Any reburial process shall be culturally
appropriate. Listing of contents and location of the reburial shall be included in the
confidential Phase IV report. The Phase IV Report shall be filed with the City under a
confidential cover and not subject to Public Records Request.

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

CUL-5 Archeological Retained

Prior to issuance of a grading permit the project applicant shall retain a Riverside County qualified
archaeologist to monitor all ground disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown
archaeological resources.

30

a)

b)

d)

The Project Archaeologist and the Tribal monitor(s) shall manage and oversee monitoring
for all initial ground disturbing activities and excavation of each portion of the project site
including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of
materials, rock crushing, structure demolition and etc. The Project Archaeologist and the
Tribal monitor(s), shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect or halt the ground
disturbance activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural
resources in coordination with any required special interest or tribal monitors.

The developer/permit holder shall submit a fully executed copy of the contract to the
Community Development Department to ensure compliance with this condition of approval.
Upon verification, the Community Development Department shall clear this condition.

In addition, the Project Archaeologist, in consultation with the Consulting Tribe(s), the
contractor, and the City, shall develop a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) in
consultation pursuant to the definition in AB52 to address the details, timing and
responsibility of all archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project site. A
consulting tribe is defined as a tribe that initiated the AB 52 tribal consultation process for
the Project, has not opted out of the AB52 consultation process, and has completed AB 52
consultation with the City as provided for in Cal Pub Res Code Section 21080.3.2(b)(1) of
AB52. Details in the Plan shall include:

Project grading and development scheduling;

The Project archeologist and the Consulting Tribes(s) shall attend the pre-grading meeting
with the City, the construction manager and any contractors and will conduct a mandatory
Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training to those in attendance. The Training will
include a brief review of the cultural sensitivity of the Project and the surrounding area;
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what resources could potentially be identified during earthmoving activities; the
requirements of the monitoring program; the protocols that apply in the event inadvertent
discoveries of cultural resources are identified, including who to contact and appropriate
avoidance measures until the find(s) can be properly evaluated; and any other appropriate
protocols. All new construction personnel that will conduct earthwork or grading activities
that begin work on the Project following the initial Training must take the Cultural
Sensitivity Training prior to beginning work and the Project archaeologist and Consulting
Tribe(s) shall make themselves available

f) The protocols and stipulations that the contractor, City, Consulting Tribe(s) and Project
archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, including
any newly discovered cultural resource deposits that shall be subject to a cultural resources
evaluation.

CUL-6 Native American Monitoring (Pechanga/Soboba)

Tribal monitor(s) shall be required on-site during all ground-disturbing activities which are below the
depths of the previous mass grading. The land divider/permit holder shall retain a qualified tribal
monitor(s) from the Pechanga Band of Indians and Soboba band Luiseno Indians. Prior to issuance of
a grading permit, the developer shall submit a copy of a signed contract between the above-
mentioned Tribes and the land divider/permit holder for the monitoring of the project to the
Community Development Department and to the Engineering Department. The Native American
Monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect or halt the ground-disturbance
activities to allow recovery of cultural resources, in coordination with the Project Archaeologist.

The Developer shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including all archaeological
artifacts that are of Native American origin, found in the project area for proper treatment and
disposition to a curational facility that meets or exceeds Federal Curation Standards outlined in 36
CFR 79. The applicant shall be responsible for all curation costs.

CUL-7 Archaeology Report — Phase lll and IV

Prior to final inspection of the first building permit associated with each phase of grading, the
developer/permit holder shall prompt the Project Archaeologist to submit two copies of the Phase
IIl Data Recovery report (if required for the Project) and the Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring
Report that complies with the Community Development Department’s requirements for such
reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of the required cultural/historical sensitivity
training for the construction staff held during the pre-grade meeting. The Community Development
Department shall review the reports to determine adequate mitigation compliance. Provided the
reports are adequate, the Community Development Department shall clear this condition. Once the
report(s) are determined to be adequate, two copies shall be submitted to the Eastern Information
Center (EIC) at the University of California Riverside (UCR) and one copy shall be submitted to the
Consulting Tribe(s) Cultural Resources Department(s).
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Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-7 would reduce potential impacts to
less than significant by ensuring any subsurface archaeological resources are identified and
evaluated. Should any identified resources be identified as eligible for the CRHR, those resources
would be avoided or appropriate measures, such as data recovery, would be identified on a case by
case basis.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

c.  Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No human remains are known to be present within the Project Site. However, the discovery of
human remains is always a possibility during ground-disturbing activities. If human remains are
discovered during ground-disturbing activities, the State of California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 states no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a
determination of origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. In the event of an
unanticipated discovery of human remains, the County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the
human remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the NAHC,
which would determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The MLD has 48 hours from
being granted site access to make recommendations for the disposition of the remains. If the MLD
does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the City shall reinter the remains in an area of
the property secure from subsequent disturbance. With adherence to existing regulations, potential
impacts to human remains would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project
construction or operation? O O [ | O
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? O O [ | O

In 2022, California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 49" in
the nation, due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (United States Energy Information
Administration 2024a). Electricity and natural gas are primarily consumed by the built environment
for lighting, appliances, heating and cooling systems, fireplaces, and other uses such as industrial
processes in addition to being consumed by alternative fuel vehicles. Most of California’s electricity
is generated in state with approximately 23 percent imported from the Northwest and Southwest in
2023; however, the state relies on out-of-state natural gas imports for nearly 90 percent of its
supply (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2024a and 2024b). In addition, approximately 57.9
percent of California’s electricity supply in 2023 came from renewable energy sources, such as wind,
solar photovoltaic, geothermal, and biomass (CEC 2024a). In 2022, Senate Bill 1020 (SB 1020)
creates clean electricity targets for eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources
to supply 90 percent of retail sale electricity by 2035, 95 percent by 2040, 100 percent by 2045, and
100 percent of electricity procured to serve all state agencies by 2035.

Electricity would be provided to the project by Southern California Edison (SCE). Table 8 summarizes
the electricity consumption for Riverside County, in which the Project Site would be located, and for
SCE, as compared to statewide consumption. Natural gas would not be consumed at the Project
Site; therefore, it is excluded from the analysis.

Table 8 2022 Electricity Consumption

Electricity (GWh) 17,781 85,870 287,826 30% 6%

GWh = gigawatt-hours
1 Proportion to statewide consumption.
2 SCE electricity consumption compared to statewide consumption.

3 For reference, the population of Riverside County (2,442,378 persons) is approximately 6.2 percent of the population of California
(39,128,162 persons) (California Department of Finance 2024).

Source: CEC 2024c
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Petroleum fuels are primarily consumed by on-road and off-road equipment in addition to some
industrial processes, with California being the 7" largest petroleum-producing state in the nation in
2023 (United States Energy Information Administration 2024b). Gasoline, which is used by light-duty
cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles, is the most used transportation fuel in California with
13,576 million gallons sold in 2023 (CEC 2024d). Diesel, which is used primarily by heavy duty-trucks,
delivery vehicles, buses, trains, ships, boats and barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty
construction and military vehicles, is the second most used fuel in California with 2,316 million
gallons sold in 2023 (CEC 2024d). Table 9 summarizes the petroleum fuel consumption for Riverside
County, in which the Project Site would be located, as compared to statewide consumption.

Table 9 2023 Annual Gasoline and Diesel Consumption

Gasoline 980 13,576 7%

Diesel 180 2,316 8%
! For reference, the population of Riverside County (2,442,378 persons) is approximately 6.2 percent of the population of California
(39,128,162 persons) (California Department of Finance 2024).
Source: CEC 2024d

Energy consumption is related to environmental quality in that the consumption of nonrenewable
energy resources releases criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions into the
atmosphere. The environmental impacts of air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with the
project’s energy consumption are discussed in detail in Section 3 and Section 6, of this MND.

a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Construction

During Proposed Project construction, energy would be consumed in the form of petroleum-based
fuels used to power off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the Project Site, construction
workers travel to and from the Project Site, and vehicles used to deliver materials. In addition, the
project would require hauling material offsite during grading; vendor trips during building
construction; and worker trips for all phases of construction, such as site preparation, grading,
paving, building construction, and architectural coating.

The total gasoline and diesel fuel consumption during project construction was estimated using the
assumptions and factors from CalEEMod used to estimate construction air emissions (Appendix A).
Table 10 presents the estimated construction phase energy consumption, indicating construction
equipment and hauling and vendor trips would consume 74,093 gallons of diesel fuel, and worker
trips would consume about 24,284 gallons of gasoline fuel over the project construction period. The
project would consume less than one hundredth of a percent of the total consumption in the
Riverside County region.
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Table 10 Estimated Fuel Consumption during Consiruction

Diesel Fuel (Construction Equipment) 67,699 8,629
Diesel Fuel (Hauling & Vendor Trips) 6,396 815
Other Petroleum Fuel (Worker Trips) 24,284 2,666
Total 12,110

The construction energy estimates represent a conservative estimate as the construction equipment
used in each construction phase was assumed to operate every day of construction. Construction
equipment would be maintained to applicable standards, and construction activity and associated
fuel consumption and energy use would be temporary and typical for construction sites. It is
reasonable to assume contractors would avoid wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary fuel
consumption during construction to reduce construction costs. Therefore, the project would not
result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project construction and impacts would be less than
significant.

Operations

Operation of the Proposed Project would contribute to regional energy demand by consuming
electricity and gasoline and diesel fuels. Electricity would be used for heating and cooling systems,
lighting, appliances, and water and wastewater conveyance, among other purposes. Gasoline and
diesel consumption would be associated with vehicle trips generated by customers and employees.
Table 11 summarizes estimated operational energy consumption for the Proposed Project. As
shown therein, project operation would require approximately 143,937 gallons of gasoline and
33,677 gallons of diesel for transportation fuels and 1.8 GWh of electricity. Vehicle trips associated
with future workers, customers, and deliveries would represent the greatest operational use of
energy associated with the Proposed Project.

Table 11 Estimated Project Annual Operational Energy Consumption

Transportation Fuels

Gasoline 143,937 gallons 15,803 MMBtu
Diesel 33,677 gallons 4,292 MMBtu
Electricity 1.8 GWh 6,272 MMBtu

MMBtu = million metric British thermal units; GWh = gigawatt-hours

1 Energy consumption is converted to MMBtu for each source

As mentioned, the Proposed Project would be served by SCE, which provided more than 85,870
GWh of electricity in 2022. The Proposed Project’s total electricity demand would be less than 0.01
percent of SCE’s projected low demand supply of 100,313 GWh in 2027 (CEC 2024e). Additionally,
the project would also comply with California Building Code (CBC) Title 24 standards, which would
minimize the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during
operation. California’s Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen; California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, Part 11) requires implementation of energy efficient light fixtures and building materials
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into the design of new construction projects. The 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (CBC
Title 24, Part 6) requires newly constructed buildings to meet energy performance standards set by
the Energy Commission. In addition, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the
applicable portions of the California Energy Code and California Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen Code), which establish planning and design standards for sustainable development,
energy efficiency, water conservation, and material conservation. By required compliance with
applicable regulations and continued energy efficient programs implemented by SCE, the Proposed
Project’s potential impacts regarding wasteful or inefficient use of electricity would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The City of Menifee General Plan outlines policies to promote energy efficiency and generation within
Menifee. The Open Space and Conservation Element include the goal OSC-4, Energy & Mineral, which
promotes efficient and management of energy to ensure its availability for future generations.
Policies within the Open Space and Conservation Element such as Policy OCS-4.1, Policy OCS-4.2, and
Policy OCS-9.5 are intended to increase energy efficiency. The project would provide electric vehicle
charging spaces standards based on the latest CALGreen standards for new construction of
townhomes with private garages. In addition, the project would reduce its use of nonrenewable
energy resources by excluding natural gas appliances and electricity would be provided by SCE, which
continues to increase renewable energy sources to comply with state requirements of SB 100.

With regard to transportation related energy usage, the Proposed Project would not conflict with
the goals of SCAG’s 2024—-2050 RTP/SCS, which incorporates VMT targets established by SB 375.
SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS focuses on four core categories: mobility, communities, environment
and economy. In addition, the SCS implementation strategies include focusing growth near
destinations and mobility options, promoting diverse housing choices, leveraging technology
innovations, and supporting implementation of sustainability policies. The Proposed Project would
be consistent with the energy efficiency policies by being consistent with the CALGreen and Building
Energy Efficiency Standards for appliances and electric vehicle charging provisions. In addition, the
project is near existing residential neighborhoods providing connectivity with the existing land use
area, which could reduce reliance of motor vehicle use. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency and impacts
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1. Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? | O [ | O
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? O 0 u d
3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? O O | O
4, Llandslides? O O O [ |
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O u O
c. Belocated 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,
liguefaction, or collapse? O O u O
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? O O u O
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? O O O u
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? O u O O
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This analysis incorporates the results provided in the Paleontological Resources Assessment (PRA)
prepared in July 2022 for the Proposed Project, by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc. and peer
reviewed by Rincon Consultants (Appendix D) and the Geotechnical and Infiltration Evaluation
prepared by GeoTek on January 4, 2022 (Appendix E).

a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?

Although the Project Site is located in seismically active Southern California, it is not located within
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (DOC 2023). The nearest active faults are the Casa Loma
Fault of the San Jacinto Fault Zone located approximately 10 miles northeast of the Project Site and
the Wildomar Fault of the Elsinore Fault Zone located approximately 10.6 miles southwest of the
Project Site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

The Proposed Project would be subject to ground shaking impacts should a major earthquake in the
area occur in the future. Potential impacts include injury or loss of life and property damage. The
Project Site is subject to strong seismic ground shaking as are virtually all properties in Southern
California.

The proposed buildings are subject to the seismic design criteria of the California Building Code
(CBC). The 2022 CBC (CBC, California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2) contains seismic safety
provisions with the aim of preventing building collapse during a design earthquake, so that
occupants would be able to evacuate after the earthquake. Adherence to these requirements would
reduce the potential of the building from collapsing during an earthquake, thereby minimizing injury
and loss of life. Although structures may be damaged during earthquakes, adherence to seismic
design requirements would minimize damage to property within the structure because the
structure is designed not to collapse. The CBC is intended to provide minimum requirements to
prevent major structural failure and loss of life. Adherence to existing regulations would reduce the
risk of loss, injury, and death; impacts due to strong ground shaking would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs when soil undergoes transformation from a solid state to
a liquefied condition due to the effects of increased pore-water pressure. This typically occurs
where susceptible soils (particularly the medium sand to silt range) are located over a high
groundwater table (within 50 feet of the surface). Affected soils lose all strength during liquefaction
and foundation failure can occur.

According to the California Department of Conservation Seismic Hazard Evaluation system and the
Menifee General Plan Safety Element, the Project Site is not located in a Zone of Required
Investigation for liquefaction (DOC 2023; Menifee 2022). This indicates that the area has not been
subject to historic occurrence of liquefaction, or local geological, geotechnical, and groundwater
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conditions do not indicate potential for permanent ground displacement such that mitigation as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 2693(c) would be required. Therefore, impacts from
seismically induced liquefaction would be considered less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

According to the California Department of Conservation Seismic Hazard Evaluation system and the
Menifee General Plan Safety Element, the Project Site is not located in a Zone of Required
Investigation for landslides (DOC 2023; Menifee 2022). The Project Site is relatively flat and there is
no potential for landslides on the Project Site. No impacts to the Proposed Project Site from
landslides would occur.

NO IMPACT
b.  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Topsoil is used to cover surface areas for the establishment and maintenance of vegetation due to
its high concentrations of organic matter and microorganisms. The Proposed Project has the
potential to expose surficial soils to wind and water erosion during construction activities. Wind
erosion would be minimized through soil stabilization measures required by South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), such as daily watering. Water erosion
would be prevented through the City’s standard erosion control practices required pursuant to the
CBC and the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), such as silt fencing, fiber
rolls, or sandbags. Following construction, the Project Site would be covered completely by paving,
structures, and landscaping. Impacts related to soil erosion would be less than significant with the
implementation of existing regulations.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Impacts related to liquefaction and landslides are discussed above. Lateral spreading is the
downslope movement of surface sediment due to liquefaction in a subsurface layer. The downslope
movement is due to gravity and earthquake shaking combined. Such movement can occur on slope
gradients of as little as one degree. Lateral spreading typically damages pipelines, utilities, bridges,
and structures.

Due to the very low potential for liquefaction, the potential for lateral spreading is also considered
very low. Lateral spreading of the ground surface during a seismic activity usually occurs along the
weak shear zones within a liquefiable soil layer and has been observed to generally take place
toward a free face (i.e. retaining wall, slope, or channel) and to lesser extent on ground surfaces
with a very gentle slope. Furthermore, the Proposed Project is required to be constructed in
accordance with the CBC. Therefore, through compliance with CBC requirements, impacts related to
unstable soils would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Expansive soils are clayey soils that have a high plasticity index. Typical shallow reinforced concrete
spread footing foundations, such as those for buildings and other foundations covering a
considerable area of ground, can be affected by expansive soils if such soils are present close to the
ground surface. The Proposed Project is located on well-dissected, well-indurated sand and gravel
alluvial fan sediment. Additionally, if expansive soils are discovered on the Project Site, Section
1808.6 of the CBC requires special design considerations for foundations of structures built on
expansive soils which would reduce the Project Site’s risk of expansive soil damage. With the
project’s adherence to CBC design considerations, impacts related to expansive soils would be less
than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

e. Would the project 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?

Wastewater generated by the Proposed Project would require conveyance through a municipal
sewage system and would not utilize a septic system. Therefore, the Project would not have an
impact on soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the evidence of once-living organisms preserved in the rock
record. They include both the fossilized remains of ancient plants and animals and the traces
thereof (e.g., trackways, imprints, burrows, etc.). Paleontological resources are not found in “soil”
but are contained within the geologic deposits or bedrock that underlies the soil layer. Typically,
fossils are greater than 5,000 years old (i.e., older than middle Holocene in age) and are typically
preserved in sedimentary rocks. Although rare, fossils can also be preserved in volcanic rocks and
low-grade metamorphic rocks under certain conditions (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology [SVP]
2010). Fossils occur in a non-continuous and often unpredictable distribution within some
sedimentary units, and the potential for fossils to occur within sedimentary units depends on
several factors. It is possible to evaluate the potential for geologic units to contain scientifically
important paleontological resources and therefore evaluate the potential for impacts to those
resources and provide mitigation for paleontological resources if they are discovered during
construction of a development project.

A PRA was prepared for this project in 2022 by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc. (BFSA 2022). This
assessment included a summary of applicable state and local laws and regulations, a paleontological
sensitivity assessment of the Project Site’s geology, a paleontological records search of the Western
Science Center, and mitigation recommendations. The results of that assessment are incorporated
herein. This section also includes information from the Proposed Project’s geotechnical evaluations
(GeoTek, Inc. 2022, 2024), which were not available during the writing of BFSA (2022).

According to BFSA (2022), the entire Project Site is underlain by middle to early Pleistocene very old
alluvial fan sediments, which have high paleontological sensitivity per the City of Menifee General
Plan based on the history of similar sediments in the region producing fossils. Test borings
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conducted by GeoTek, Inc. (2022) revealed that sediments beneath the Project Site consisted of
interbedded sand, silt, and clay from the surface to the maximum explored depth of 51 feet, which
is consistent with the description of very old alluvial fan sediments from BFSA (2022). These test
borings did not encounter any fill or disturbed sediments.

Given the high paleontological sensitivity of the underlying sediments, BFSA (2022) concluded that
project construction could significantly impact paleontological resources. Thus, BFSA (2022)
recommended mitigation actions, which have been adapted into Mitigation Measure GEO-1 below.
BFSA (2022) recommended paleontological monitoring for ground-disturbing activities greater than
5 feet below the surface. However, given the high sensitivity of these sediments per the City of
Menifee General Plan and lack of previous disturbance of the site as documented by GeoTek, Inc.
(2022), any ground-disturbing activities could significantly impact paleontological resources.
Therefore, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 includes paleontological monitoring for ground-disturbing
activities of any depth. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce the project’s
potential impacts to paleontological resources to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure

GEO-1 Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation

Qualified Professional Paleontologist. Prior to excavation, the Proposed Project applicant shall
retain a Qualified Professional Paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
(SVP 2010), who shall direct all mitigation measures related to paleontological resources. The
Qualified Professional Paleontologist shall obtain a written repository agreement for the curation of
any fossils discovered during paleontological monitoring prior to the beginning of ground
disturbance.

Paleontological Worker Environmental Awareness Program. Prior to the start of construction, the
Qualified Professional Paleontologist or their designee shall conduct a paleontological Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training for construction personnel regarding the
appearance of fossils and the procedures for notifying paleontological staff should construction
personnel discover fossils.

Paleontological Monitoring and Salvage. Full-time paleontological monitoring shall be conducted
during ground-disturbing construction activities (e.g., grading, trenching, drilling) within previously
undisturbed sediments. Paleontological monitoring shall be conducted by a paleontological monitor
with experience with collection and salvage of paleontological resources and who meets the
minimum standards of the SVP (2010) for a Paleontological Resources Monitor. Paleontological
monitors will be equipped to salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays. The
monitor must be empowered to temporarily halt or divert equipment to allow removal of abundant
or large specimens in a timely manner. The Qualified Professional Paleontologist may recommend
that monitoring be reduced in frequency or ceased entirely based on geologic observations. Such
decisions shall be subject to review and approval by the City of Menifee.

Particularly small invertebrate fossils typically represent multiple specimens of a limited number of
organisms, and a scientifically suitable sample can be obtained from one to several five-gallon
buckets of fossiliferous sediment. If it is possible to dry screen the sediment in the field, a
concentrated sample may consist of one or two buckets of material. For vertebrate fossils, the test
is usually the observed presence of small pieces of bones within the sediments. If present, as
multiple five-gallon buckets of sediment can be collected and returned to a separate facility to wet-
screen the sediment.
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In the event of a fossil discovery by the paleontological monitor or construction personnel, all
construction activity within 50 feet of the find shall cease, and the Qualified Professional
Paleontologist shall evaluate the find. If the fossil(s) is (are) not scientifically significant, then
construction activity may resume. If it is determined that the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant,
the following shall be completed:

e Fossil Salvage. The paleontological monitor shall salvage (excavate and recover) the fossil to
protect it from damage/destruction. Typically, fossils can be safely salvaged quickly by a
single paleontological monitor with minimal disruption to construction activity. In some
cases, larger fossils (such as complete skeletons or large mammal fossils) require more
extensive excavation and longer salvage periods. In these cases, a fossil recovery crew shall
excavate around the find, encase the find within a plaster and burlap jacket, and remove it
after the plaster is set. For large fossils, use of the contractor’s construction equipment may
be solicited to help remove the jacket to a safe location.

e Fossil Preparation and Curation. Fossils shall be identified to the lowest (most-specific)
possible taxonomic level, prepared to a curation-ready condition, and curated in a scientific
institution with a permanent paleontological collection along with all pertinent field notes,
photos, data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined significance at the time of collection may
also warrant curation at the discretion of the Qualified Professional Paleontologist.

Final Paleontological Mitigation Report. Upon completion of ground-disturbing activities (or
laboratory preparation and curation of fossils, if necessary), the Qualified Professional
Paleontologist shall prepare a final report describing the results of the paleontological monitoring
efforts. The report shall include a summary of the field and laboratory methods employed; an
overview of project geology; and, if fossils were discovered, an analysis of the fossils, including
physical description, taxonomic identification, scientific significance and necessary maps and
graphics to accurately record their original location(s). The report shall be submitted to the City of
Menifee and, if fossil curation occurred, the designated scientific institution.

Significance After Mitigation
With implementation of the mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment? O O [ ] O
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases? O O | O

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period of time. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative
sources of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) emissions contributing to the “greenhouse effect,” a natural
occurrence which takes place in Earth’s atmosphere and helps regulate the temperature of the
planet. The majority of radiation from the sun hits Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface, in turn,
radiates heat back towards the atmosphere in the form of infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in
the atmosphere trap and prevent some of this heat from escaping into space and re-radiate it in all
directions.

GHG emissions occur both naturally and from of human activities, such as fossil fuel burning,
decomposition of landfill wastes, raising livestock, deforestation, and some agricultural practices.
GHGs produced by human activities include carbon dioxide (CO;), methane, nitrous oxide,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Different types of GHGs have
varying global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to
trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHGs absorb
different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO,) is used to relate the amount of heat
absorbed to the amount of the gas emitted, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (COze),
which is the amount of a specific GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a 100-year
GWP of one. By contrast, methane has a GWP of 30, meaning its global warming effect is 30 times
greater than CO; on a molecule per molecule basis (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
[IPCC] 2021).

The United Nations IPCC expressed that the rise and continued growth of atmospheric CO;
concentrations is unequivocally due to human activities in the IPCC’s Sixth Assessment Report
(2021). Human influence has warmed the atmosphere, ocean, and land, which has led the climate to
warm at an unprecedented rate in the last 2,000 years. It is estimated that between the period of
1850 through 2019, that a total of 2,390 gigatons of anthropogenic CO; was emitted. It is likely that
anthropogenic activities have increased the global surface temperature by approximately 1.07
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degrees Celsius between the years 2010 through 2019 (IPCC 2021). Emissions resulting from human
activities are thereby contributing to an average increase in Earth’s temperature. Potential climate
change impacts in California may include loss of snowpack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days
per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years (California Natural
Resource Agency 2019).

Significance Thresholds

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to GHG emissions from the project
would be significant if the project would:

= Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment; and/or

=  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

The majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly influence
climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to
significant cumulative effects, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited. As a
result, the issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution
towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064[h][1]).

To determine a project-specific threshold, guidance on GHG significance thresholds in the region
from SCAQMD, the air district in which the Project Site is located, was used. The SCAQMD’s GHG
CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group considered a tiered approach to determine the
significance of residential and commercial projects. The draft tiered approach is outlined in meeting
minutes dated September 28, 2010 (SCAQMD 2010):

= Tier 1. If the project is exempt from further environmental analysis under existing statutory or
categorical exemptions, there is a presumption of less than significant impacts with respect to
climate change. If not, then the Tier 2 threshold should be considered.

= Tier 2. Consists of determining whether the project is consistent with a GHG reduction plan that
may be part of a local general plan, for example. The concept embodied in this tier is equivalent
to the existing concept of consistency in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), 15125(d) or
15152(a). Under this Tier, if the Proposed Project is consistent with the qualifying local GHG
reduction plan, it is not significant for GHG emissions. If there is not an adopted plan, then a
Tier 3 approach would be appropriate.

= Tier 3. Establishes a screening significance threshold level to determine significance. The
Working Group has provided a recommendation of 3,000 metric tons (MT) CO.e per year for
nonindustrial projects.

= Tier 4. Establishes a service population threshold to determine significance. The Working Group
has provided a recommendation of 4.8 MT CO.e per year for land use projects.

Tier 1 would not apply to the project as it is not exempt from environmental analysis. For Tier 2, the
City of Menifee does not have a qualified GHG reduction plan in its general plan or climate
adaptation plan. Therefore, for a project-specific threshold, the City of Menifee has selected
SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO.e per year threshold for nonindustrial projects as the applicable project-
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specific threshold, in accordance with Tier 3. The SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO2e per year threshold is
frequently used by jurisdictions across Southern California to determine GHG emissions impacts
from nonindustrial projects. In addition, the project is evaluated based on consistency with plans
and policies adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG emissions and mitigating the effects of
climate change. The most directly applicable adopted regulatory plans to reduce GHG emissions are
the 2022 Scoping Plan, the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, and the City of Menifee General Plan.

Methodology

Calculations of CO,, methane, and nitrous oxide emissions are provided to identify the magnitude of
potential project effects. The analysis focuses on CO;, methane, and nitrous oxide because these
make up 98 percent of all GHG emissions by volume and are the GHG emissions the project would
emit in the largest quantities (IPCC 2014). Emissions of all GHGs are converted into their equivalent
GWP in terms of CO;, (i.e., CO,e). Minimal amounts of other GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons)
would be emitted; however, these other GHG emissions would not substantially add to the total
GHG emissions. GHG emissions associated with project construction and operation were estimated
using CalEEMod, version 2022.1, with the assumptions described under Section 3, in addition to the
following:

= The analysis uses CalEEMod default assumptions for solid waste and area sources for the
multifamily units and asphalt surfaces.

= The project would not include natural gas appliances. The CalEEMod defaults for natural gas
(kilo British Thermal Units) were converted to electricity (kilowatt hours) and summed with
electricity default assumptions.

= |n accordance with SCAQMD’s recommendation, GHG emissions from construction of the
Proposed Project were amortized over a 30-year period and added to annual operational
emissions to determine the project’s total annual GHG emissions (SCAQMD 2008).

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Construction of the Proposed Project would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily from the
operation of construction equipment on-site as well as from vehicles transporting construction
workers to and from the Project Site and heavy trucks to transport building materials. Project
construction would begin in February 2026 and end in February 2027. As shown in Table 12,
construction of the Proposed Project would generate an estimated total of 908 MT CO,e. Amortized
over a 30-year period per SCAQMD guidance, construction of the Proposed Project would generate
an estimated 30 MT COze per year.
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Table 12 Estimated Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases

2026 852
2027 56
Total 908
Amortized over 30 Years 30

MT CO.e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
Source: Appendix A

Operation of the Proposed Project would generate GHG emissions associated with mobile sources,
area sources, refrigerant sources, energy and water usage, and wastewater and solid waste
generation. Table 13 combines the estimated construction and operational GHG emissions
associated with development of the project. As shown therein, annual emissions from the Proposed
Project would be approximately 1,573 MT of CO,e per year, which would not exceed SCAQMD’s
screening-level threshold of 3,000 MT of COze per year for nonindustrial projects. Therefore, the
project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 13 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases

Construction? 30
Operational 1,543
Mobile 1,205
Area 2
Energy 290
Water 14
Waste 30
Refrigerant <1
Total 1,573
SCAQMD Numeric Threshold 3,000
Exceed Threshold? No

MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
1Amortized construction related GHG emissions over 30 years
Source: Appendix A

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Several plans and policies have been adopted to reduce GHG emissions in Southern California
region, including the State’s 2022 Scoping Plan, the SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, and the City of
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Menifee’s General Plan. The Proposed Project’s consistency with these plans is discussed in the
following subsections.

2022 Scoping Plan

The principal state plan to monitor and regulate GHGs is the AB 32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, which was followed by SB 32. The quantitative goal of AB 32 was to reduce
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. According to CARB, California achieved its 2020 GHG
emission reduction target in 2016. The goal of SB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030. In 2022, the State passed AB 1279, which declares the State would
achieve net-zero GHG emissions by 2045 and would reduce GHG emissions by 85 percent below
1990 levels by 2045. The latest iteration of the Scoping Plan is the 2022 Scoping Plan, which focuses
on outcomes needed to achieve carbon neutrality by assessing paths for clean technology, energy
deployment, natural and working lands, and others, and is designed to meet the state’s long-term
climate objectives and support a range of economic, environmental, energy security, environmental
justice, and public health priorities.

The 2022 Scoping Plan Appendix D, Local Actions, provides suggestions (also referred to as “priority
areas”) for prioritizing the various types of project features that may reduce GHG emissions, starting
with on-site GHG-reducing design features and mitigation measures, such as methods to reduce
VMT and support building decarbonization, access to shared mobility services or transit, and EV
charging. The 2022 Scoping Plan VMT Reduction priority area focuses on projects that do not result
in the loss or conversion of natural and working lands. The Project Site is not considered a natural
working land and would be consistent with this priority area. The 2022 Scoping Plan Building
Decarbonization priority area focuses on projects that utilize all-electric appliances without any
natural gas connections or other fossil fuels for space heating, water heating, or indoor cooking. The
Proposed Project aligns with the Building Decarbonization priority area by installing all-electric
appliances in the residential units; therefore, consistent with this priority area. In addition to the key
attributes outlined for each priority area in Appendix D of the 2022 Scoping Plan, the project would
include electric vehicle infrastructure. These additions would comply with the latest CALGreen
standards and Title 24 Green Building Code and Building Efficiency Energy Standards, thereby
reducing the use of nonrenewable energy sources and supporting the State's carbon neutrality
goals. In addition, the project would receive electricity from SCE, which is required to reduce GHG
emissions by increasing procurement from eligible renewable energy by set target years. Therefore,
the Proposed Project would not conflict with the 2022 Scoping Plan.

SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP/SCS

On April 4, 2024, SCAG’s Regional Council formally adopted the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS (titled Connect
SoCal 2024). The SCAG 2024-2050 RTP/SCS is forecast to help California reach its GHG reduction
goals by reducing GHG emissions from passenger cars in the SCAG region by 19 percent by 2035 in
accordance with the most recent CARB targets adopted in March 2018.3 The 2024-2050 RTP/SCS
focuses on four core categories: mobility, communities, environment and economy. In addition, the
SCS implementation strategies include focusing growth near destinations and mobility options,
promoting diverse housing choices, leveraging technology innovations, and supporting
implementation of sustainability policies. The project’s consistency with the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS is

3 Eight percent emissions reduction from 2005 levels by 2020 target was achieved (SCAG 2024).
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discussed in Table 14. As shown therein, the Proposed Project would not conflict with the 2024-
2050 RTP/SCS.

Table 14 Project Consistency with Applicable SCAG RTP/SCS Sirategies

Mobility

Pursue the development of Complete Streets that comprise a safe,
multimodal network with flexible use of public rights-of-way for
people of all ages and abilities using a variety of modes (e.g., people
walking, biking, rolling, driving, taking transit).

Environment

Support communities across the region to advance innovative
sustainable development practices.

Support investments that reduce hazardous air pollutants and
greenhouse gas emissions.

Accelerate the deployment of a zero-emission transportation system
and use near-zero-emission technology to offer short-term benefits

where zero-emissions solutions are not yet feasible or commercially
viable

Promote sustainable water use planning, practices and storage that
improve regional water security and resilience in a drier
environment.

Source: SCAG 2024

Consistent. The Proposed Project would add
132 residential units and would provide
connectively with several residential
neighborhoods and Hans Middle School,
which could potentially promote walking,
biking, and rolling near the Project Site.
Therefore, the project would provide safe,
multimodal network with flexible use of
public rights of way.

Consistent. The project would be consistent
with the provisions of the Title 24 Building
Energy Efficiency Standards and install
energy efficient appliances. The project
would also adhere to CALGreen’s mandatory
EV charging standards for new construction
of townhomes with private garages.
Furthermore, it would include irrigation
systems, appliances, and reclaim water that
are designed to conserve water and ensure
efficiency. Therefore, the project aligns with
SCAG’s 2024-2050 RTP environmental
policies and strategies aimed at reducing
GHG emissions.

City of Menifee General Plan

Senate Bill 379 requires all cities to include climate adaptation and resiliency strategies in their
General Plan Safety Element. The goals, policies, and objectives of this section are derived from a
climate vulnerability assessment, which identifies the exposure risks; sensitive structures, functions,
and populations; potential impacts and risks; and the City’s adaptive capabilities. The City of
Menifee’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element includes GHG goals and policies; as
well emissions reduction consideration in the Land Use and Circulation Elements through policies
that encourage local jobs and housing balance, improving the transportation network, and uses of
neighborhood electric vehicles. Table 15 summarizes the project’s consistency with the City of
Menifee General Plan goals and policies indirectly related to GHG emissions.
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Table 15 Project Consistency with the City of Menifee General Plan

Policy S-7.1: Continue to require environmental
analysis for Proposed Projects which may produce
harmful levels of greenhouse gas.

Policy S-7.2: Ensure that the City’s water supply is
protected against drought conditions intensified
by climate change.

Policy OCS-7.2: Encourage water conservation as a
means of preserving water resources

Policy S-7.4: Promote alternative forms of energy
production such as solar or wind power.

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

Source: City of Menifee 2012

Consistent. GHG emissions generated by the
Proposed Project would be significant if SCAQMD’s
3,000 MT CO:ze per year threshold for non-industrial
projects are exceeded. As shown in Impact GHG-1, the
project would not exceed SCAQMD’s GHG threshold
and would not produce harmful level of GHG.

Consistent. The Proposed Project would be consistent
with the 2022 CALGreen standards and incorporate
water efficient appliances, fixtures, and irrigation
systems consistent with green building features.
Additionally, reclaim water for indoor and outdoor
water use.

Consistent. The Proposed Project would comply with
the latest Title 24 standards, which promote energy
conservation in new buildings. Additionally, the
project would be consistent with CALGreen's electric
vehicle charging requirements for new construction of
townhomes with private garages.

In summary, the plan consistency analysis provided above demonstrates that the project complies
with or exceeds the plans, policies, regulations and GHG reduction actions/strategies outlined in the
2022 Scoping Plan, the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS, and the City of Menifee General Plan. Consistency with
the above plans, policies, regulations and GHG reduction actions/strategies would reduce the
project’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases and impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with
Significant Mitigation
Impact Incorporated

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials? O O

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? O O

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school? O O

d. Be located on asite that is included on a
list of hazardous material 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? O O

e. Fora project located in 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? O O

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

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

No Impact
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a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

The Proposed Project could result in a significant hazard to the public if the Proposed Project
includes the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or places housing near a
facility which routinely transports, uses, or disposes of hazardous materials. The Proposed Project is
located within a residential and mixed-use zoned area that contains a mix of housing and vacant
land. The routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials is primarily associated with
industrial uses that require such materials for manufacturing operations or produce hazardous
wastes as by-products of production applications.

During construction, there would be a minor level of transport, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials and waste that are typical of construction projects. This would include fuels and lubricants
for construction machinery, coating materials, etc. Routine construction control measures and best
management practices for hazardous materials storage, application, waste disposal, accident
prevention and clean-up, etc. would be sufficient to reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

Operation and maintenance of the Proposed Project would likely involve the use of common
household materials such as cleaning and degreasing solvents, fertilizers, and pesticides. In addition,
chemicals, such as chlorine, for the maintenance of the pool would also potentially be stored on site
in minor quantities. These and other materials used in the regular maintenance of the building and
landscaping would also be utilized in the secondary activities associated with the new multi-family
development. Use of these materials would be subject to compliance with existing regulations,
standards, and guidelines established by the federal, State, and local agencies related to storage,
use, and disposal of hazardous materials. The transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials
during construction of the project would be subject to all applicable State and federal laws, such as
the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the
California Hazardous Material Management Act, and the California Code of Regulations, Title 22.
Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

The Proposed Project would involve the construction of residential dwellings that typically do not
use or store large quantities of hazardous materials. Potentially hazardous materials such as fuels,
lubricants, and solvents would be used during construction of the project. However, the transport,
use, and storage of hazardous materials during the construction of the project would be conducted
in accordance with all applicable state and federal laws, such as the Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the California Hazardous Material
Management Act, and the California Code of Regulations, Title 22. As described above, the Proposed
Project would likely involve the storing of hazardous materials like pool chemicals. However, any
pool chemicals stored would be in minor quantities. Impacts from project construction and
operation would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

The Project Site is not located within a quarter mile of any schools. The closest school is Hans
Middle School, located approximately 0.38 miles east of the Project Site. During construction of the
project, hazardous and potentially hazardous materials would be utilized for the transport and
operation of vehicles and machinery. As discussed above, the transport, use, and storage of
hazardous materials during the construction of the project would be conducted in accordance with
all applicable state and federal laws, such as the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, the California Hazardous Material Management Act, and the
California Code of Regulations, Title 22. Additionally, operation of the proposed residential project
would not involve the use or transport of large quantities of hazardous materials. Therefore,
impacts related to hazardous emissions or materials affecting local schools would be less than
significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material 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?

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency to
develop an updated Cortese List. The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is
responsible for a portion of the information contained in the Cortese List. The analysis for this
section included a review of the following resources to provide hazardous material and release
information:

=  SWRCB GeoTracker database
= DTSC EnviroStor database

According to the GeoTracker and EnviroStor databases, there are no leaking underground storage
tank (LUST) or other clean-up sites within 0.25 mile of the Project Site (DTSC 2023; SWRCB 2023).
Therefore, the project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and would not create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment. Thus, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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?

There are no public airports or private airstrips within two miles of the Project Site. The Perris Valley
Airport is located approximately 3.6 miles northwest of the Project Site. The entire Project Site is
located in a compatibility zone (Zone E) for the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). Compatibility Zone E is defined as a low noise impact zone and a low
risk level zone (Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 2014). Within Compatibility Zone E,
residential use is not limited or restricted, no special considerations are required for development,
and no open space requirements are enforced. Development within Compatibility Zone E is required
to disclose airport proximity and the existence of aircraft overflights. The Proposed Project would
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comply with the requirements of the ALUCP and would not result in a safety hazard or excessive
noise. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The Proposed Project consists of the development of multi-family residential dwelling units. All
Proposed Project elements, including landscaping, would be sited with sufficient clearance from the
proposed buildings so as not to interfere with emergency access to and evacuation from the Project
Site. The Proposed Project is required to comply with the California Fire Code as adopted by the
Menifee Municipal Code. Primary access to the site is provided via Tioga Lane and secondary access
provided via Chambers Avenue. All drives within this subdivision are proposed to be public.

The Proposed Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or evacuation plan because no permanent public street or lane closures
are proposed. Impacts related to emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans would
be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

As discussed in Section 20, Wildfire, the Project Site and surrounding area is located within a local
responsibility area identified as a Very High Fire Severity Zone and shall comply with Chapter 7A of
the California Building Code and Chapter 49 of the California Fire Code. This project is also required
to comply with Title 14 from the California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. Overall compliance
with the California Fire Code and local regulations including the City of Menifee Municipal Code
Chapter 8.20 would reduce potential impacts related to wildland fires. As discussed in Section 20,
Wildfire, the Proposed Project would not result in increased wildfire risks at the site or lead to risk of
loss injury or death involving wildland fires. Therefore, impacts related to wildland fires would be
less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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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 runoffin 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 sources of
polluted runoff; or

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

d. Inflood 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?
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a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

A project normally would have an impact on surface water quality if discharges associated with the
project would create pollution, contamination, or nuisance as defined in Water Code Section 13050,
or that cause regulatory standards to be violated as defined in the applicable NPDES stormwater
permit or Water Quality Control Plan for a receiving water body. For the purpose of this specific
issue, a significant impact could occur if the Proposed Project would discharge water that does not
meet the quality standards of the agencies which regulate surface water quality and water
discharge into stormwater drainage systems. Significant impacts could also occur if the Proposed
Project does not comply with all applicable regulations regarding surface water quality as governed
by the SWRCB. These regulations include preparation of a WQMP to reduce potential post-
construction water quality impacts.

Three general sources of potential short-term, construction-related stormwater pollution associated
with the Proposed Project include: 1) the handling, storage, and disposal of construction materials
containing pollutants; 2) the maintenance and operation of construction equipment; and 3) earth
moving activities which, when not controlled, may generate soil erosion via storm runoff or
mechanical equipment. The Proposed Project would disturb approximately 7.34 acres of land and
therefore would be subject to NPDES permit requirements during construction activities. Pursuant
to the Menifee Municipal Code Section 15.01.015, new development or development projects shall
control stormwater runoff to prevent any deterioration of water quality that would impair
subsequent or competing uses of the water. The Department of Public Works and Engineering
would review and approve best management practices (BMPs) contained in the Project applicant’s
submitted Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be implemented to reduce the
discharge of pollutants during construction. The Proposed Project applicant’s SWPPP shall identify
erosion control BMPs to minimize pollutant discharges during construction activities. These
identified BMPs would include stabilized construction entrances, sand bagging, designated concrete
washout, tire wash racks, silt fencing, and curb cut/inlet protection. Impacts would be less than
significant with the implementation of existing regulations.

Compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations related to water quality,
implementation of BMP’s included in the project construction SWPPP would result in impacts to
water quality being less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Water supply in the area is provided by Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD). EMWD has four
sources of water supply: imported water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (MWD), local groundwater, and recycled water (Menifee 2013). According to the 2020
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), EMWD expects to be able to provide reliable water
supplies for an average year, single dry year, and multiple dry years for its existing and planned
supplies (EMWD 2021). As discussed further in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems, EMWD
would have sufficient water supply to provide for the Proposed Project’s water use. Proposed
Project construction may require minimal amounts of water for dust suppression in order to comply
with the SCAQMD recommendations regarding dust suppression during construction activities.
Construction activities would be temporary in nature, lasting for approximately 17 months.
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Therefore, no substantial increase in demand on groundwater supplies would occur, and adequate
water supplies would be available to meet the needs of the project for dust suppression purposes.

The Proposed Project would result in the addition of impervious surfaces on the Project Site.
According to the General Plan EIR, there are no percolation basins or other areas in the City used for
intentional recharge of groundwater basins. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
substantially decrease groundwater supplies interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.
Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c.(i)  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

c.(ii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows?

The BRA prepared for the Proposed Project (see Appendix B) identified a single unnamed drainage
feature at the northern Project Site boundary. Therefore, the Proposed Project may alter the
existing drainage patterns on the Project Site by introducing new grades and structures with
impervious surfaces that could alter flow and direction of existing drainage from the Project Site’s
existing configuration.

As described under Checklist Iltem a., above, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with
Menifee Municipal Code Section 15.01.015. Compliance with such requirements would result in in
implementation of standard construction BMPs to avoid or minimize temporary adverse effects
such as erosion and siltation, as well as the provision of design standards for site drainage that
includes the preservation of natural hydrological features. Furthermore, compliance with the
Municipal Code would require the project to implement erosion controls, monitor and evaluate
erosion control performance after a rainstorm event, and revise or repair sediment control systems
as needed. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for construction activities, the City must
approve the Proposed Project’s final erosion and sediment control plan and the community
development department must review the project plans and impose any additional BMPs, terms,
conditions, and requirements of the project.

Although the Proposed Project would alter existing land uses on the Project Site and result in the
addition of impervious surfaces, the project would install under-drains to guide surface water into
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existing storm drain inlets that are to be built along Chambers from construction of the neighboring
Legado project, thus, minimizing impacts to the existing drainage pattern. If the Legado project
were not to be built, then the improvements proposed to be built along Chambers would be the
responsibility of the Applicant the proposed project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site which would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site, flooding on- or off-site, additional sources of polluted runoff, or impede
or redirect flood flows. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

According to flood maps prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the
Proposed Project is located in Zone X, an area of minimal flood hazard (FEMA 2020). The Project Site
is not located in an area subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event. The
Project Site is not subject to tsunami due to its elevation and distance (over 40 miles) from the
ocean. There is low possibility of a seiche from these reservoirs affecting the Project Site given the
Project’s location to the nearest reservoir (approximately five miles). As noted in Section 7, Geology
and Soils, the Project Site has not been identified as being in an area susceptible to landslides. Thus,
the potential for mudflow is relatively low due to the lack of natural rivers and streams in the
Project vicinity. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The Project Site is located in the West San Jacinto Groundwater Management Area, which is
currently managed through a Groundwater Sustainability Plan which was implemented in 2022. The
San Jacinto Groundwater Basin is deemed a high priority basin, but not critically over drafted. As
previously stated, the Proposed Project would not interfere with intentional groundwater recharge
or substantially degrade water quality. Impacts related to water quality control plans or sustainable
groundwater management plans would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established
community? O O O |
b. Cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? O O O [ |

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

The Project Site and surrounding area consist of vacant lots and residential land. The Proposed
Project would be compatible with the surrounding land uses and would not impact adjacent uses
with respect to building height, massing, or intensity of development. The Proposed Project is
located entirely within the property and does not propose a structure, roadway, or flood control
channel which would divide an established community. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

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

The Project Site is designated 8.1-14 R in the City’s General Plan and zoned MDR, as discussed in
detail above. The Proposed Project does not include changes to either designation or is consistent
with the City’s General Plan. In particular, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the intent
of the General Plan to meet the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) housing needs by
constructing 132 multi-family homes on a vacant site, thereby adding to the housing stock within
the City. In addition, as described in Section 3, Air Quality, and Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
the Proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the AQMP and SCAG’s 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with land use plans, policies, and
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Thus, no impact would occur, and mitigation is not required.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state? O O O [ ]
b. Resultin 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? O O O [ |
a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?
b.  Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource

recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

According to Exhibit OSC-3 Mineral Resource Zones, the Project Site is within an MRZ-3 zone, which
is defined as an area containing known or inferred mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral
resource significance (Menifee 2013). The Project Site does not have any known presence of
significant mineral resources and no mineral extraction or processing facilities are on the Project
Site. The Project Site and surrounding properties are located in an urbanized area. There are no
known mineral resources in or in the vicinity of the Project Site and the surrounding residential land
uses are not compatible with mineral extraction. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no
impact on the availability or recovery of mineral resources.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project result in:
c. 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? O O [ | O
d. Generation of excessive groundborne

vibration or groundborne noise levels? O O [ | O
e. 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? O O O [ |

Noise Overview

Sound is a vibration that transmits through a medium (such as a gas, liquid, or solid) created by a
moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being detected by the hearing organs. Sound in the
context of environmental analysis consists of sound that transmits through the open air from a
source to a receiver. Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired
and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds.

Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so that they are
consistent with the human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000
hertz (Hz) and less sensitive to frequencies around and below 100 Hz (Kinsler, et al. 1999). Decibels
are measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the
Richter scale used to measure earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source,
such as the doubling of vehicle traffic volumes, results in a noise level increase of 3 dB, whereas
dividing the energy in half results in a 3 dB decrease (Crocker 2007).

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with sound energy, i.e., the perception of
sound is not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of sound energy. Two sources, each containing the
same sound energy, do not “sound twice as loud” as one source. It is widely accepted that the
average healthy human ear can detect changes (either increases or decreases) of 3 dBA, which is
recognized as being barely perceptible to most people. Similarly, a change of 5 dBA is readily
perceptible and a change of 10 dBA sounds twice (or half) as loud (Crocker 2007).
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Descriptors

The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs, and the
duration of the noise are also important. In addition, most noise that lasts for more than a few
seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors has been developed.
The noise descriptors used in this analysis are the equivalent continuous noise level (Leq) and the
maximum noise level (Lmax). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is
equivalent to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a
period of time. Typically, Leq is equivalent to a one-hour period, even when measured for shorter
durations as the noise level of a 10- to 30-minute period would be the same as the hour if the noise
source is relatively steady. Lmax is the highest Root Mean Squared (RMS) sound pressure level within
the sampling period.

Propagation

Sound from a small, localized source (approximating a “point” source) radiates uniformly outward as
it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern, known as geometric spreading. The sound
level decreases or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance away from the
source. Other sources of noise, such as a road or railroad, are not a single, stationary point source of
sound but rather, emanate noise from a line (“line” source. The drop-off rate for a line source is 3
dBA for each doubling of distance away from the source.

The propagation of noise is also affected by the absorption characteristics of the ground: a hard site,
such as a parking lot or smooth body of water, provides no absorption/attenuation and the changes
in noise levels with distance result simply from the geometric spreading of the source (i.e., 3 or 6
dBA reduction per doubling of distance for a point source or line source, respectively). Conversely, a
soft site, such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees, may provide additional
absorption/attenuation, potentially reducing noise levels an additional 1.5 dBA per doubling of
distance away from the source (Caltrans 2013).

Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures. The amount of reduction provided by
the “shielding” of these features depends on the size of the structure/s, the location of the
structure/s relative to the noise source and receivers, and the frequency content of the noise levels.
Natural terrain features, such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features, such as buildings
and walls, can significantly alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking the line of sight
between a noise source and receiver will provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at
the receiver (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 2011).

Vibration Overview

Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that
move from a source through the ground to adjacent structures. The number of cycles per second of
oscillation makes up the vibration frequency, described in terms of Hz. The frequency of a vibrating
object describes how rapidly it oscillates. Vibration levels are usually expressed as a single-number
measure of vibration magnitude in terms of velocity or acceleration, which describes the severity of
the vibration without the frequency variable. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the
maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration signal, usually measured in
inches per second. Since it is related to the stresses experienced by buildings, PPV is often used in
monitoring and controlling construction vibration to prevent damage to nearby structures.
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Although PPV is appropriate for evaluating the potential of building damage, it is not suitable for
evaluating human response. It takes some time for the human body to respond to vibrations. In a
sense, the human body responds to an average vibration amplitude (Federal Transit Administration
[FTA] 2018). Because vibration waves are oscillatory, the net average of a vibration signal is zero.
Thus, the RMS amplitude is used to describe the “smoothed” vibration amplitude (FTA 2018). The
RMS of a signal is the square root of the average of the squared amplitude of the signal, usually
measured in inches per second. The average is typically calculated over a one-second period. The
RMS amplitude is always less than the PPV and is always positive. Decibel notation is used to
compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration. The abbreviation “VdB” is used in
this analysis for “vibration decibels” to reduce the potential for confusion with sound decibels.

Sensitive Receptors

Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated
with those uses. The City of Menifee General Plan Noise Element defines noise-sensitive land uses
as “schools, hospitals, rest homes, long term care facilities, mental care facilities, residential uses,
libraries, passive recreation uses, places of worship, and other land uses where an excessive amount
of noise would interfere with normal activities” (City of Menifee 2012). The closest sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of the Project Site include the proposed Lennar at Legado residential
community to be located approximately 110 feet to the north, single-family residences located as
close as approximately 350 feet to the northeast, the Menifee Global Medical Center Hospital
located approximately 875 feet to the east, the single-family residences located approximately
1,500 feet to the southeast, multifamily residences located approximately 830 feet to the southeast,
single-family residences located approximately 740 feet to the south, adjacent single-family
residences to the west, and Hans Middle School located approximately 2,200 feet to the west of the
Proposed Project boundary.

Project Noise Setting

The primary noise source in the vicinity of the Project Site is vehicular traffic along McCall Boulevard
and Interstate 215 (I-215). Existing traffic noise contours and noise levels for roadways throughout
the City were determined in the Menifee General Plan Draft EIR (City of Menifee 2013). The draft
EIR provided existing traffic noise levels at a distance of 100 feet from the centerline of each
roadway. Table 16 shows the existing noise levels associated with roadway segments nearest to the
Project Site, as well as estimated distances to each noise contour based on the existing traffic noise
contours presented in the Draft EIR.

Table 16 Existing Traffic Noise Levels

McCall

East of Encanto Drive 68.3 77 165 355
Boulevard

Between Ethanac Road
I-215 and McCall Boulevard 790 398 855 1,840

Source: City of Menifee 2013.
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Based on the reference noise levels and distances shown in Table 16, existing noise levels within the
project boundary, which is situated approximately 675-feet from McCall Boulevard and 4,700-feet
from 1-215, were estimated to range between 52 and 56 dBA CNEL.

Regulatory Setting

City of Menifee General Plan Noise Element

The Noise Element of the Menifee General Plan includes goals and policies aimed at the control and
abatement of environmental noise and protection of citizens from excessive exposure to noise (City
of Menifee 2012). The Noise Element specifies the maximum allowable unmitigated exterior noise
levels for new developments impacted by transportation noise sources such as arterial roads,
freeways, airports, and railroads. In addition, the Noise Element identifies several polices to
minimize the impacts of excessive noise levels throughout the community and establishes noise
level requirements for all land uses. To protect City residents from excessive noise, the Noise
Element contains the following goals related to the Proposed Project:

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

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

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

Policy N-1.4  Regulate the control of nuisances, such as residential party noise and barking
dogs, through the City’s Municipal Code.

Policy N-1.7  Mitigate exterior and interior noises to the levels listed in Table 17 below to the
extent feasible, for stationary sources adjacent to sensitive receptors.

Table 17 Stationary Noise Source Standards

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 40 dBA Leq (10 minute) 45 dBA Leq (10 minute)
Residential
7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 55 dBA Leq (10 minute) 65 dBA Leq (10 minute)

Source: City of Menifee General Plan Noise Element, Table N-1 (City of Menifee 2012).

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

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

Policy N-1.11 Discourage the siting of noise-sensitive uses in areas in excess of 65 dBA CNEL
without appropriate mitigation.
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Policy N-1.13 Require new development to minimize vibration impacts to adjacent uses
during demolition and construction.

Policy N-1.17 Prevent the construction of new noise-sensitive land uses within airport noise
impact zones. New residential land uses within the 65 dB CNEL contours of any
public-use or military airports, as defined by the Riverside County Airport Land
Use Commission, shall be prohibited.

Onsite Land Use Compatibility

The Noise Element specifies land use compatibility criteria for various land uses based on a range of
acceptable noise levels. These noise levels are shown in Table N-b3 of the City’s Noise Element
Background Document and Definitions (reproduced herein as Table 18). As shown in Table 18
below, single-family residential land uses are considered normally acceptable in noise environments
below 60 dBA CNEL and conditionally acceptable in noise environments between 55 and 70 dBA
CNEL.

However, as a result of the Supreme Court decision regarding the assessment of the environment’s
impacts on projects (California Building Industry Association (CBIA) v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD), 62 Cal. 4th 369 (No. S 213478) issued December 17, 2015), it is
generally no longer the purview of the CEQA process to evaluate the impact of existing
environmental conditions on any given project. As a result, while the noise from existing sources
(e.g., adjacent roadways) is considered as part of the baseline condition, the direct effects of
exterior noise from nearby noise sources relative to land use compatibility of a Proposed Project is
typically no longer a required topic for impact evaluation under CEQA. Generally, no determination
of significance is required except for certain school projects, projects affected by airport noise, and
projects that would exacerbate existing conditions (i.e., projects that would have a significant
operational impact).

Table 18 Land Use Compaitibility for Community Noise Environments

Residential — Low Density Single Family, Duplex, 50-60 55-70 70-75 75+
Mobile Homes

Residential — Multiple Family 50-65 60-70 70-75 75+
Transient Lodging, Motels, Hotels 50-65 60-70 70-80 80+
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 50-70 60-70 70-80 80+
Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters N/A 50-70 N/A 70+
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports N/A 50-75 N/A 75+
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50-70 67.5-75 N/A 72.5+
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 50-75 75-80 N/A 80+
Cemeteries

Office Buildings, Businesses, Commercial and 50-70 67.5-77 75+ N/A

Professional
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Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agricultural 50-75 70-80 75+ N/A

1 Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal
conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements.

2 Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements is made and the needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with
closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice.

3 Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction does proceed, a
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.

4 Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development generally should not be undertaken.
Source: Noise Background Document & Definitions, Table N-b3 (City of Menifee 2012).

City of Menifee Development Code

The City of Menifee Development Code (City of Menifee 2023) establishes standards for
construction noise, operational noise, and vibration produced within the City.

CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Section 9.210.060(C) of the City of Menifee Development Code establishes noise control regulations
within the City for construction. Specifically, the following are exempt from the City’s noise
standards:

=  Private construction projects, with or without a Building Permit, located one-quarter of a mile
from an inhabited dwelling.

= Private construction projects, with or without a building permit, located within one-quarter of a
mile from an inhabited dwelling, provided that construction only occurs Mondays through
Saturdays between the hours 6:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Furthermore, construction is prohibited on
Sundays or nationally recognized holidays unless approval is obtained from the City Building
Official or City Engineer.

OPERATIONAL NOISE

Section 9.210.060(D) of the Menifee Development Code reiterates the noise standards established
in the City’s General Plan Noise Element, stating that no person shall create any sound, or allow the
creation of any sound, on any property that causes the exterior and interior sound level on any
other occupied property to exceed the sound level standards set forth in Table 17.

VIBRATION

Section 9.210.070 of the Menifee Development Code provides exemptions to the Code for certain
vibration sources, specifying that “[v]ibration caused by motor vehicles, trains, and temporary
construction is exempted from this standard” (City of Menifee 2023).

Federal Transit Administration Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual

The City does not have established quantitative limits on construction noise and vibration and
exempts these noise sources if they occur within allowable days and hours. However, to present a
comprehensive environmental review of potential noise and vibration impacts during construction
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of the Proposed Project, the criteria recommended by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in
the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual were used to evaluate noise and
vibration levels during construction of the Project. This document provides criteria for assessing
construction noise impacts based on the potential for adverse community reaction according to
affected land use type and vibration impacts based on preventing minor architectural (i.e., non-
structural) damage to nearby structures. Construction noise and vibration limits are shown in
Table 19 and Table 20, respectively.

Table 19 FTA Construction Noise Criteria

Residential 80 70
Commercial 85 85
Industrial 90 90

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level
Source: FTA 2018

Table 20 FTA Vibration Damage Criteria

I. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5
Il. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3
IIl. Nonengineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12

PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches per second
Source: FTA 2018

Federal Aviation Administration

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has established guidelines for assessing noise impacts
based on the extent to which the existing ambient noise level at a site is increased (FAA 2020).
Based on FAA recommendations, significant noise impacts are determined by the percentage of
people who would be annoyed at various levels of noise exposure. FAA criteria indicates that
significant impacts would occur if project-related noise were to increase the existing noise
environment by the following:

= Greater than 1.5 dBA CNEL for ambient noise environments of 65 dBA CNEL and higher; or
= Greater than 3 dBA CNEL for ambient noise environments of 60 to 64 dBA CNEL; or
= Greater than 5 dBA CNEL for ambient noise environments of less than 60 dBA CNEL.
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Impact Analysis

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

Construction

Per information provided by the Proposed Project applicant, construction would occur between
7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Mondays through Saturdays; therefore, noise produced by construction
would comply with the City’s allowable hours and be exempt from the noise regulations in the City’s
Development Code. However, to present a comprehensive environmental review of potential noise
impacts, construction noise resulting from the Proposed Project was evaluated and compared to
applicable limits established by the FTA (shown in Table 19).

Temporary noise levels caused by construction activity would be a function of the noise generated
by construction equipment, the location and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and
duration of noise-generating activities. For a construction noise assessment, construction
equipment can be considered to operate in two modes: stationary and mobile. As a rule, stationary
equipment operates in a single location for one or more days at a time, with either fixed-power
operation (e.g., pumps, generators, and compressors) or variable-power operation (e.g., pile drivers,
rock drills, and pavement breakers). Conversely, mobile equipment moves around the construction
site with power applied in cyclic fashion, such as bulldozers, graders, and loaders (FTA 2018). Noise
impacts from stationary equipment are assessed from the center of the equipment, while noise
impacts from mobile construction equipment are assessed from the center of the equipment
activity area (e.g., construction site). Due to the complex and mobile nature of construction activity
within a Project Site, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual document
recommends evaluating construction noise impacts from all equipment at the center of the
construction site, stating that the distance variable in its recommended construction noise
calculation “assumes that all equipment operates at the center of the project” (FTA 2018). For
purposes of this analysis, the center of the Project Site was assumed to be located approximately
280 feet from the Project Site boundaries.

Construction noise was estimated using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Roadway
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (FWHA 2006). Typical construction projects have long-term noise
averages that are lower than louder short-term noise events due to equipment moving around the
site, work breaks, and idle time. Each phase of construction has a specific equipment mix depending
on the work to be carried out during that phase. Accordingly, each phase is characterized by varying
noise conditions; some phases will have higher continuous noise levels than others, while others
may have more intermittent, high-impact noise levels. The maximum hourly Leq of each phase is
determined by combining the Leq contributions from each piece of equipment used in that phase
(FTA 2018). Project construction would include site preparation, grading, building construction,
paving, and architectural coating phases. It is assumed that diesel engines would power all
construction equipment. Noise levels generated during each phase of construction were estimated
based on the equipment list provided by the applicant. For a conservative evaluation of noise
impacts, it was assumed that all equipment during each phase would be operating simultaneously.

Table 21 shows the estimated noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors during each phase of
construction. As shown in Table 21, construction noise levels would not exceed 80 dBA Leq (8-hr) at
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the nearest sensitive receptors. Therefore, temporary noise impacts resulting from construction of
the Proposed Project would be less than significant.

Table 21 Estimated Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors by Construction Phase

Distance (feet) 50 335 390 735 1,015 1,215
Site Preparation 87 71 70 64 61 60
Grading 88 71 70 64 61 60
Building 86 70 68 63 60 58

Construction
Paving 86 69 68 62 59 58

Architectural

. 83 66 65 59 57 55
Coating

dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level; RCNM = Roadway Construction Noise Model

See Appendix F for construction noise modeling results.

Operation

ONSITE STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES (HVAC EQUIPMENT)

The Proposed Project would feature exterior heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
equipment located at the rear of each residence. Per information provided by the Project applicant,
one HVAC unit would serve each residence. HVAC units would be Carrier 3-ton units, such as the
Carrier 38MURAQ36AA3 compact heat pump, which produces a sound pressure level of
approximately 61 dBA at an assumed distance of 3.3 feet away.

The HVAC units located at the southwestern portion of the Project Site represent the equipment
with the potential to generate the highest levels of noise at nearby receptors, as these would be the
closest units to nearby sensitive receptors (i.e., residences located to the west of the Project Site,
along Chatham Lane). Note that only the 11 closest HVAC units were accounted for in calculating
the combined noise level at the nearest residential property line to the west, as the noise level from
each farther unit would continue to decrease with distance and have a diminishing contribution to
the overall combined noise level. These HVAC units would be situated as close as approximately 70
feet from the nearest residential property line to the west. Each HVAC unit was modeled as a
“point” source of noise, which has a characteristic noise reduction of 6 dBA per doubling of distance
away from the source. Assuming these 11 units would be operating simultaneously, the combined
noise level at the nearest residential property line to the west would be approximately 42 dBA,
which would not exceed the City’s nighttime limit of 45 dBA Leq at the nearest residential property
line to the west, and operational noise impacts associated with the Project’s onsite stationary noise
sources would be less than significant.
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OFFSITE MOBILE NOISE SOURCES (TRAFFIC)

Once operational, the Proposed Project would generate additional noise in the form of increased
traffic volumes on nearby roadways (primarily Antelope Road and McCall Boulevard) due to
residents and visitors traveling to and from the site. The relative noise increases associated with the
Project on nearby roadways were determined by comparing the existing traffic volumes with the
expected number of daily vehicle trips during Project operation. Because the City does not have
guantitative limits for assessing traffic noise impacts, the thresholds established by the FAA were
used. As discussed above, the existing ambient noise environment at the Project Site is estimated to
range between 52 and 56 dBA CNEL; therefore, offsite traffic noise impacts would be considered
significant if Project-generated traffic were to increase existing ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL
or more on nearby roadways.

Based on the Traffic Impact Analysis completed for the Project (Translutions, Inc. 2025), the
Proposed Project would generate an increase of 950 daily trips, including 63 additional trips during
the AM peak hour and 75 additional trips during the PM peak hour. The Proposed Project would not
make substantial alterations to roadway alignments or substantially change the vehicle
classifications mix on nearby roadways. Therefore, the primary factor affecting offsite noise levels
would be increased traffic volumes. As outlined in the Traffic Impact Analysis, the existing AM peak
hour* traffic volumes on Antelope Road and McCall Boulevard are 505 and 1,749 vehicles,
respectively, based on turning movement volumes at intersections near the Project Site. Assuming
that these peak hour volumes represent 10 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) volume on
these roadways, the existing ADT volumes on Antelope Road and McCall Boulevard are
approximately 5,050 and 17,490 vehicles, respectively. An increase of 950 daily vehicle trips on
these roadways (increasing the ADT volumes to 6,000 vehicles on Antelope Road and 18,440
vehicles on McCall Boulevard) would result in noise increases of approximately 0.7 dBA CNEL on
Antelope Road and 0.2 dBA CNEL on McCall Boulevard, which would not exceed the FAA's threshold
of 5 dBA CNEL or more based on the existing ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the
Project Site. Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with the Project’s offsite noise sources
would be less than significant.

Onsite Land Use Compatibility

As discussed in the Regulatory Setting section above, evaluating the impact of existing
environmental conditions upon a project is not necessary under CEQA. However, in order to present
a comprehensive environmental review, noise levels at the Project Site were evaluated to the land
use compatibility guidelines established in the City’s General Plan Noise Element (shown in

Table 18).

Traffic noise contours for the year 2035 were established in the Menifee General Plan Draft EIR (City
of Menifee 2013). Additionally, the Draft EIR provides year 2035 noise levels at a reference distance
of 100 from the centerline of various roadways throughout the City. Table 22 shows the year 2035
noise levels associated with roadway segments nearest to the Project Site, as well as estimated
distances to each noise contour based on the year 2035 noise contours presented in the Draft EIR.

4 Note that the AM peak hour traffic volumes were used for evaluating Project-related traffic noise impacts because the AM peak hour
volumes were lower than the PM peak hour volumes. Using the lower AM peak hour volumes represents a more conservative analysis as
the relative increase in traffic volumes (and resulting noise increase) is higher.
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Table 22 Year 2035 Traffic Noise Levels

McCall

East of Encanto Drive 71.7 129 277 600
Boulevard

Between Ethanac Road
1-215 and McCall Boulevard 81.6 590 1,275 2,750

dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level
Source: City of Menifee 2013.

Based on the reference noise levels shown in Table 22, year 2035 traffic noise contours within the
Project Site boundary are estimated to range between 55 and 59 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would be located in a “Normally Acceptable” noise environment and would be
consistent with the City’s exterior noise compatibility standards.

Furthermore, standard building construction practices typically provide an exterior-to-interior noise
reduction of 25 dBA. Under this assumption, interior noise levels in the residences closest to McCall
Boulevard would be below 45 dBA CNEL, which complies with the State’s interior noise
requirements of 45 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the Proposed Project would also be consistent with the
State’s interior noise compatibility standards.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Construction Vibration

Construction activities known to generate excessive groundborne vibration, such as pile driving and
blasting, would not be conducted during construction of the Project. Therefore, the greatest known
sources of vibration during Proposed Project construction activities would be a vibratory roller and
large earthmoving equipment (such as a backhoe, excavator, and grader). Based on the limits of
work boundary shown on the provided site plan, a vibratory roller may be used as close as
approximately 60 feet from the nearest offsite structure (residences to the west of the Project Site).
A vibratory roller generates a vibration level of approximately 0.210 in/sec PPV at a reference
distance of 25 feet (FTA 2018), which would attenuate to approximately 0.056 in/sec PPV® at 60 feet
away. Large earthmoving equipment would be used as close as approximately 70 feet from the
nearest offsite structure (residences to the west of the Project Site). This type of equipment
generates a vibration level of approximately 0.089 in/sec PPV at a reference distance of 25 feet (FTA
2018), which would attenuate to approximately 0.019 in/sec PPV at 70 feet away. Vibration levels
generated by use of a vibratory roller and large earthmoving equipment would not exceed the
significance threshold of 0.2 in/sec PPV at the nearest offsite residential structures, therefore
temporary vibration impacts associated with construction of the Proposed Project would be less
than significant.

5 PPVEquipment = PPVRef (25/D)" (in/sec), PPVRef = reference PPV at 25 feet, D = distance ,and n=1.1
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Operational Vibration

Operation of the Proposed Project would not include substantial sources of vibration; therefore, no
vibration impacts would occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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?

The closest public or public use airport to the Project Site is the Perris Valley Airport (Federal
Aviation Administration [FAA] location identifier [LID] L65), located approximately 3.6 miles
northwest of the Project Site. The Project Site is not located within the noise contours of the airport
according to the Riverside County Land Use Compatibility Plan (Riverside County Airport Land Use
Commission 2004). Therefore, residents and workers in the Proposed Project vicinity would not be
exposed to excessive aviation-related noise impacts and no impacts would occur.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)? O O [ | O
a. Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? O O O [ |

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The Proposed Project would result in the development of 132 dwelling units. According to the
Department of Finance (DOF), the City of Menifee has a population of 106,627 persons and an
average of 2.85 persons per household as of 2022 (DOF 2024). The Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)
Adopted Growth Forecast projects an approximate population of 129,300 by the year 2045 (SCAG
2020). The Proposed Project could result in an increase of approximately 376 residents (132 units x
2.85 persons per household). This increase in population is within the growth assumptions
estimated by SCAG for the City. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not cause a substantial
direct or indirect increase in population or induce unplanned population growth. Impacts would be
less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.  Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The Project Site is located on an undeveloped site within an area comprised of residential, mixed-
use, and vacant land. The Proposed Project would not displace existing housing or any people
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for
new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:
1 Fire protection? O O | O
2 Police protection? O O [ | O
3 Schools? O O [ | O
4  Parks? O O [ | O
5 Other public facilities? O O [ | O

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection and emergency medical response
services in the City. Station No. 7 is located approximately 1.8 miles southwest of the Proposed
Project Site at 28349 Bradley Road. Station No. 7 is within Battalion 13 of the Riverside County Fire
Department. Battalion 13 serves over 100,000 residents over 42 square miles (CALFIRE and
Riverside County Fire 2022). The Proposed Project would not have a significant impact on fire
response times, because the Project is located within the existing service area of the Riverside
County Fire Department. Also, as noted in a comment from the City’s Fire Department, fire flow
construction, fire hydrant spacing, and sprinkler systems are required and should be approved prior
to issuance of any building permits. No new or expanded fire protection facilities would be required
as a result of this Proposed Project. Impacts related to expansion of fire protection services would
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

The Proposed Project would be served by the Menifee Police Department. The Menifee Police
Department is located at 29714 Haun Road in Menifee, approximately one mile southwest of the
Proposed Project Site. The Proposed Project would introduce 376 additional residents to the City
which would create an insignificant increase in the police department’s service population.
Therefore, no new or expanded police facilities would need to be constructed as a result of this
project. Per Menifee Municipal Code Chapter 8.02 (Development Impact Fees), new development is
required to pay impact fees that can go toward purchasing land and construction of new police
service facilities. The Proposed Project’s impact with respect to police services would be less than
significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

The Proposed Project is located within the Menifee Union School District and Perris Union High
School District. The construction of residential dwellings would generate school-aged residents and
the Proposed Project is subject to development fees for school facilities pursuant to Senate Bill 50
(SB 50). With the payment of these development fees, less than significant impacts are expected to
occur, and no mitigation is required.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

Demand for park and recreational facilities typically results from residential development. The
Proposed Project would generate residents but would also provide on-site recreational facilities,
such as 2.8 acres of open space. While the Proposed Project’s residents would likely utilize off-site
park facilities as well, most recreational demands would be met on site. Additionally, the California
Quimby Act authorizes the City of Menifee to require the dedication of land or to impose fees for
park or recreational purposes as a condition of the approval, which is imposed per Menifee
Municipal Code Chapter 8.02. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?
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As discussed above, the Proposed Project would result in growth of approximately 376 residents.
This increase is within the SCAG projections for Menifee and is insignificant to the area. The
expansion of public services such as libraries or hospitals would not be required. The Proposed
Project would not significantly increase the demand of such services. A less than significant impact
would occur, and no mitigation is required.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated? O O [ | O
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? O O [ | O

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

The Proposed Project includes residential development that would create demand for park and
recreational facilities. Although the facility would result in approximately 376 residents, parkland
and other recreational facilities would be provided as part of the Proposed Project, as discussed in
Section 15, Public Services. The Proposed Project, therefore, would not generate substantial
demand for new or expanded park facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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?

The Proposed Project includes the previously discussed on-site active and passive recreational
facilities whose potential adverse physical effects on the environment have been considered in
conjunction with the rest of the project. Due to these on-site facilities, the construction or
expansion of off-site recreational facilities would not be required. Impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? O O [ | O
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)? O O [ O
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? O O [ | O
d. Result in inadequate emergency access? O O O [ |

A Traffic Study was prepared for the Proposed Project in March of 2025 by Translutions (Appendix
K). The analysis below is partially based on the Traffic Study analysis and the CalEEMod results
determined in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Report (Appendix A).

a. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

The City follows the City of Menifee Engineering Department LOS Traffic Study Guidelines (October
2020) for level of service analyses. The operational analysis includes a quantitative evaluation of the
project’s access and circulation operations. The study area, analysis scenarios, and analysis
methodologies are based on the guidelines and on discussion with City staff. The approved scoping
agreement, which is the basis of the Traffic Study, is included in Appendix A to the Traffic Study.

The information below is a short summary of the Traffic Study for the Proposed Project.

Construction

Construction of the Proposed Project would generate traffic for deliveries of equipment and
materials to the Project Site as well as construction worker and vendor traffic. Construction-related
vehicles would travel to and access the Project Site via Antelope Road. Construction vehicles and
equipment would be staged on the Project Site and are not expected to affect the performance of
the City’s circulation system.

Construction traffic would be temporary, and the movement of construction equipment would be
limited to the Project Site. Construction of the Proposed Project would not involve any vehicle or
equipment staging on Antelope Road and the project would not require any long-term lane closures
on Antelope Road, as construction staging is not permitted in the public right-of-way. No public
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transit stops are located within the vicinity of the Project Site; thus, the Proposed Project would not
impair public transit operations. In addition, project construction and operation would not require
temporary closures or alterations to the sidewalk or bike lanes on Menifee Road. Therefore,
construction activities would not substantially interfere with the City’s circulation system.

Operation

Based on the trip generation and trip distribution of the Proposed Project, and based on discussion
with City staff, the Traffic Report analyzes the following intersections and roadway segments for
traffic operations:

Study Intersections
e Chatham Lane/ Chambers Avenue
e Driveway 1/ Chambers Avenue
e Antelope Road/ Chambers Avenue
e Chatham Lane/ Tioga Lane
e Driveway 2/ Tioga Lane
e Antelope Road/ Tioga Lane
e Chatham Lane/ McCall Boulevard
e Antelope Road/ McCall Boulevard
Roadway Segments

e Antelope Road from Chambers Avenue to McCall Boulevard

Existing Conditions

As shown in Traffic Report, the Proposed Project is anticipated to generate 63 trips during the a.m.
peak hour, 75 trips during the p.m. peak hour, and 950 daily trips. An intersection level of service
(LOS) analysis was conducted for existing conditions to determine current circulation system
performance. As detailed in the Traffic Study, all existing study area intersections are currently
operating at acceptable levels. Additionally, as shown in the Traffic Study, the study area roadway
segment is currently operating at a satisfactory level of service.

Existing Plus Project Conditions

According to the Traffic Study, all study area intersections are forecast to operate at a satisfactory
level of service during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Also, the study area roadway segment is
forecast to operate at a satisfactory level of service.

Opening Year Without Project Conditions

According to the Traffic Study, all study area intersections are forecast to operate at a satisfactory
level of service during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours during the opening year. Also, the study area
roadway segment is forecast to operate at a satisfactory level of service.

Mitigated Negative Declaration 87



City of Menifee
Cypress Sands Residential

Opening Yeas With Project Conditions

According to the Traffic Study, all study area intersections are forecast to operate at a satisfactory
level of service during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Also, the study area roadway segment is
forecast to operate at a satisfactory level of service with Proposed Project conditions.

Opening Year Cumulative Without Project Conditions

According to the Traffic Study, and for the opening year cumulative without the Proposed Project,
all study area intersections are forecast to operate at a satisfactory level of service during both a.m.
and p.m. peak hours. Also, the study area roadway segment is forecast to operate at a satisfactory
level of service.

Opening Year with Cumulative Project Conditions

According to the Traffic Study, all study area intersections are forecast to operate at a satisfactory
level of service during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Also, the study area roadway segment is
forecast to operate at a satisfactory level of service.

Summary and Conclusions

As mentioned above, the Proposed Project is forecast to generate 63 trips during the a.m. peak hour,
75 trips during the p.m. peak hour, and 950 daily trips. Based on the LOS analysis, no operational
deficiencies are caused by the Proposed Project, and no circulation improvements are
recommended. All intersections and roadway segments are forecast to operate at satisfactory
conditions under existing, opening year and opening year cumulative conditions. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not affect transportation service levels in a manner that would conflict with
City plans or policies related to transportation system performance. Thus, impacts would be less
than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

In December 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the updated
CEQA Guidelines package. The amended CEQA Guidelines, specifically Section 15064.3, generally
require the use of VMT as the primary metric for the evaluation of transportation impacts
associated with land use and transportation projects. In general terms, VMT quantifies the amount
and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project or region. All agencies and projects state-
wide are required to utilize the updated CEQA Guidelines for evaluating transportation impacts as of
July 1, 2020.

The Proposed Project VMT impact has been assessed in accordance with the City Transit Impact
Analysis (TIA) Guidelines, which establish screening thresholds for certain types of projects that may
be presumed to cause a less than significant VMT impact based on substantial evidence provided in
the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts
in CEQA (OPR 2018). Consistent with recommendations in the OPR Technical Advisory, the City has
established three screening criteria for projects that may be presumed to have a less than significant
VMT impact. These include whether the Proposed Project is located within a Transit Priority Area
(TPA), whether it is a residential or office project located in a low-VMT generating area based on the
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Riverside County Transportation Model (RIVCOM), or if the Proposed Project is a local-serving retail
development of less than 50,000 square feet.

According to the VMT Screening Memorandum performed during the Scoping Agreement phase of
the process, the Proposed Project is screened out from a detailed VMT analysis since the Project Site
is within a TAZ where the baseline VMT conditions (29.3 VMT per service population) do not exceed
the threshold jurisdiction VMT per service population (33) (Translutions 2025). The residential uses
associated with the Proposed Project are consistent with the predominant land uses in the vicinity
of the Project Site, which are primarily residential land uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project is
expected to generate similar VMT as the existing land uses in this low-VMT area. In accordance with
the City’s VMT thresholds, VMT impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be less than
significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c.  Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)?

The Proposed Project would not alter or affect the existing street and intersection networks in its
vicinity. The Proposed Project would be accessible by two separate driveway locations for ingress
and egress along both Chambers Avenue and Tioga Lane. Final Project Site plans would be subject to
City review and approval which would ensure that project driveway intersections and internal
circulation are safe, with adequate sight distance, driveway widths and stop signs where necessary
for entering and exiting the site. In detail, the final plans would also identify access routes to/from
the Project Site and potential turning movement restrictions for City review and approval. This
would prevent any potential project impacts caused by a design feature.

The Project Site is surrounded by residential development to the west, across Chatham Lane, vacant
land to the north and south, and additional residential lands to the northeast. As such, the proposed
multi-family residential project would be consistent with land uses in its vicinity, as it would be an
extension of existing uses in this particular area of Chatham Lane and Antelope Road.

Therefore, the proposed use of the Project Site would be consistent with the existing zoning
ordinance. As such, the Proposed Project would not introduce incompatible uses, including vehicles
or equipment, to the Project Site or the surrounding area. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The proposed project’s driveways and internal roadways would be utilized as access roads for
emergency vehicles. All minimum street width measurements would be met in accordance with the
Riverside County Fire Department standards for all portions of the driveways and internal roadways,
and the internal roadways would be clearly marked, maintained, and clear of obstruction at all times
during and after construction. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with Riverside
County Fire Department requirements for adequate access. Project Site access and circulation
would provide adequate access and turning radius for emergency vehicles, consistent with the
Riverside County Fire Department’s requirements. Emergency access to the Project Site would be
maintained during construction. No impact would occur regarding emergency access.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

California Register of Historical

Resources, or in a local register of

historical resources as defined in Public

Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? O [ | O O
b. Aresource 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. O | O O

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is 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 5024.17?

As of July 1, 2015, AB 52 was enacted and expands CEQA by defining a new resource category,
“tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “A project with an effect that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have
a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states that the lead agency
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shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a tribal
cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe” that are either:

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

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

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources.
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under AB
52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the Proposed Project.” Native
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

Request for AB52 tribal consultation sent out 8/01/2022 to local tribes in the area (Pechanga Band
of Indians, Agua Caliente, Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians, and Soboba). Pechanga officially
requested tribal consultation for the project. The cultural report was sent to Pechanga and Soboba
on 1/09/2025 along with the standard city cultural conditions of approval. The City met with Soboba
on 1/28/2025 as part of ongoing quarterly meetings and Soboba agreed with implementing the
agreed upon conditions of approval and had no further comments on the project. The City met with
Pechanga on 5/15/2025 as a part of the ongoing quarterly meetings; the tribe agreed to
implementing the following two conditions; 1) inadvertent finds and 2) discovery of human remains.

Nevertheless, there is a possibility of intact tribal cultural resources that exist at the depth of
grading. Due to this uncertainty, Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-7 have been incorporated
(see Section 5, Cultural Resources, above) to address any previously undiscovered archaeological
resources relating to TCRs encountered during Project implementation.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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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?

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

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?

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?

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

O

Environmental Checklist

Less-than -
Significant
Impact

Utilities and Service Systems

No Impact

O

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,

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

environmental effects?

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?
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c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

As stated earlier, EMWD provides water service to the City of Menifee. EMWD has four sources of
water supply: imported water from MWD, local groundwater, and recycled water (EMWD 2021). In
normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry year scenarios presented by the 2020 EMWD Urban
Water Management Plan, supply would meet demand under the normal year, single dry year, and
multiple dry year scenarios (EMWD 2021). EMWD is able to respond to supply shortages through
implementation of its Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP). Based on the CalEEMod
assumptions, the Proposed Project’s estimated water demand is approximately 153.7 AFY.
According to the UWMP projections, 2045 water demand in the City is anticipated to be 251,500
AFY and 2045 supply is 251,500 AFY under normal year conditions. Therefore, Proposed Project’s
water demand would represent less than 0.2 percent of the City’s anticipated water demand in
2045. 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. Impacts related to water supply
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Wastewater generated at the Project Site would be collected at the Sun City Regional Water
Reclamation Facility (RWRF) and treated at the Perris Valley RWRF. The Proposed Project would
generate minimal wastewater to be conveyed to the Perris Valley RWRF and would be well within
the existing remaining treatment capacity of the Perris Valley RWRF.

The water and sewer system in Menifee is owned and operated by EMWD. Connections to local
water and sewer mains associated with the Proposed Project would involve temporary and less than
significant construction impacts that would occur in conjunction with other on-site improvements.
No additional improvements are needed to either sewer lines or treatment facilities to serve the
Proposed Project. Standard connection fees would address any incremental impacts of the
Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be less than significant.

Electrical service to the Project Site is provided by SCE, which maintains substations and
transmission lines throughout southern California, including the Valley Substation approximately 1.5
miles northeast of the Project Site on Menifee Road. SCG provides natural gas service to the Project
Site. As discussed in Section VI, the Proposed Project would involve an increase in electricity and
natural gas demand to serve the project; however, this demand increase would not be a wasteful
use of energy and is not anticipated to require additional electricity substations or natural gas
storage/transmission facilities. Impacts with respect to new or expanded electric power or natural
gas facilities would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341) set a statewide goal for a 75 percent reduction in waste disposal by the
year 2020 and established mandatory recycling for commercial businesses. The City is required to
comply with this law and report their progress towards achieving the 75 percent reduction goal to
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the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). The City’s Public Works
Department supplies residents, businesses, and institutions with waste carts for recyclables and
green waste through their contract with the private waste hauler, Waste Management. The City of
Menifee utilizes three landfills: Badlands Sanitary Landfill, El Sobrante Landfill, and Lamb Canyon
Sanitary Landfill (CalRecycle 2023a). Badlands Sanitary Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of
5,000 tons per day and a maximum capacity of 82,300,000 cubic yards. The remaining capacity is
7,800,000 cubic yards and it is scheduled to cease operation in January 2059. El Sobrante Sanitary
Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of 16,054 tons per day and a maximum capacity of
209,910,000 cubic yards. The remaining capacity is 143,977,170 cubic yards and it is scheduled to
cease operation in January 2051. Lamb Canyon Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of 5,000 tons
per day and a maximum capacity of 39,681,513 cubic yards. The remaining capacity is 19,242,950
cubic yards and it is scheduled to cease operation in April 2032.

The landfills serving the Project Site had a combined annual daily capacity of 26,054 tons per day
and a combined maximum capacity of 331,891,513 cubic yards (CalRecycle 2023b). According to
CalEEMod (see Appendix A), the project would generate roughly 97.5 tons of solid waste per year
(0.27 tons per day). This would be considered negligible and would not create the need for new
facilities.

Additionally, the Proposed Project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste and recycling, such as AB 341, through participation in existing
City waste diversion programs. Therefore, there would be a minimal increase in solid waste
generation and there would be a less than significant impact to solid waste and waste facilities.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated 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? O O [ | O

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? O O [ | O

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? O O [ O

d. Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslopes or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes? O O [ | O

a. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project, 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. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
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d. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

A Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) is a mapped area that designates zones (based on factors such as
fuel, slope, and fire weather) with varying degrees of fire hazard (i.e., moderate, high, and very
high). While FHSZs do not predict when or where a wildfire will occur, they do identify areas where
wildfire hazards could be more severe and therefore are of greater concern. FHSZs are meant to
help limit wildfire damage to structures through planning, prevention, and mitigation
activities/requirements that reduce risk. The FHSZs serve several purposes: they are used to
designate areas where California’s wildland urban interface building codes apply to new buildings,
they can be a factor in real estate disclosure, and they can help local governments consider fire
hazard severity in the safety elements of their general plans.

The Project Site is located within a local responsibility area (LRA) identified as Very High Fire Severity
Zone and shall comply with Chapter 7A of the California Building Code and Chapter 49 of the
California Fire Code. The Project is also required to comply with Title 14 from the California Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection.

The Proposed Project involves the construction of 132 multi-family units that would increase
demand for fire protection services. As discussed in Section 15, Public Services, the Project Site is in
a semi-urbanized area already served by the Riverside County Fire Department and would not have
a significant impact on fire response times nor create a substantially greater need for additional fire
protection services above current capacity. As discussed above, the Project will be required to
submit a Fire Protection Plan to the City’s Engineering Department for review and approval,
including fuel modification and landscaping details. These items would be included as conditions of
approval prior to building permits being issued. Construction of the Proposed Project would
maintain emergency access to the site and on area roadways and would not include any
components, such as roadway closures, which would interfere with an emergency response plan or
evacuation route. Thus, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact to wildfire
risk.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than -
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Does the project:

a. 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? O | O O

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

c. Have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or
indirectly? O O u O

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?

As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, with mitigation, the Project would not 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. As discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the
Project Site does not contain any known historical or archaeological or tribal cultural resources. As a
result, the Proposed Project would not eliminate an important example of major periods of
California history or prehistory. However, mitigation is proposed to help reduce potential impacts,
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such as accidental discovery. Thus, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

As described in the discussion of environmental checklist Sections 1 through 20, with respect to all
environmental issues, the Proposed Project would not result in significant and unmitigable impacts
to the environment. All anticipated impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be less than
significant. This is largely due to the fact that project construction activities would be temporary,
infrequent, and low-intensity and would not significantly alter the environmental baseline condition.

Cumulative impacts could occur if the construction of other projects occurs at the same time as the
Proposed Project and in the same geographic scope, such that the effects of similar impacts of
multiple projects combine to create greater levels of impact than would occur at the project-level.
For example, if the construction of other projects in the area occurs at the same time as Proposed
Project activities, combined air quality and noise impacts may be greater than at the Proposed
Project-level but would not create a potentially significant impact.

Implementation timing of other similar style projects is not known; therefore, it is possible that
implementation of these projects and the Proposed Project may overlap. To be specific, no other
probable future projects within 0.5 mile of the Project Site are known at this time.

With that said, project impacts are primarily temporary, localized effects, which would occur during
project construction. Therefore, the potential for the Project to contribute to cumulative impacts
would be limited to the infrequent periods of project activities for the following issue areas:

e Air Quality: Air pollution may combine with other cumulative projects (past, present, and
reasonably near future) to violate criteria pollutant standards if the existing background
sources cause nonattainment conditions. Air districts manage attainment of the criteria
pollutant standards by adopting rules, regulations, and attainment plans, which comprise a
multifaceted programmatic approach to such attainment. The SCAQMD’s thresholds are
designed such that the implementation of individual projects would not create an
exceedance of or exacerbate an existing exceedance of State and Federal AQMP’s.
Therefore, a project’s cumulative impacts are determined by the same thresholds as a
project’s individual significance. The Proposed Project would be consistent with the AQMP
growth forecast, regional and localized air quality thresholds, and result in less than
significant impact to sensitive receptors to criteria pollutants, TAC, and odors. Therefore,
the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable.

e Biological Resources. If the Proposed Project and other planned residential projects in
nearby neighborhoods are constructed during the bird nesting season, these projects could
result in cumulative impacts to special status bird species and nesting birds within the
vicinity of Project Site. However, all projects, including the Proposed Project, would be
required to adhere to the provisions of the MBTA related to the protection of nesting birds.
In addition, all projects would be required to comply with the biological resources policies
and standards of the City’s Municipal Code which would minimize the potential for these
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projects to result in cumulative impacts to special status species, wetlands, wildlife
movement, and biological resources protected by local policies and ordinances.
Furthermore, the Proposed Project was found to have less than significant impacts related
to sensitive natural communities, riparian habitat, and adopted Habitat Conservation Plans,
Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan and therefore would not combine with other projects to result in
cumulative impacts to these resources.

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions. GHG impacts are assessed in a cumulative context since no
single project can cause a discernible change to climate. The vast majority of projects do not
generate sufficient GHG emissions to create a project-specific impact through a direct
influence on climate change; therefore, the issue of climate change for the Proposed Project
involved an analysis of whether a project’s contribution toward an impact is cumulatively
considerable. The Proposed Project would not exceed SCAQMD’s recommended interim
GHG threshold that would capture 90 percent of GHG emission from the residential and
commercial sectors for all new development projects. The proposed multi-family residential
development would be designed to be energy efficient and meet Title 24 requirements.
Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative GHG emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable.

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the Proposed Project, cumulative
development projects in the local neighborhoods would be required to comply with
regulations applicable to the use, disposal, and transportation of hazardous materials, and
compliance with applicable regulations would reduce potential cumulative impacts to less-
than-significant levels. With respect to the use and accidental release of hazardous
materials in the environment at construction sites and the inadvertent mobilization of
existing hazardous contaminants from construction activities, effects are generally limited
to site-specific conditions. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impact related to
accidental release of hazardous materials.

e Noise. Overlapping construction activities associated with cumulative development projects
in the local neighborhoods in conjunction with Proposed Project activities could result in
cumulative noise impacts related to a temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the
same noise-sensitive residences located throughout the area, especially during construction
activities. Nonetheless, as discussed in Section 13, Noise, the Proposed Project would not
result in temporary noise levels in excess of the daytime construction noise threshold, and
residential projects typically do not involve highly intensive construction activities with
simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of heavy-duty construction equipment that
generate significant levels of noise. Therefore, no cumulative construction noise impact
would occur.

Given the above discussion, the Proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable

contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous
materials, and noise impacts. The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
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SCAQMD’s AQMP and would not expose human beings to substantial air pollutant emissions in
excess of SCAQMD regional and localized significance thresholds. As discussed in Section 9, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, compliance with federal, state, and local laws regulating the
transportation of hazardous materials would prevent the accidental release of hazardous materials
during construction, and the Project would not involve the use of hazardous materials during
operation. As discussed in Section 13, Noise, project construction and operational noise would not
exceed the threshold of significance. Therefore, the Project would not cumulatively adversely affect
human beings, directly or indirectly, and impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name
Construction Start Date
Operational Year

Lead Agency

Land Use Scale
Analysis Level for Defaults
Windspeed (m/s)
Precipitation (days)
Location

County

City

Air District

Air Basin

TAZ

EDFz

Electric Utility
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Cypress Sands Residential
8/1/2025

2027

Project/site

County

2.50

0.20

33.72022800091564, -117.17273713426104
Riverside-South Coast
Menifee

South Coast AQMD

South Coast

5517

11

Southern California Edison

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.29

1.2. Land Use Types

Condo/Townhouse 132 Dwelling Unit 2.86 139,920 68,530 — 426 —

7150



Parking Lot

Other Asphalt
Surfaces

Other Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

31.0
0.61

281

Space

Acre

Acre

1.68
0.61

2.81

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Cypress Sands Residential Detailed Report, 4/4/2025

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 4.84

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 38.9

Average —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 5.15

Annual —
(Max)

Unmit. 0.94

411

38.7

4.75

0.87

325

47.4

17.2

3.14

49.4

64.9

25.7

4.69

0.07

0.11

0.04

0.01

1.28

1.91

0.66

0.12

2.78

2.90

1.52

0.28

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

3.97

4.80

2.18

0.40

1.18

1.76

0.61

0.11

0.55

0.48

0.30

0.06

1.64

2.24

0.91

0.17

— 9,292

— 13,124

— 5,101

— 844

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

8/50

9,292

13,124

5,101

844

0.37

0.49

0.18

0.03

0.19

0.28

0.12

0.02

7.70

0.17

1.85

0.31

9,365

13,221

5,143

852



Daily - —
Summer
(Max)

2026 4.84

Daily - —
Winter
(Max)

2026 38.9
2027 1.01

Average —
Daily

2026 5.15
2027 0.14
Annual —

2026 0.94
2027 0.03

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

411

38.7
0.86

4.75
0.12
0.87
0.02

325

47.4
5.02

17.2
0.70
3.14
0.13

49.4

64.9
9.85

25.7
1.40
4.69
0.26

0.07 1.28 2.78

0.11 191 2.90
0.01 0.14 1.36

0.04 0.66 1.52
<0.005 0.02 0.19
0.01 0.12 0.28
<0.005 <0.005 0.03

3.97

4.80
1.50

2.18
0.21
0.40
0.04

1.18 0.55
1.76 0.48
0.13 0.32
0.61 0.30
0.02 0.04
0.11 0.06
<0.005 0.01

1.64

2.24
0.45

0.91
0.06

0.17
0.01
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— 13,124
— 2,372

— 5,101

— 331

— 844
— 54.7

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 7.89

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 6.97

Average —
Daily
(Max)

7.55

6.67

3.18

3.33

36.5

24.6

0.07 0.06 6.53

0.07 0.05 6.53

6.59

6.59

0.05 1.66

0.05 1.66

9/50

1.71

1.71

62.8 9,352

62.8 8,877

13,124
2,372

5,101

331

844
54.7

9,415

8,940

0.37

0.49
0.06

0.18
0.01

0.03
< 0.005

6.78

6.79

0.19

0.28
0.11

0.12
0.02

0.02
< 0.005

0.38

0.39

7.70

0.17
0.13

1.85
0.30

0.31
0.05

24.8

1.62

9,365

13,221
2,407

5,143
336

852
55.6

9,723

9,228
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Unmit.  7.42 7.09 3.44 30.6 0.07 0.06 6.53 6.59 0.05 1.66 1.71 62.8 8,956 9,019 6.79
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit.  1.35 1.29 0.63 5.58 0.01 0.01 1.19 1.20 0.01 0.30 0.31 10.4 1,483 1,493  1.12
2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Mobile  3.93 3.63 3.11 29.0 0.07 0.05 6.53 6.59 0.05 1.66 1.71 — 7,548 7,548  0.30
Area  3.96 3.93 0.07 7.49 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 0.00 20.0 20.0

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,743 1,743 0.7
Water — — — — — — — — — — — — 10.3 41.3 51.6 1.06
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 52.6 0.00 52.6 5.25
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 7.89 7.55 3.18 36.5 0.07 0.06 6.53 6.59 0.05 1.66 1.71 62.8 9,352 9,415 6.78
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Mobile  3.70 3.40 3.33 24.6 0.07 0.05 6.53 6.59 0.05 1.66 1.71 — 7,092 7,092 031
Area  3.27 3.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,743 1,743 017
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 10.3 41.3 51.6 1.06
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 52.6 0.00 52.6 5.25
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 6.97 6.67 3.33 24.6 0.07 0.05 6.53 6.59 0.05 1.66 1.71 62.8 8,877 8940  6.79
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

10/50

< 0.005

0.39

0.07

0.33
< 0.005
0.02
0.03
0.00

0.38

0.35
0.00
0.02
0.03
0.00

0.39

11.3

1.87

23.8

1.00

24.8

0.62

1.00
1.62

9,318

1,543

7,679
20.1
1,754
85.7
184
1.00

9,723

7,203
0.00
1,754
85.7
184
1.00
9,228
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Mobile  3.67 3.37 3.39 255 0.07 0.05 6.53 6.59 0.05 1.66 1.71 — 7,158
Area 3.74 3.72 0.05 5.13 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 0.00 13.7
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,743
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 10.3 41.3
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 52.6 0.00
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 7.42 7.09 3.44 30.6 0.07 0.06 6.53 6.59 0.05 1.66 1.71 62.8 8,956

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile  0.67 0.61 0.62 4.65 0.01 0.01 1.19 1.20 0.01 0.30 0.31 — 1,185
Area 0.68 0.68 0.01 0.94 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 0.00 2.27
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 289
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 1.70 6.85
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 8.70 0.00
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 1.35 1.29 0.63 5.58 0.01 0.01 1.19 1.20 0.01 0.30 0.31 10.4 1,483

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 3.45 2.89 25.8 34.2 0.06 1.03 — 1.03 0.95 — 0.95 — 6,164
d

Equipm

ent

11/50

7,158
13.7
1,743
51.6
52.6

9,019

1,185

2.27

289

8.55

8.70

1,493

6,164

0.31
< 0.005
0.17
1.06
5.25

6.79

0.05

< 0.005

0.03

0.18

0.87

1.12

0.25

0.35
< 0.005
0.02
0.03
0.00

0.39

0.06

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.07

0.05

10.3

1.00
11.3

1.70

0.17

1.87

7,280
13.8
1,754
85.7
184
1.00
9,318

1,205
2.28
290
14.2
30.4
0.17

1,543

6,186



Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 3.45
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 1.46
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.27
d

Equipm

ent

0.00

2.89

0.00

1.23

0.00

0.22

0.00

25.8

0.00

10.9

0.00

2.00

0.00

34.2

0.00

145

0.00

2.65

0.00 0.00
0.06 1.03
0.00 0.00
0.03 0.44
0.00 0.00
<0.005 0.08

0.83

0.00

0.83

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.83

0.00

1.03

0.83

0.00

0.44

0.35

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.95

0.00

0.40

0.00

0.07

12/50

0.09

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.95

0.09

0.00

0.40

0.04

0.00

0.07
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— 0.00

— 6,164

— 0.00

— 2,618

— 0.00

— 433

0.00

6,164

0.00

2,618

0.00

433

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

6,186

0.00

2,627

0.00

435



Dust
From
Material

Movement

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.21
0.00
0.00

0.20
0.00
0.00

0.09
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.19
0.00

0.00

0.18
0.00
0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.18
0.00

0.00

0.20
0.00
0.00

0.09
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00

0.00

3.23
0.00

0.00

2.45
0.00
0.00

1.09
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

3.3. Grading (2026) - Unmitigated

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.06

0.00

0.59
0.00
0.00

0.59
0.00
0.00

0.25
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.06

0.00

0.59
0.00
0.00

0.59
0.00
0.00

0.25
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.14
0.00
0.00

0.14
0.00
0.00

0.06
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.14
0.00
0.00

0.14
0.00
0.00

0.06
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
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— 0.00

— 621
— 0.00
— 0.00

— 571
— 0.00
— 0.00

— 245
— 0.00
— 0.00

— 40.6
— 0.00
— 0.00

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

13/50

0.00

621
0.00
0.00

571
0.00
0.00

245
0.00
0.00

40.6
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

2.10
0.00

0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.39
0.00
0.00

0.06
0.00
0.00

0.00

630
0.00

0.00

578
0.00
0.00

249
0.00
0.00

41.2
0.00
0.00



Onsite — — —

Daily, — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 2.69 2.26 20.2
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.37 0.31 2.77
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — —

Off-Roa 0.07 0.06 0.51
d

Equipm

ent

26.4

0.00

3.61

0.00

0.66

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.86

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.83

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.86

0.83

0.00

0.12

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.79

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.02

14 /50

0.09

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.79

0.09

0.00

0.11

0.01

0.00

0.02
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— 5,041

— 0.00

— 691

— 0.00

— 114

5,041

0.00

691

0.00

114

0.20

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

5,059

0.00

693

0.00

115



Dust
From
Material

Movement

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.13
0.00
0.04

0.02
0.00
0.01
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.12
0.00
0.01

0.02
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.13
0.00

111

0.02
0.00
0.15
< 0.005
0.00
0.03

0.00

1.63
0.00
0.27

0.23
0.00
0.04
0.04
0.00
0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.02

0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.39
0.00
0.26

0.05
0.00
0.04
0.01
0.00
0.01

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

0.02

0.00

0.39
0.00
0.28

0.05
0.00
0.04

0.01
0.00
0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.02

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.09
0.00
0.07

0.01
0.00
0.01

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.09
0.00
0.09

0.01
0.00
0.01

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
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— 0.00

— 380
— 0.00
— 967

— 52.8
— 0.00
— 132

— 8.74
— 0.00

— 21.9

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

15/50

0.00

380
0.00
967

52.8
0.00
132

8.74
0.00
21.9

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.02

<0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.15

<0.005
0.00
0.02

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.04
0.00
0.05

0.08
0.00
0.12

0.01
0.00
0.02

0.00

385
0.00
1,014

53.5
0.00
139

8.86
0.00
23.0



Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

0.62

0.00

0.62

0.00

0.31

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.52

0.00

0.52

0.00

0.26

0.00

0.05

0.00

431

0.00

431

0.00

2.17

0.00

0.40

0.00

4.99

0.00

4.99

0.00

2.51

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.14 —
0.00 0.00
0.14 —
0.00 0.00
oo
0.00 0.00
o —
0.00 0.00

16 /50

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00
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— 771

— 0.00

— 771

— 0.00

— 388

— 0.00

— 64.2

— 0.00

771

0.00

771

0.00

388

0.00

64.2

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

774

0.00

774

0.00

389

0.00

64.4

0.00
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Worker 0.45 0.40 0.37 6.82 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.29 0.29 — 1,311
Vendor 0.02 0.01 0.45 0.14 <0.005 0.01 0.12 0.13 0.01 0.03 0.04 — 425
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.43 0.38 0.42 5.18 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.29 0.29 — 1,205
Vendor 0.02 0.01 0.47 0.14 <0.005 0.01 0.12 0.13 0.01 0.03 0.04 — 425
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.21 0.19 0.23 2.72 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.62 0.00 0.15 0.15 — 613
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.24 0.07 <0.005 <0.005 0.06 0.06 <0.005 0.02 0.02 — 214
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 102
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 354
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

171750

1,311
425
0.00

1,205
425

0.00

613
214
0.00

102
35.4
0.00

0.06
0.01
0.00

0.02
0.01

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

<0.005
<0.005
0.00

0.05
0.07
0.00

0.05
0.07

0.00

0.02
0.03
0.00

<0.005
0.01
0.00

4.44
1.16
0.00

0.12
0.03

0.00

0.96
0.25
0.00

0.16
0.04
0.00

1,330
446
0.00

1,220
445

0.00

622
224
0.00

103
37.0
0.00



Off-Roa
d
Equipm

Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.58

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.41
0.02
0.00

0.06
< 0.005

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.36
0.01
0.00

0.05
< 0.005

0.00

4.19

0.00

0.58

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.37
0.46
0.00

0.06
0.06

0.00

4.94

0.00

0.68

0.00

0.12

0.00

4.77
0.14
0.00

0.69
0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.24
0.12
0.00

0.17
0.02

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

1.24
0.13
0.00

0.17
0.02

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00
18/50

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.29
0.03
0.00

0.04
< 0.005

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.29
0.04
0.00

0.04
0.01

0.00
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— 771

— 0.00

— 107

— 0.00

— 17.7

— 0.00

— 1,183
— 417

— 0.00

— 166
— 57.8

— 0.00

771

0.00

107

0.00

17.7

0.00

1,183
417
0.00

166
57.8

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.05
0.06
0.00

0.01
0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.10
0.03
0.00

0.24
0.06

0.00

774

0.00

107

0.00

17.8

0.00

1,197
436
0.00

168
60.5

0.00



Annual — — — — — —
Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.00
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Paving (2026) - Unmitigated
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— 275
— 9.57
— 0.00

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.87 0.72 6.47 8.97 0.01 0.25

Paving 0.23 0.23 — — — _

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

truck

0.00

Daily, — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.06 0.05 0.46 0.64 <0.005 0.02

Paving 0.02 0.02 — — — —

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

truck

Annual — — — — — —

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.23

0.00

0.02

0.00

19/50
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0.23
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0.00

— 1,330

— 0.00
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— 0.00
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9.57
0.00
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0.00
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< 0.005
0.00
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0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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< 0.005
0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.00

0.00

4/4/2025

27.8
10.0
0.00

1,335

0.00

95.1

0.00



Off-Roa
d

Paving

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.12

0.00

1.26
0.00
0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00

<0.005 <0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.23
0.00
0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

3.11. Architectural Coating (2026) - Unmitigated
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< 0.005
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0.00
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0.00
0.00
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0.00

0.00

< 0.005
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< 0.005
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0.00
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< 0.005
0.00
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< 0.005
0.00
0.00
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— 15.7

— 0.00

— 241
— 0.00
— 0.00

— 16.0
— 0.00

— 0.00

— 2.65
— 0.00
— 0.00

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

20/50

15.7

0.00

241
0.00
0.00

16.0
0.00

0.00

2.65
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.82
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

15.7

0.00

245
0.00
0.00

16.2
0.00

0.00

2.69
0.00
0.00



Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.26
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 37.5
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.02
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 2.57
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa < 0.005

d
Equipm
ent

Architect 0.47
ural

Coating

s

0.21 1.82
37.5 —
0.00 0.00
;Ol ;12
2.57 —
0.00 0.00
<_0.005 ;OZ
0.47 —

2.07

0.00

0.14

0.00
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< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.05

0.00
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0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

21/50

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
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Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.08 1.04 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 241 241 <0.005 0.01 0.02 244
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 16.7 16.7 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 16.9
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 2.77 2.77 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2381
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

22/50



Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Condo/T 3.93
ownhou
se

Parking 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 3.93

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Condo/T 3.70
ownhou
se

Parking 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 3.70
Annual —

Condo/T 0.67
ownhou
se

Parking 0.00
Lot

3.63

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.63

3.40

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.40

0.61

0.00

3.11

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.11

3.33

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.33

0.62

0.00

29.0

0.00

0.00

0.00

29.0

24.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

24.6

4.65

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.01

0.00

6.53

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.53

6.53

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.53

1.19

0.00

6.59

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.59

6.59

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.59

1.20

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.01

0.00
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1.66

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.66

1.66

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.66

0.30

0.00

1.71

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.71

1.71

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.71

0.31

0.00
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— 0.00

— 0.00
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0.00
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0.30

0.31
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0.31

0.05

0.00

0.33

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.33

0.35

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.35

0.06

0.00

23.8

0.00

0.00

0.00

23.8

0.62

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.62

1.70

0.00

7,679

0.00

0.00

0.00

7,679

7,203

0.00

0.00

0.00

7,203

1,205

0.00



Other 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.67

4.2. Energy

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.61 0.62 4.65 0.01 0.01 1.19 1.20 0.01

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated
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0.00 0.00 — 0.00
0.00 0.00 — 0.00
0.30 0.31 — 1,185

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Condo/T —
ownhou
se

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Condo/T —
ownhou
se

24150

— — — 1,683

— — — 60.7

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 1,743

— — — 1,683

0.00

0.00

1,185

1,683

60.7

0.00

0.00

1,743

1,683

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.16

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.17

0.16

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.02

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

1.70 1,205

— 1,693

— 61.1

— 0.00

— 0.00

— 1,754

— 1,693



Parking —
Lot

Other —
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —
Annual —

Condo/T —
ownhou
se

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —
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— — — — — — — — — — — 60.7

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 1,743

— — — — — — — — — — — 279

— — — — — — — — — — — 10.1

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 289

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Condo/T 0.00
ownhou
se

Parking 0.00
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00

25/50

60.7

0.00

0.00

1,743

279

10.1

0.00

0.00

289

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.17

0.03

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

61.1

0.00

0.00

1,754

280

10.1

0.00

0.00

290

0.00

0.00
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Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Condo/T 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
ownhou
se

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Condo/T 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
ownhou
se

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Hearths

Consum
er
Product
s

Architect
ural
Coating
s

Landsca
pe
Equipm
ent

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Hearths

Consum
er
Product
s

Architect
ural
Coating
s

Total

0.00
3.01

0.26

0.69

3.96

0.00
3.01

0.26

3.27

0.00
3.01

0.26

0.66

3.93

0.00
3.01

0.26

3.27

0.00

0.07

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.00

7.49

7.49

0.00

0.00

0.00

<0.005

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

<0.005

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

27150

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

20.0

20.0

0.00

0.00

0.00

20.0

20.0

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

20.1

20.1

0.00

0.00



Annual —
Hearths 0.00

Consum 0.55
er

Product

s

Architect 0.05
ural

Coating

s

Landsca 0.09
pe

Equipm

ent

Total 0.68

0.00
0.55

0.05

0.08

0.68

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.94

0.94

0.00

<0.005

<0.005

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Condo/T —
ownhou
se

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00

<0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

28/50

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
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0.00

0.00

10.3

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.27

2.27

41.3

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.27

2.27

51.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

<0.005

1.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.28

2.28

85.7

0.00

0.00
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Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 10.3 41.3 51.6 1.06 0.03 — 85.7

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Condo/T — — — — — — — — — — — 10.3 41.3 51.6 1.06 0.03 — 85.7
ownhou
se

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 10.3 41.3 51.6 1.06 0.03 — 85.7
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Condo/T — — — — — — — — — — — 1.70 6.85 8.55 0.18 <0.0056 — 14.2
ownhou
se

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.70 6.85 8.55 0.18 <0.005 — 14.2

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
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4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Condo/T —
ownhou
se

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Condo/T —
ownhou
se

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Asphalt
Surfaces

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —

Annual —

Cypress Sands Residential Detailed Report, 4/4/2025

52.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

52.6

52.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

52.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

52.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

52.6

52.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

52.6

5.25

0.00

0.00

0.00

5.25

5.25

0.00

0.00

0.00

5.25

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

184

0.00

0.00

0.00

184

184

0.00

0.00

0.00

184
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Condo/T — — — — — — — — — — — 8.70 0.00 8.70 0.87 0.00 — 30.4
Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Asphalt

Surfaces

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 8.70 0.00 8.70 0.87 0.00 — 30.4

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Condo/T — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.00 1.00
ownhou
se

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Winter
(Max)

Condo/T — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.00 1.00
ownhou
se

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _
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Condo/T — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.17 0.17
ownhou
se

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)
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Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — — _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
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5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Site Preparation
Grading

Building Construction
Paving

Architectural Coating

Site Preparation

Grading

Building Construction

Paving

Architectural Coating

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Bore/Drill Rigs

Cement and Mortar
Mixers

Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Plate Compactors
Crawler Tractors
Excavators

Graders

Pumps

Scrapers
Sweepers/Scrubbers

Welders

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

2/1/2026
2/1/2026
6/1/2026
5/1/2026
11/1/2026

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

7/31/2026
3/31/2026
2/28/2027
5/31/2026
11/30/2026

7.00

1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
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6.00
6.00
6.00
6.00

6.00
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8.00

8.00
8.00

8.00

8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

155
50.0
234
26.0

25.0

84.0

83.0
10.0

33.0

8.00
87.0
36.0
148

11.0
423

36.0
46.0

0.37

0.50
0.56

0.73

0.43
0.43
0.38
0.41
0.74
0.48
0.46
0.45



Grading
Grading
Grading

Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction
Building Construction
Paving
Paving
Paving
Paving
Paving
Paving

Paving

Architectural Coating

Architectural Coating

Excavators
Graders

Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Bore/Drill Rigs
Crawler Tractors
Pumps

Scrapers
Sweepers/Scrubbers
Forklifts

Cement and Mortar
Mixers

Trenchers

Aerial Lifts

Pavers

Paving Equipment
Rollers

Pressure Washers
Welders

Plate Compactors

Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Pressure Washers

Concrete/Industrial
Saws

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Average
Average

Average

Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

Average

Average

1.00
1.00
5.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00

2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
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8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00

8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00
8.00

36.0
148
84.0

83.0
87.0
11.0
423

36.0
82.0

10.0

40.0
46.0
81.0
89.0
36.0
14.0
46.0
8.00
84.0

14.0

33.0

0.38
0.41
0.37

0.50
0.43
0.74
0.48
0.46
0.20

0.56

0.50
0.31
0.42
0.36
0.38
0.30
0.45
0.43
0.37

0.30
0.73
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Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 45.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Site Preparation Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 30.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Grading Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Grading Hauling 14.3 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 95.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Building Construction Vendor 14.1 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 17.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 19.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Architectural Coating Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles
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5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Architectural Coating 283,338 94,446 0.00 0.00 13,314

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 104 0.00 —
Grading 0.00 5,710 104 0.00 —
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.09

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Water Exposed Area 2 61% 61%

5.7. Construction Paving

Condo/Townhouse — 0%
Parking Lot 1.68 100%
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.61 100%
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 2.81 0%
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5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2026 0.00 346 0.03 < 0.005
2027 0.00 346 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Condo/Townhouse 950 950 950 346,750 9,227 9,227 9,227 3,367,825
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

Other Non-Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

Condo/Townhouse —
Wood Fireplaces
Gas Fireplaces

Propane Fireplaces

o o o o

Electric Fireplaces

No Fireplaces 132
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Conventional Wood Stoves
Catalytic Wood Stoves
Non-Catalytic Wood Stoves

Pellet Wood Stoves

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

283338 94,446
5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr
Summer Days day/yr

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

o o o o

0.00

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Condo/Townhouse 1,774,097 346
Parking Lot 64,047 346
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 346
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces  0.00 346

0.0330
0.0330
0.0330

0.0330

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated
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0.00
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0.0040 0.00
0.0040 0.00
0.0040 0.00
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Condo/Townhouse 5,368,938 1,328,057
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Condo/Townhouse 97.5 —
Parking Lot 0.00 —
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 —
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment
5.14.1. Unmitigated
Condo/Townhouse Average room A/C & R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0

Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

Condo/Townhouse Household R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00
refrigerators and/or
freezers

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated
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5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

5.16.2. Process Boilers

5.17. User Defined

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated
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6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040—2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 27.8 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 2.60 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 9.89 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¥ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROCS5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat 3 0 0 N/A
Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A
Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat 3 1 1 3
Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2
Wildfire 1 1 1 2
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
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Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water

Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases

Traffic

Effect Indicators
CleanUp Sites
Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies
Solid Waste

Sensitive Population
Asthma
Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

911
49.2
31.8
10.2
16.1
27.2
231
72.3

0.00
22.1
23.7
0.00
52.9

42.3
74.9
9.85

58.9
12.8
7.38
50.7

30.9
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The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting

Neighborhood

Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy

Housing
Homeownership
Housing habitability
Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden
Uncrowded housing

Health Outcomes

31.83626331
9.39304504
19.47901963
31.46413448
100
61.41408957
91.71050943
43.93686642
8.456306942
25.54856923
85.78211215
2.194276915
15.48825869
15.07763377
1.077890414
92.2751187
54.38213782
5.658924676
73.36070833

54.63877839
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Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)
Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled
Physically Disabled

Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries

Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly
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13.51212627
4.6
63.2
6.0
16.1
21.6
3.6
5.0
23.2
14.6
97.6
26.6
35.8
30.2
7.4
24.6
72.5
21.6
8.8

69.8
21.9

24.0

0.0
0.0
19.9

29.3
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English Speaking

Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover

Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices

Hardship

Other Decision Support

2016 Voting

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a)

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b)

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535)
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550)

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617)

74.5
34.9
34.1

81.9
49.5
23.0

81.8

40.1

27.0
20.0
No
Yes

No

Cypress Sands Residential Detailed Report, 4/4/2025

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.
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8. User Changes to Default Data

Land Use According to the site plans, the project would encompass a total area of 7.95 acres
Construction: Construction Phases Based on applicant provided information

Construction: Off-Road Equipment Based on applicant provided information

Operations: Hearths No fireplaces or woodstoves based on applicant provided information

Operations: Energy Use All-electric appliances. Natural gas default consumption was converted and added to default

kWh consumption.
Construction: Dust From Material Movement Based on applicant provided information

Operations: Vehicle Data Based on Traffic Study prepared by Translution Inc.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Purpose and Approach

On behalf of Brian F. Smith and Associates, Carlson Strategic Land Solutions (CSLS)
prepared this Biological Resource Assessment for the approximately 10-acre proposed
Cypress Sand Project located within the City of Menifee. The purpose of this study is to
satisfy the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
incorporate the findings from the field survey conducted August 5, 2022, a
Jurisdictional Delineation (Appendix A).

1.2 Sources

This Biological Resource Assessment (BRA) is based on information compiled through
field reconnaissance and appropriate reference materials. A general biological survey,
vegetation mapping, jurisdictional waters and wetlands delineation, and focused
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia, [BUOWI]) habitat assessment was conducted by
CSLS Biologists on the Project site and surrounding 500-feet. The information sources
used in preparation of this Biological Resource Report are provided in Section 9.0,
References.

1.3 Project Terms

The following terms will be used throughout this document and are defined as follows:
e Project site: the approximately 10-acre Cypress Sand Project site.

o Study Area: the area evaluated during the field survey, including the
approximately 10-acre Project site and the surrounding 500-feet (150-meters).

e Project Vicinity: intended to be a general term to describe the broader area
surrounding the Study Area.

1.4 Project Location

The approximately 10-acre Project site is located in the City of Menifee, Riverside
County California on the U.S Geological Survey (USGS) Map Romoland topographic
map. The site is located south of Chambers Avenue, west of Antelope Road, east of
Chatham Lane, and north of Tioga Lane (Figures 1 and 2). The Assessor’s Parcel Number
(APN) for the site is 333-050-034. The City is a participant to the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP); therefore, the Project is
subject to MSHCP surveys.

1.5 Existing Conditions

The approximately 10-acre Project site is characterized as ruderal and disturbed
vegetation communities and a single drainage located within the northern Project site

June 2024 1



Biological Resource Assessment for the Cypress Sand Project

boundary. Immediate surrounding land uses include residential development to the
west, construction to the north and undeveloped land to the south and east.

1.6 Scope of Study

The scope of this BRA encompasses descriptions of the Project site, methods of study,
and existing site conditions including vegetation communities and the potential for
sensitive biological resources. Further, avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation
measures are included within this BRA to reduce any potentially significant impacts to
sensitive species.

2.0 Project Description

The proposed Project involves the development of a gated apartment complex
including seven multi-unit buildings, totaling 135 residential units, along with associated
amenities and parking. The Project includes a gross area of 9.71 acres and 7.94 net
acres, including 130,400 square feet of residential development at a density of 14
dwelling units per acre. The proposed Project includes 56 one-bedroom units and 80
two-bedroom units along with 268 total parking spaces and amenities such as a 2,049
square foot clubhouse (including fitness center), lanai, mail room, pool, spa, basketball
and pickleball courts, tot lot, and dog walk.
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3.0 Regulatory Framework

The following discussion describes the plant and wildlife species present, or potentially
present, within the Project site that have been afforded special recognition by Federal,
State, or local resource conservation agencies and organizations. These species have
declining or limited population sizes, typically resulting from habitat loss. Also discussed
are sensitive habitats that are unique, of relatively limited distribution, or of particular
value to wildlife. Protected sensitive species are classified by either Federal or State
resource management agencies, or both, as threatened or endangered, under
provisions of the Federal and State Endangered Species Acts (EESA and CESA,
respectively).

3.1 Federal Sensitive Resource Protection and Classifications
3.1.1 Federal Endangered Species Act

The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 defines an endangered species as
"any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its
range.” A threatened species is defined as "any species which is likely to become an
Endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion
of its range.” Under provisions of Section 9(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, unless properly
permitted, it is unlawful to “take” any listed species. "Take” is defined in Section 3(18)
of ESA: “...harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to
attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Further, the USFWS, through regulation, has
interpreted the terms “harm” and “"harass” to include certain types of habitat
modification as forms of "take.” These interpretations, however, are generally
considered and applied on a case-by-case basis and often vary from species to species.
In a case where a property owner seeks permission from a federal agency for an action
which could affect a federally listed plant or animal species, the property owner and
agency are required to consult with USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA if there is
a federal nexus, or pursuant to Section 10 of the ESA. Section 9(a)(2)(b) of the ESA
addresses the protections afforded to listed plants. All references to federally-protected
species in this BRA include the most current published status or candidate category to
which each species has been assigned by USFWS.

3.1.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects individuals as well as any part, nest, or
eggs of any bird listed as migratory. In practice, MBTA protects against activities that
potentially impact migratory birds and contains conditions that require pre-disturbance
surveys for nesting birds during the breeding season. In the event nesting is observed,
a buffer area with a specified radius must be established, within which no disturbance
or intrusion is allowed until the young have fledged and left the nest, or it has been
determined that the nest has failed. The size of the buffer area varies with species and
local circumstances (e.g., presence of busy roads, intervening topography, etc.), and is
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based on the professional judgment of a monitoring biologist. A list of migratory bird
species protected under the MBTA is published by USFWS.

3.1.3 Federal Clean Water Act, Section 401 and 404

The Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 401 provides guidance for the restoration and
maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.
Section 401 requires a project operator to obtain a federal license or permit that allows
activities resulting in a discharge to waters of the United States to obtain state
certification, thereby ensuring that the discharge will comply with provisions of the
CWA. The RWQCB administers the certification program in California. Section 402
establishes a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant (except dredged or
fill material) into waters of the United States. Section 404 establishes a permit program
administered by the USACE that regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States, including wetlands. The USACE implementing regulations
are found at 33 CFR 320 and 330. Guidelines for implementation are referred to as the
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, which were developed by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency in conjunction with USACE (40 CFR 230). The
guidelines allow the discharge of dredged or fill material into the aquatic system only if
there is no practicable alternative that would have less adverse impacts.

Under Section 401 of the CWA, the local RWQCB must certify that actions receiving
authorization under Section 404 of the CWA also meet state water quality standards.
The RWQCB requires projects to avoid impacts to wetlands if feasible and requires that
projects do not result in a net loss of wetland acreage or a net loss of wetland function
and values. Compensatory mitigation for impacts to wetlands and/or waters of the state
is required.

3.1.4 Waters of the United States and Wetlands

Aquatic resources, including riparian areas, wetlands, and certain aquatic vegetation
communities, are considered sensitive biological resources and fall under the
jurisdiction of several regulatory agencies. The Corps exerts jurisdiction over waters of
the United States, including all waters that are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;
wetlands and other waters such as lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent or
ephemeral streams), mudflats, sandflats, sloughs, prairie potholes, vernal pools, wet
meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds; and tributaries of the above features. The
extent of waters of the United States is generally defined as the portion that falls within
the limits of the Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM). The OHWM is defined as the “line
on the shore established by the fluctuation of water and indicated by physical
characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in
the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and
debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding
areas.”
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The definition of waters of the United States has undergone several iterations, including
a much more streamlined definition which was published and formally adopted in April
2020. However, in August 2021, the April 2020 Navigable Waters definition was
challenged in the case Pascua Yaqui Tribe v. Environmental Protection Agency. In light
of this case and subsequent order from US District Court for the District of Arizona, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Corps have halted implementation of
the Navigable Waters Protection Rule from 2020 and are interpreting “waters of the
United States” consistent with the pre-2015 regulatory regime. Then in March 2023
following a Supreme Court decision, the rule was once again changed and finalized to
codify the pre-2015 definition with some revisions to the definition wetlands. On August
29,2023 the EPA and Corps issued a final rule to amend the prior definition of Waters
of the United States. The final rule conforms with the definition of Waters of the United
States to the US Supreme Court's May 25, 2023 decision in the case Sackett v.
Environmental Protection Agency. As a result of the case, key aspects of the regulatory
text have been amended to conform to the Court's decision, which revised the
definitions of Waters of the United States and became effective on September 8, 2023.

The September 2023 ruling codified the term (a) waters of the United States to mean:

1. Waters which are:

i.  Currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate
or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow
of the tide;

ii.  The territorial seas; or

iii.  Interstate waters;

2. Impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under this
definition, other than impoundments of waters identified under paragraph (a)(5) of
this section;

3. Tributaries of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this section that are
relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water;

4. Wetlands adjacent to the following waters:

i.  Waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section; or

ii. Relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water identified
in paragraph (a)(2) or (a)(3) of this section and with a continuous surface
connection to those waters;

iii.  Waters identified in paragraph (a)(2) or (3) of this section when the wetlands
either alone or in combination with similarly situated waters in the region,
significantly affect the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters
identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section;

5. Intrastate lakes and ponds not identified in paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this
section that are relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of
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water with a continuous surface connection to the waters identified in paragraph
(a)(1) or (a)(3) of this section.

6. Intrastate lakes and ponds, streams, or wetlands not identified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (4) of this section:

i.  That are relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water
with a continuous surface connection to the waters identified in paragraph (a)(1)
or (a)(3)(i) of this section; or

ii.  That either alone or in combination with similarly situated waters in the region,
significantly affect the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters
identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section.

Wetlands, including swamps, bogs, seasonal wetlands, seeps, marshes, and similar
areas, are defined by Corps as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface
or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3[a]; 40 CFR 230.3[t]). Indicators of three wetland
parameters (i.e., hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and wetlands hydrology), as
determined by field investigation, must be present and, as outlined within the
September 2023 ruling, have adjacency with relative permanent, standing or
continuously flowing bodies of water with continuous connection to Waters of the US.
Wetlands must meet the parameters as outlined above classified as a wetland by Corps.

Itis important to note that the RWQCB definition of wetland was redefined, and the new
definition went into effect May 28, 2020. The definition of a wetland is as follows: An
areais wetland if, under normal circumstances, (1) the area has continuous or recurrent
saturation of the upper substrate caused by groundwater, or shallow surface water, or
both; (2) the duration of such saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in
the upper substrate; and (3) the area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes, or the
area lacks vegetation. This RWQCB modified three-parameter definition is similar to the
federal definition in that it identifies three wetland characteristics that determine the
presence of a wetland: wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophytic vegetation.
Unlike the federal definition, however, the RWQCB wetland definition allows for the
presence of hydric substrates as a criterion for wetland identification (not just wetland
soils) and wetland hydrology for an area devoid of vegetation (less than 5% cover) to be
considered a wetland.

Examples of waters that would be considered wetlands by the RWQCB definition, but
not by the federal wetland definition, are non-vegetated wetlands, or wetlands
characterized by exposed bare substrates like mudflats and playas, as long as they meet
the three-parameters as described in the RWQCB definition. It is important to note that
while the Corps may not designate a feature as a wetland, that feature could be
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considered a special aquatic site or other water of the U.S. by the Corps and potentially
subject to Corps' jurisdiction.

3.2 State Sensitive Resource Protection
3.2.1 California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) establishes the policy of the state to
conserve, protect, restore, and enhance threatened or endangered species and their
habitats. The CESA mandates that state agencies should not approve projects that
would jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered species if
reasonable and prudent alternatives are available that would avoid jeopardy. There are
no state agency consultation procedures under the CESA. For projects that would affect
a listed species under both the CESA and the ESA, compliance with the ESA would
satisfy the CESA if CDFW determines that the federal incidental take authorization is
“consistent” with the CESA under California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1. For
projects that would result in take of a species listed under the CESA only, the project
operator would have to apply for a take permit under Section 2081(b).

3.2.2 Protection of Birds

Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code states that it is “unlawful to take,
possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey)
or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise
provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.” Activities that result
in the abandonment of an active bird of prey nest may also be considered in violation
of this code. In addition, California Fish and Game Code, Section 3511 prohibits the
taking of any bird listed as fully protected, and California Fish and Game Code, Section
3515 states that is it unlawful to take any non-game migratory bird protected under the
MBTA.

3.2.3 California Fish and Game Code

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code requires any entity (e.g., person,
state or local government agency, or public utility) who proposes a project that will
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any
material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake to notify CDFW of
the proposed project. CDFW reviews the proposed project to determine whether it
affects streambed habitats within the project area. CDFW may then place conditions in
the Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any
potentially significant adverse impacts within CDFW jurisdictional limits.

3.2.4 California Fully Protected Species

California fully protected species are described in Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515
of the California Fish and Game Code. These statutes prohibit take or possession of fully
protected species. CDFW is unable to authorize incidental take of fully protected
species when activities are proposed in areas inhabited by those species.
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3.2.5 Native Plant Protection Act

California’s Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) requires all state agencies to use their
authority to carry out programs to conserve endangered and rare native plants.
Provisions of the NPPA prohibit the taking of listed plants from the wild and require
notification of CDFW at least 10 days in advance of any change in land use. This allows
CDFW to salvage listed plant species that would otherwise be destroyed. The project
operator is required to conduct botanical inventories and consult with CDFW during
project planning to comply with the provisions of this act and sections of CEQA that
apply to rare or endangered plants.

3.2.6 California Native Plant Society

The CNPS is a private plant conservation organization dedicated to the monitoring and
protection of sensitive species in California. CNPS has compiled an inventory comprised
of the information focusing on geographic distribution and qualitative characterization
of Rare, Threatened, or Endangered vascular plant species of California (CNPS 2012).
The list serves as the candidate list for Threatened and Endangered by CDFW. CNPS
has developed five categories of rarity, of which Ranks 1A, 1B, and 2 are particularly
considered sensitive.

Sensitive species that occur or potentially could occur within the Project site are based
on one or more of the following: (1) the direct observation of the species within the
project site during any field surveys; (2) a record reported in the CNDDB; and (3) the
project site is within known distribution of a species and contains appropriate habitat.

3.2.7 Sensitive Plant Communities

Sensitive plant communities include those habitat types considered sensitive by
resource agencies, namely CDFW, due to their scarcity and/or their ability to support
State and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare vascular plants, as well as
several sensitive bird and reptile species. CDFW maintains a natural plant community
list, the List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities. Sensitive natural communities
(also referred to by CDFW as ‘rare’, ‘special-status’, or ‘special concern’) are identified
on the list by an asterisk and are considered high priority vegetation types (CDFW 2003;
CDFW 2000).

3.2.8 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act

The RWQCB also has jurisdiction over waters deemed “isolated” or not subject to
Section 404 jurisdiction under the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v.
USACE decision. Dredging, filling, or excavation of isolated waters constitutes a
discharge of waste to waters of the state and prospective dischargers are required to
obtain authorization through an Order of Waste Discharge or waiver thereof from the
RWQCB and comply with other requirements of Porter-Cologne Act.
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3.3 Local Sensitive Resource Protection and Classifications
3.3.1 Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

The Project site is located within the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP is a comprehensive plan that includes portions
of the County of Riverside and numerous cities. The MSHCP plans for conservation of
146 species and proposes a reserve system of approximately 500,000 acres. The
MSHCP is intended to contribute to the economic viability of the County of Riverside by
providing landowners, developers, and public infrastructure projects a streamlined
regulatory process.

The Western Riverside County Conservation Authority (RCA) MSHCP Information
Application website was reviewed to verify any overlays that may occur on the Project
site. Regardless of other overlays, MSHCP Section 6.1.2, Protection of Species
Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, is applicable to all projects
within the MSHCP and describes the process through which protection of
riparian/riverine areas, and vernal pools will occur within the MSHCP Area. Protection of
these resources is important for a number of MSHCP conservation objectives. An
assessment of a Project’s potentially significant effects on riparian/riverine areas and
vernal pools is required. Guidelines for determining whether or not these resources
exist on site are described as follows:

= Riparian/Riverine Areas include “lands which contain habitat dominated by trees,
shrubs, persistent emergent, or emergent mosses and lichens which occur close
to or which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source or areas
with fresh water flow during all or a portion of the year.” Riparian/riverine areas
under the MSHCP also include drainage areas that are vegetated or have upland
(non-riparian/riverine) vegetation and that drain directly into an area that is
described for conservation under the MSHCP (or areas already conserved).

» Vernal Pools are described by the MSHCP 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.” This definition excludes artificially created
wetlands created for proving wetlands habitat or human actions to create open
waters or altering natural streams demonstrating characteristic as described
above.
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4.0 Methods of Study
4.1 Approach

This BRA is based on information compiled through field reconnaissance and
appropriate reference materials. Surveys included a general biological survey and
vegetation mapping, focused burrowing owl habitat assessment, narrow endemic plant
survey, and a jurisdictional waters and wetlands delineation.

4.2 Literature Review

Assessment of the Project site began with a review of relevant literature on the biological
resources of the site and the surrounding vicinities. The California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB), a CDFW species account database, was reviewed for all pertinent
information regarding the localities of known observations of sensitive species and
habitats in the vicinity of the site (CNDDB 2022). The vicinity of the site included the
following USGS topographic quadrangles: Romoland, Perris, Lakeview, Winchester,
Bachelor Mountain, Murrieta, Wildomar, Lake Elsinore, and Steele Peak. Federal
register listings, protocols, and species data provided by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) (USFWS 2022a), CDFW, and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
(CNPS 2022) were reviewed in conjunction with anticipated listed species with potential
to occur within the project vicinity. Additional data sources reviewed include USFWS
critical habitat maps (USFWS 2022b) and United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soils mapping (NRCS 2022). In
addition, numerous regional flora and fauna field guides were utilized to assist in the
identification of species and suitable habitats. A list of all relevant references reviewed
is included in Section 9.0, References.

4.2.1 Plant Community Mapping

Plant communities were mapped in the field directly onto a 200-scale (1" = 200’)
focusing on dominant plant species. Plant species were identified using plant field and
taxonomical guides, such as The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of California, second
edition (Baldwin et al. 2012). Vegetation communities were characterized utilizing
vegetation alliances in accordance with The Manual of California Vegetation, Second
Edition (MCVII) (Sawyer et al. 2009). Where necessary, deviations were made on best
professional judgment when areas did not fitinto a specific habitat description provided
by MCVII. After completing the fieldwork, the plant community polygons were digitized
using Geographic Information System (GIS) technology to calculate acreages.
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4.2.2 Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive habitats are of limited distribution statewide or within a county or region and
are often vulnerable to environmental effects of projects. Sensitive habitats are often
threatened with local extirpation and are therefore considered valuable biological
resources. Sensitive Habitats are considered “sensitive” by the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS), and CDFW if they meet any of the criteria listed below.

e The habitat is recognized and considered sensitive by CDFW, USFWS, and/or
special interest groups such as CNPS.

» The habitat is under the jurisdiction of the Corps pursuant to Section 404 of the
CWA.

» The habitatis under the jurisdiction of CDFW pursuant to Sections 1600 through
1612 of the California Fish and Game Code.

e The habitat is known or believed to be of high priority for inventory in the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

e The habitat is considered regionally rare.

e The habitat has undergone a largescale reduction due to increased
encroachment and development.

» The habitat supports special status plant and/or wildlife species (defined below).

e The habitat functions as an important corridor for wildlife movement.

4.2.3 Sensitive Plant Species

The potential for sensitive plant species was assessed based upon the known
occurrence of species in the area as identified from CDFW, USFWS and CNPS
databases, and the presence or absence of suitable habitat within each site. Suitable
habitat is defined as areas with appropriate vegetation communities, soils and/or
topography (elevation at MSL) to support sensitive plant species based on known
occurrences in those habitats. The available literature, databases, and existing field
conditions were reviewed and compared to identify sensitive plant species that have
the potential to occur within the Project site (Appendix B). During the field assessment,
any observed special plant species location(s) and extent(s) were recorded in field notes
and mapped using GPS.

4.2.4 Critical Habitat

Under the ESA, the federal government is required to designate "critical habitat" for any
species it lists under the ESA (Figure 3). Federal agencies are prohibited from
authorizing, funding or carrying out actions that "destroy or adversely modify" critical
habitats. Section 3 of the ESA defines critical habitat as:

e The specific areas within the geographic area occupied by a species, at the time
it is listed in accordance with the ESA, on which are found those physical or
biological features essential to the conservation of the species and that may
require special management considerations or protection.

June 2024 13



Biological Resource Assessment for the Cypress Sand Project

e The specific areas outside the geographic area occupied by a species at the time
itis listed, upon a determination that such areas are essential for the conservation
of the species.

"Conservation” means the use of all methods and procedures that are necessary to
bring an endangered or a threatened species to the point at which listing under the ESA
is no longer necessary. Critical habitat receives protection under Section 7(a)(2) of the
ESA through the prohibition against destruction or adverse modification of critical
habitat with regard to actions carried out, funded, or authorized by a federal agency.
Section 7(a)(2) also requires conferences on federal actions that are likely to result in the
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat.

The USFWS's online service for information regarding Threatened and Endangered
Species Final Critical Habitat designation within California was reviewed to determine if
the Project site occurs within any species’ designated Critical Habitat. The USFWS
regulatory mapping process for the designation of critical habitat is an imprecise,
broad-based, mapping exercise of areas that may or may not include constituent
elements of the critical habitat designation. Due to this approach in mapping, large
areas are designated as critical habitat regardless of the existing habitat, and as a result
may include developed areas, such as buildings, roads, hardscape, and other such
facilities, as well as natural habitats.

The constituent elements of the critical habitat designation consider the physical and
biological features needed for life processes and successful reproduction of the listed
species. These included:

Space for individual and population growth for normal behavior;

Habitat cover or shelter;

Food, water, or other nutritional or physiological requirements;

Sites for breeding and rearing offspring; and

Habitat that is protected from disturbance or is representative of the historical
geographic and ecological distribution of a species.

4.2.5 Sensitive Wildlife Species

The potential for sensitive wildlife species was assessed based upon the known
occurrence of species in the area as identified from CDFW and USFWS databases, and
the presence or absence of suitable habitat within the site. Suitable habitat is defined
as areas with appropriate vegetation communities and/or topography (elevation at
MSL) to support sensitive wildlife species based on known occurrences in those habitats
and/or CDFW and USFWS documented habitat descriptions for the species. The
available literature, databases, and existing field conditions were reviewed and
compared to identify sensitive wildlife species that have the potential to occur within the
Project site (Appendix C).
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4.2.6 Regional Connectivity/Wildlife Movement Corridor

An analysis of wildlife movement was conducted based on information compiled from
the literature, analysis of aerial photographs and topographic maps, direct observations
made in the field during survey work, and an analysis of existing wildlife movement
functions. Relative to corridor issues, the focus of this assessment was to determine if
development of the Project site that would have significant impacts on the regional
wildlife movement associated with the site and the immediate vicinity.

4.3 Field Investigations

A general biological survey, vegetation mapping and a delineation of jurisdictional
waters and wetlands was conducted for the Project site by CSLS biologists Brianna
Bernard and Justinne Manahan on August 5, 2022. During the field visit, the biologists
assessed the existing habitat on the Project site. The plant communities observed were
identified and mapped. The biologists paid special attention to those habitat areas that
appeared to provide suitable habitat for special status plant and wildlife species. Aerial
photographs and maps were used to assist in the delineation of plant community
boundaries.

4.3.1 General Plant Inventory

All plant species observed during the general and focused surveys were either
identified in the field or collected and later identified using taxonomic keys. Vegetation
communities were characterized utilizing vegetation alliances in accordance with The
Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition (MCVII) (Sawyer et al. 2009). All plant
species observed were recorded in field notes.

4.3.2 General Wildlife Inventory

All wildlife species observed on the Project site, as well as any diagnostic sign (call,
tracks, nests, scat, remains, or other sign), were recorded in field notes. Binoculars and
regional field guides were utilized for the identification of wildlife, as necessary. Wildlife
taxonomy follows Stebbins (2003) and California Herps (2015) for amphibians and
reptiles, the American Ornithologists’ Union (1998) for birds, and Jameson and Peeters
(1988) for mammals. All wildlife species detected were recorded in field notes.

4.4 MSHCP

The Project is not located within MSHCP survey areas for Criteria Area Plant Species,
Amphibians, Mammals, or Special Linkage Areas. The Study Area was assessed for
MSHCP Section 6.1.2 Riparian and Riverine Areas and associated species, MSHCP
Section 6.1.3 Narrow Endemic Plants Species, and Section 6.3.2 Species Survey
Requirements for the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea [BUOW])
habitat (Figure 4).
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4.4.1 Section 6.1.2 Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools

Volume |, Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP describes the process through which protection
of riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools would occur within the MSHCP Plan Area.
The purpose is to ensure that the biological functions and values of these areas
throughout the MSHCP Conservation Area are maintained. The MSHCP requires that as
projects are proposed within the overall Plan Area, the effect of those projects on
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools must be addressed. The Study Area was
evaluated for the presence/absence of MSHCP riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools.
With respect to riparian habitat, the Study Area was evaluated for the potential habitat
to support the special status species including the least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus),
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii traillii), the western yellow-billed
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), listed fairy shrimp, and other species
identified in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.

The Project site was evaluated to determine the limits of (1) Corpsjurisdiction pursuant
to Section 404 of the CWA, (2) CDFW jurisdiction pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6,
Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code; and (3) MSHCP riparian/riverine areas and
vernal pools. Suspected jurisdictional areas were field checked for the presence of
definable channels and/or wetland vegetation, soils and hydrology. Suspected
wetland habitat on the site were evaluated using the methodology set forth in the
Corps’ 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual (Wetland Manual) and the 2008 Regional
Supplement to the Corps Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region Version 2.0
(Arid West Supplement). Any jurisdiction limits were recorded onto a 200-scale (1" =
200') color aerial photograph and a GPS unit paired with the ARCGIS Collector
Application.

4.4.2 Section 6.1.3 Narrow Endemic Plant - Survey Area Number 3

The Project site falls within Narrow Endemic Plants (Survey Area Number 3). The CNDDB
and MSHCP were reviewed to determine known occurrences of special- status plants in
the region. Based on this information, a list of target plants (including their suitable
habitats and soil) was developed and incorporated into a survey program to achieve the
following goals: (1) characterize the vegetation associations and land use; (2) prepare a
detailed floral compendium; and (3) document the distribution and abundance of any
special-status plant species within the Project site.

General surveys were conducted to identify potential sensitive plant habitats, and to
establish the accuracy of the data identified from the literature review and previous
biological assessment and search. An aerial photograph and topographic map were
used to determine the community types and other physical features that may support
sensitive species or communities within the Project site and surrounding buffer area.
The reconnaissance surveys also considered the guidelines adopted by CNPS and
CDFW (Nelson 1984, CNPS 2001).
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Where potentially suitable habitat was present, focused plant surveys included those
MSCHP Covered Species identified by the NEPSSA Survey Area Number 3. For any
locations with positive survey results, the MSHCP requires that 90 percent of those
portions of the property that provide for long-term conservation value for the identified
species shall be avoided until it is demonstrated that conservation goals for the
particular species are met. Findings of equivalency shall be made demonstrating that
the 90-percent standard has been met.

4.4.3 Section 6.3.2 Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment

Prior to the field survey, available literature and databases including the California
Natural Diversity Database, were reviewed to identify sensitive habitats and special
status wildlife species, including BUOW in the vicinity of the Study Area. Consistent with
the MSHCP Survey Instructions, pedestrian survey transects were spaced approximately
10 to 15 meters apart to allow 100 percent visual coverage of the ground surface.

Consistent with the MSHCP guidelines, CSLS Biologists assessed the Project site and a
150-meter (approximately 500 feet) buffer zone around the Project boundary for BUOW
Assessment. CSLS Biologist performed transects within the Project boundary. Without
permission to access the buffer area, the biologist visually inspected the adjacent
habitats with binoculars. Parcels of land that could not be accessed (e.g. private
property) were viewed using binoculars from vantage points to survey for BUOW activity
or signs thereof, as well as other nesting bird activity.

4.5 Jurisdictional Delineation

The purpose of the delineation was to assess the location, extent and acreage of “waters
of the U.S.” and/or wetlands under the jurisdiction of the Corps, “waters of the State”
and/or wetlands under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB, and/or streambed and
associated riparian habitat under the jurisdiction of CDFW. All areas were delineated
using the protocol stipulated by CDFW under Section 1600-1607 of the California Fish
and Wildlife Code and by the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).
Any wetlands were delineated using the procedures stipulated in the USACE Wetland
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and Arid West Supplement
(USACE 2008a and USACE 2008b).

The potential for Corps jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” was based primarily on the
presence or absence of jurisdictional field indicators consistent with the Corps
guidelines such as the presence of an Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM) and/or
secondary indicators of hydrology, including evidence of the deposition of debiris,
scour, sediment sorting, and changes in vegetation. The extent of CDFW jurisdiction
was assessed based on the limits of the defined bed and bank and includes riparian
streambed associated vegetation, where applicable. If each of the denoted elements
were met, data was collected to estimate the length and width of jurisdictional features
potentially regulated by the resource agencies. Upon completion of the field work,
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documentation of any identified jurisdictional wetlands, waters, and streambed was
completed.

5.0 Results
5.1 Biological Survey

CSLS biologist Brianna Bernard and Justinne Manahan conducted an analysis of
biological resources and jurisdictional waters within the Study Area on August 5, 2022,
and burrowing owl habitat assessment on August 5, 2022, focused narrow endemic
plant surveys on August 5, 2022. Details of the surveys can be found in the table below.
CSLS biologists conducted all the surveys by foot, hiking all accessible areas. Any
inaccessible or restricted areas were surveyed using binoculars. The vegetation,
jurisdictional waters, and wildlife observed were documented. The following table
summarized the field survey data.

Table 1. Survey Information

Survey Date Time Temp. Surveys Surveyors
August 5, 2022 0830 - 78°F - Biological Assessment, Brianna Bernard
1025 91°F Jurisdictional and Justinne
Delineation, Burrowing Manahan

Owl Habitat Assessment,
and Narrow Endemic
Plant Survey.

5.1.1 Vegetation Communities

The vegetation communities and habitat conditions were inspected to confirm
presence and habitat quality of the vegetation found onsite. Vegetation mapping and
acreages for each vegetation community is based on the observations of the field
surveys, which are listed below in Table 1 and graphically depicted on Figure 5.
Representative photographs of the vegetation communities can be found Figure 6 and
7.

The deviations from MCVII alliance categories includes disturbed vegetation
community. The deviations were made due to the lack of alliances for these
communities within MCVII. The field survey included the Project site and surrounding
500-foot buffer around the Project site to determine what vegetation types exist. As
shown on Figure 5, the surrounding 500-foot buffer consists primarily of ruderal,
grasslands, developed, and disturbed vegetation communities.

The general description of the habitat observed during the field survey are described
below.

June 2024 20



Biological Resource Assessment for the Cypress Sand Project

Table 2. Vegetation Communities Observed on the Project site'

Vegetation Community Acreage
Disturbed 9.71

TOTAL 9.71

Notes:

1. Plant Communities within the surrounding 500-foot buffer is not included within
the total acreage. Communities consists of ruderal, developed, and disturbed
vegetation communities.

5.1.1.1 Disturbed

The entire Project site consists primarily of disturbed habitat. The disturbed habitat area
is associated with regular maintenance activities (disked/mowed) likely due to fire
abatement; and is sparsely vegetated by non-native weedy species including red-
stemmed stork’s-bill (Erodium cicutarium), Russian thistle (Salsola australis), mustard
(Hirschfeldia incana), tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), field bindweed (Convolvulus
arvensis), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), stinknet (Oncosiphon piluifer), prairie
sunflower (Helianthus petiolaris), and red brome (Bromus madritensis). Scattered native
species were observed and include: rattlesnake weed (Chamaesyce albomarginata),
California aster (Symphyotrichum chilense), dove weed (Croton setigerus), vinegarweed
(Trichostema lanceolatum), and desert wire lettuce (Stephanomeria pauciflora).
Furthermore, the Project site was utilized by the adjacent residential neighborhood to
park cars, RVs, and a boat.

5.1.1.2 Surrounding 500-foot Buffer

While a majority of the surrounding 500-foot buffer consists of residential development
to the west, active construction to the north, ruderal and disturbed lands to the east and
south. No direct impacts are expected to occur to the vegetation communities within
the surrounding 500-foot buffer.

5.1.2 Critical Habitat and CNDDB Occurrences

The Study Area contains no special-status vegetation type listed by the CNDDB and
CDFW. No sensitive wildlife species were observed during the 2022 surveys.

The Study Area is not located within any designated critical habitat. The closest
designated critical habitat is for the spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) and it is
located an approximate 3.19 miles to the north-west of the Project site. No habitat
suitable for spreading navarretia occurs on the Project site.
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Figure 6 Photographs

Looking northeast over the Project site containing disturbed habitat.

Marginal burrows were observed, however the site lacked vegetation cover.

Photographs taken on August 5, 2022



Figure 7 Photographs

The adjacent neighborhood utilizes the Project site for parking.

Looking south east over the Project site at the disturbed habitat.

Photographs taken on August 5, 2022
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5.1.3 General Wildlife Inventory

Observations regarding the wildlife species present were made during the field visit
(Table 3). Sensitive wildlife species occurring or potentially occurring are discussed
below in Section 5.5, Sensitive Wildlife Species.

Table 3. Wildlife Species Observed during the Field Visit

Scientific Name Common Name
Hirundo rustica barn swallow
Melospiza melodia song sparrow
Sayornis saya Say's phoebe
Zenaida macroura mourning dove

5.1.4 Sensitive Wildlife Species

Sensitive wildlife include those species listed as Endangered or Threatened under the
ESA or the CESA, candidates for listing by the USFWS or CDFW, and California Watch
List, Fully Protected and Species of Special Concern to CDFW. No listed wildlife was
identified or observed within the Project site during the field survey.

5.2 MSHCP Assessment

The Project site is not located within any MSHCP Criteria Areas, Cell Groups, or
Subunits. Furthermore, the Project site is not located within any MSHCP Criteria Areas,
Cell Groups, or Subunits, and the Project site is not located in survey areas for
Amphibians, Mammals, or Special Linkage areas. The Project site is subject to Riparian
and Riverine Areas pursuant to MSHCP Section 6.1.2, Narrow Endemic Plants (Survey
Area 3) pursuant to MSHCP Section 6.1.3, and Western Burrowing Owl overlay pursuant
to MSHCP Section 6.3.2.

5.2.1 Riparian and Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools (Section 6.1.2)

The Project site was assessed for MSHCP riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools
pursuant to Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. The Project site contains a single feature that
does not meet the definition of Section 6.1.2 riparian/riverine areas. Furthermore, there
is no downstream connectivity to MSHCP-conserved areas. The onsite feature is
unvegetated with no biological value and includes scattered non-native plants. No
native plants occur within the feature.

Species Protected under Section 6.1.2

During vegetation mapping conducted for the Project site, no special status plants were
detected during the 2022 survey. Likewise, the Project site did not contain any suitable
habitat for the avian species listed in Section 6.1.2: Protection of Species Associated
with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools.

Vernal Pools
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The Project site does not contain vernal pools or any suitable habitat for any of the
riparian/riverine vernal pool species listed in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, including
listed fairy shrimp. Furthermore, the Project site lacks suitable soils, signs of inundation
(seasonal depression, road ruts) and/or characteristic vernal pool plant species.

5.2.2 Narrow Endemic Plant - Survey Area Number 3 (Section 6.1.3)

The Project site is located within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
(NEPSSA) Number 3 overlay, which include the following target species:

e Munz's Onion (Allium munzii)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1, federally endangered, state threatened
Distribution: Riverside County.

Habitat(s): Clay soils supporting chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub,
pinyon-juniper woodland, and valley and foothill grassland. Known from 300 to
1,070 meters (1,000 to 3,500 feet) MSL. Blooms March through May.

Status onsite: None. The Project site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not
observed during field visit.

e San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1, federally endangered

Distribution: Riverside and San Diego Counties.

Habitat(s): Habitats supporting chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill
grasslands, and vernal pools. Observed in sandy loam or clay soils, sometimes
alkaline soils. Known from 20 to 415 meters (65 to 1360 feet) MSL. Blooms April
through October.

Status onsite: None. The Project site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not
observed during field visit.

e Many-stemmed Dudleya (Dudleya multicalulus)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.2

Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego
Counties.

Habitat(s): Habitats supporting Chaparral, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill
grassland. Often found on clay soils or granitic outcrops. Known from below 800
meters (< 2,600 feet) MSL. Blooms May through July.

Status onsite: None. The Project site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not
observed during field visit.

e Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1, federally threatened

Distribution: Los Angeles, Riverside, San Luis Obispo, and San Diego Counties.

Habitat(s): Habitats supporting chenopod scrub, marshes and swamps, playas,
and vernal pools. Known from 30 to 655 meters (100 to 2,150 feet) MSL. Blooms
April through June.

June 2024 26



Biological Resource Assessment for the Cypress Sand Project

Status onsite: None. The Project site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not
observed during field visit.

e California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1, federally endangered, state endangered
Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Ventura, and San Diego Counties.
Habitat(s): Habitats supporting vernal pools. Known from 15 to 660 meters (50 to
2,165 feet) MSL. Blooms April through August.

Status onsite: None. The Project site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not
observed during field visit.

e Wright's trichocoronis (Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii)
Status: California Rare Plant Rank 2B.1
Distribution: Merced, Riverside, and Sutter Counties.
Habitat(s): Habitats supporting meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps,
riparian forest, and vernal pools supporting alkaline soils. Known from 5 to 435
meters (15 to 1,425 feet) MSL. Blooms May through September.
Status onsite: None. The Project site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not
observed during field visit.

No special status plant species were observed during the focused August 2022 narrow
endemic plant survey and, and none are expected to occur onsite due to the lack of
suitable habitat or suitable soil found on the Project site.

5.2.3 Focused Burrowing Owl Survey (Section 6.3.2)

Step | Habitat Assessment survey was conducted on August 3, 2022, to determine if the
Project Site contains suitable Burrowing Owl (BUOW) habitat. Based on the Habitat
Assessment it was determined the Project site contains burrows however, they were not
suitable size for BUOW. The survey was conducted during typical BUOW peak activity
time and was not conducted during rain, high winds, or dense fog. The Project site
consists of a disturbed community with several small burrows.

During the August Survey, no BUOWSs or evidence of BUOWSs were observed on site
within the Project site or surrounding 500-feet during the Habitat Assessment. While the
Project site contained burrows, they were not suitable size. The Project site does not
contain vegetation cover to provide suitable nesting habitat for BUOW. Furthermore,
the site contains disturbed habitat and the adjacent neighborhood park cars, boats, and
RVs on the property. Much of the 500-foot buffer is developed, consisting of residential
homes, active construction, or busy streets. Therefore, while the Project site contained
burrows it is determined that the Project site does not contain suitable BUOW Habitat
and is not occupied by BUOW due to the lack of suitable burrows, nesting habitat, and
disturbed nature and routine maintenance of the site. Based on these results, Step |l
Part B of the MSHCP protocol is not required.
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5.3 Sensitive Plant Communities

A CNDDB search within the Romoland USGS topographic quadrangle found no special-
status vegetation community designated by CDFW.

5.4 Sensitive Plant Species

Sensitive plants include those listed, or candidates for listing, by the USFWS and CDFW;
and species considered sensitive by the CNPS (particularly Lists 1A, 1B, and 2). Eight
sensitive plant species were reported to occur within the USGS 7.5 Romoland
quadrangle search. The potential for sensitive plant species to occur on the Project site
is discussed below and as indicated in Appendix B.

5.4.1 Sensitive Plant Species with Potential to Occur

Due to the disturbed nature of the site, it was determined no sensitive plant species had
potential to occur on-site due to the lack of suitable habitat and soil. A complete list of
species and their potential to occur onsite can be found in Appendix B.

Munz's Onion (Allium munzii)
See Section 5.2.2.

Thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1

Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties.
Habitat(s): Habitats supporting chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, playas,
valley and foothill grasslands, and vernal pools. Known from 25 to 1,120 meters (80 to
3,675 feet) MSL. Blooms March through June.

Status onsite: None. The site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not observed during field
visit.

Smooth Tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1

Distribution: Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties.
Habitat(s): Habitats supporting chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps, playas, riparian
woodland, and valley and foothill grasslands. Known from 0 to 640 meters (0 to 2,100
feet) MSL. Blooms April through September.

Status onsite: Low. CNDDB records an occurrence of the species 1.98 miles to the south
in 2015. However, the site consists of disturbed vegetation community with annual fuel
abatement. Not observed during field visit.

Parry's Spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1
Distribution: Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties.
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Habitat(s): Habitats supporting chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and
valley and foothill grasslands. Known from 275 to 1,220 meters (900 to 4,005 feet) MSL.
Blooms April through June.

Status onsite: None. The site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not observed during field
visit.

Long-spined Spineflower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var. polygonoides)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1

Distribution: Orange, Riverside, and San Diego Counties.

Habitat(s): Habitats supporting chaparral, coastal scrub, meadows and seeps, valley and
foothill grasslands, and vernal pools. Known from 30 to 1,530 meters (100 to 5,020 feet)
MSL. Blooms April through June.

Status onsite: None. The site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not observed during field
visit.

Coulter's goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri)

Status: California Rare Plant Rank 1B.1

Distribution: Colusa, Kern, Los Angles, Merced, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San
Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Solano, Tehama, Tulare, Ventura, Yolo, and San Diego
Counties.

Habitat(s): Habitats supporting marshes and swamps (coastal salt), playas, and vernal
pools. Known from 1 to 1,220 meters (5 to 4,005 feet) MSL. Blooms February through
June.

Status onsite: None. The site lacks suitable habitat and soils. Not observed during field
visit.

Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis)
See Section 5.2.2.

California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica)
See Section 5.2.2.

5.5 Sensitive Wildlife Species

Sensitive wildlife include those species listed as Endangered or Threatened under the
ESA or CESA, candidates for listing by the USFWS or CDFW, and California Watch List,
Fully Protected and Species of Special Concern to CDFW. Several sensitive wildlife
species were reported in the vicinity of the Project Site based on the CNDDB and within
the 9-quadrangle search. It is determined the Project site does not contain suitable
habitat for any listed species. The potential for sensitive wildlife species to occur on the
Project Site is discussed further in Appendix C.
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5.5.1 Migratory Birds and Raptors

The Project Site supports potential foraging habitat for nesting birds including raptors,
however, lacks the necessary habitat for nesting for raptors. The site provides minimal
habitat for ground nesters and other songbirds.

5.6 Wildlife Movement

5.6.1 Overview

Wildlife movement corridors link areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise
separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance. The
fragmentation of open space areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of wildlife
habitat, separating different populations of a single species. Corridors effectively act as
links between these populations.

The Project Site was evaluated for evidence of a wildlife movement corridor. The
following resources were used to determine the potential for the site to be used as a
wildlife corridor:

e information compiled from the literature review, including, aerial photographs,
USGS topographic maps, and resource maps for the vicinity;

e field survey; and

e knowledge of desired topography and resource requirements.

5.6.2 Wildlife Movement Within the Project Site

The site is disturbed habitat and is therefore restricted in its potential to support
regional wildlife movement. Further, the site is constrained to the north, south, and west
by residential homes, active construction and a busy street which further constrains
potential regional wildlife movement through the site.

Although there is no regional movement through the Project site, there is some
potential for smaller or “local” movement through the site. Movement on a smaller scale
could occur within the site for species that are less restricted in movement pathway
requirements or are adapted to urban areas [e.g., raccoon (Procyon lotor), stripped
skunk (Mephitis mephitis), coyote (Canis latrans), and bird species in general). Habitat
within the site is disturbed habitat. As such, it may minimally support some wildlife
movement within the site. The home range and average dispersal distance of many of
these species may be entirely contained within the site and immediate vicinity.

Bird species may utilize the site for foraging, although this is expected to be limited due
to the high level of disturbance, lack of vegetation, and routine maintenance. During
seasons when routine maintenance does not take place, the site could potentially
support foraging habitat for avian species on a local scale. Due to residential homes,
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active construction and busy streets surrounding the site, the site provides no function
to facilitate movement for wildlife species on a regional scale.

5.7 Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands

Based on the literature review and USGS quadrangle topographic map, a single
drainage feature occurs onsite. The Project site consists of undeveloped disturbed
habitat with signs of off-roading activities; however, a small single drainage occurs along
the northern Project site boundary. The drainage, Unnamed Drainage A, is an
ephemeral drainage that is primarily unvegetated or contains scattered non-native
species. The drainage flow west under Antelope road where it originates farther west
from a stormdrain outlet. Associated vegetation within Unnamed Drainage A includes
red-stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), Russian thistle (Kali tragus), foxtail chess
(Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), and wild oat (Avena
fatua). Vegetation associated with the drainage feature supports predominantly non-
native species and does not represent suitable habitat for any special-status plants and
animals. Unnamed Drainage A ranges in width from 1 to 2 feet.

Therefore, based on the field survey, a single drainage feature was identified on the
Project site that meets the definition and is considered jurisdictional RWQCB and CDFW
jurisdiction. Table 4 and Figure 8 outlines the acreage of the feature. No wetlands were
identified based on the regulations outlined within the RWQCB protocol.

Table 4. Jurisdictional Waters

Drainage RWQCB Jurisdiction CDFW Jurisdiction  Linear Feet
9 (wetland/non-wetland)
Unnamed Drainage A 0.00ac/0.01 ac 0.02 ac 366
5.8 Soils

The United States Department of Agriculture NRCS lists several soil types (series) for the
Project site. Please see below for the following soil type, which was used to determine
the possibility for sensitive wildlife and plant species. No unique soil types exist on the
Project site.

The following four soil types are mapped on the Project site and shown on Figure 9:

Garretson gravelly very fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes (GdC)
Placentia fine sandy loam, 0 to 5 percent slopes (PIB)

Wyman loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded (WyC2)

Yokohl loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes (YbC)
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6.0 Threshold of Significance

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is used by public agencies in determining whether
a project may have a significant impact on biological resources. Under Appendix G, a
project may have a significant impact on biological resources if it would:

Threshold BIO-A

Threshold BIO-B

Threshold BIO-C

Threshold BIO-D

Threshold BIO-E

Threshold BIO-F

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 CDFW or USFWS.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive plant community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.

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 areas.

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

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or State Habitat Conservation Plan.

For the purposes of this impact analysis the following definitions apply:

e "Substantial adverse effect” means loss or harm of a magnitude which, based on
current scientific data and knowledge would: (1) substantially reduce population
numbers of a listed, candidate, sensitive, rare, or otherwise special status species;
(2) substantially reduce the distribution of a sensitive plant community/habitat
type; or (3) eliminate or substantially impair the functions and values of a
biological resource (e.g., streams, wetlands, or woodlands) in a geographical
area defined by interrelated biological components and systems. In the case of
this analysis, the prescribed geographical area is considered to be the region
that includes the USGS topographic quadrangle for the site. For some species,
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the geographic area may extend to the vicinity of the site based on known
distributions of the species.

e "Conflict” means contradiction of a magnitude, which based on foreseeable
circumstances, would preclude or prevent substantial compliance.

e "Rare” means: (1)thatthe species exists in such small numbers throughout all, or
a significant portion of, its range that it may become endangered if its
environment worsens; or (2) the species is likely to become endangered within
the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range and may
be considered “threatened” as that term is used in the ESA.

7.0 Significance Determination and Proposed Mitigation

7.1 Regulatory Setting

Sensitive species are provided protection by either Federal or State resource
management agencies, or both, under provisions of the ESA and CESA.

There are a number of performance criteria and standard conditions that must be met
as part of any review and approval of the proposed project. These include compliance
with all of the terms, provisions, and requirements with applicable laws that relate to
Federal, State, and local regulating agencies related to potential impacts to sensitive
plant and wildlife species, wetlands, riparian habitats, and blue lined stream courses.
Impacts are sometimes locally important but not significant because, although they
would result in an adverse alteration of existing local conditions, they would not
substantially diminish or result in the permanent loss of an important resource on a
population-wide or region-wide basis.

7.2 Project Related Impacts

Forthe purpose of this assessment, project-related impacts consist of direct and indirect
impacts. Direct impacts are considered to be those that involve the loss, modification
or disturbance of natural habitats (i.e., vegetation or plant communities), which in turn,
directly affect plant and wildlife species dependent on that habitat. Direct impacts also
include the destruction of individual plants or wildlife, which is typically the case in
species of no to low mobility (i.e., plants, amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals).
The collective loss of individuals in these manners may also directly affect regional
population numbers of a species or result in the physical isolation of populations
thereby reducing genetic diversity and, hence, population stability.
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Indirect impacts are considered to be those that involve the effects of increases in
ambient levels of sensory stimuli (e.g., noise, light), unnatural predators (e.g., domestic
cats and other non-native animals), and competitors (e.g., exotic plants, non-native
animals). Indirect impacts may be associated with the construction and/or operation of
a project; therefore, these impacts may be both short-term and long-term in their
duration. These impacts are commonly referred to as “edge effects” and may result in
changes in the behavioral patterns of wildlife and reduced wildlife diversity and
abundance in habitats adjacent to the Project site.

The determination of impacts in this analysis is based on the proposed project
development plan and the biological values of the habitat and/or sensitivity of plant and
wildlife species to be affected. Any recommended mitigation measures to address
impacts are discussed below, along with compliance of existing regulations. Based on
the preliminary plans, the entire site is expected to be directly impacted. No direct
impacts are expected to occur to the vegetation communities located within the
surrounding 500-foot buffer area.

7.3 Threshold BIO-A

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated.

7.3.1 Sensitive Plant Species

Development of the Project site would result in the direct removal of non-native and
ruderal plant species. No special status species or sensitive species were identified to
occur onsite, nor were they observed onsite. The Project would include the removal of
non-native and ruderal species; therefore, impacts would not be considered a
significant impact and no mitigation is required.

7.3.2 Sensitive Wildlife Species

Development of the Project site would result in the disruption and removal of habitat
and the loss and displacement of non-sensitive common wildlife species. Due to the
level of existing disturbance from routine maintenance on the site and human
disturbance within the vicinity (e.g., nearby development; parking onsite), these impacts
would not be expected to reduce the general wildlife populations below self-sustaining
levels within the region and impacts to non-sensitive wildlife species do not meet the
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significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts to common wildlife species would not be
considered a significant impact and no mitigation is required.

The Project site consists of disturbed habitat and lacks suitable nesting habitat for
sensitive wildlife species. The Project site provides limited suitable habitat for ground
nesters and some common avian species. While none of the common species carry a
Federal or State listing as threatened or endangered, they are all protected under the
MBTA during breeding. Therefore, a pre-construction survey is required in compliance
with the MBTA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM BIO-1 would reduce
potential impacts to the avian species to a less than significant level, if nesting
individuals are present.

MM BIO-1  Prior to the issuance of any grading permit that would impact potentially
suitable nesting habitat for avian species, the project applicant shall adhere
to the following:

1. Veegetation removal activities shall be scheduled outside the nesting
season (September 1 to February 14 for songbirds;, September 1 to
January 14 for raptors) to the extent feasible to avoid potential impacts
to nesting birds and/or ground nesters.

2. Any construction activities that occur during typical nesting season
(February 15 to August 31 for songbirds; January 15 to August 31 for
raptors) will require that all suitable habitat, on-site and within 300-feet
surrounding the site (as feasible), be thoroughly surveyed for the
presence of nesting birds by a qualified biologist before
commencement ground disturbances. If active nests are identified, the
biologist would establish no-work buffers around the active nest(s) (500
feet for raptors and sensitive species, 200 feet for non-raptors/non-
sensitive species). All work within these buffers would be halted until the
nesting effort is finished (i.e. the juveniles are surviving independent
from the nest). The onsite biologist would review and verify compliance
with these nesting boundaries and would verify the nesting effort has
finished. Work can resume within these areas when no other active nests
are found. Alternatively, a qualified biologist may determine that
construction can be permitted within the buffer areas and would
develop a Nesting Bird Plan, which is to be submitted and approved by
the City prior to any no-work buffer reduction to prevent impacts on any
active nest (eggs, chicks, etc.).
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7.4 Threshold BIO -B

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.

7.4.1 Sensitive Plant Communities

No sensitive plant community occur on the Project site. Therefore, no impacts would
occur.

7.4.2 CDFW Jurisdiction

A total of 0.02 acres of a swale identified in the north-eastern portion of the Project site
that may be subject to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, as regulated
by CDFW. The impacts would occurs to an earthen swale that flows east under Antelope
Road. The swale has minimal biological value, composed of unvegetated bare areas or
non-native species. The quality of the drainage is characterized as poor due to the
presence of non-native species, bare area, lack of typical riparian species, and does not
exhibit the typical characteristics of a natural stream or watercourse.

A total of 0.02 -acres of direct impacts to potential Waters of the State would occur due
to the construction of the Project site. The quality of the drainage is characterized as
poor due to the presence of dense non-native species, bare area, lack of typical riparian
species, and does not exhibit the typical characteristics of a natural stream or
watercourse. While minor in nature and no biological value, the impacts would likely
require regulatory permits with CDFW. While an approximate 0.02 acres of Waters of
the State would be impacted, the impacts to Waters of the State are potentially
significant. To offset the impacts to Waters of the State, Mitigation Measure BIO - 2 (MM
BIO-2) requires the applicant to obtain regulatory permits and Mitigation Measure BIO
- 3 (MM BIO-3) to purchase 0.02-acres of rehabilitation credits through a CDFW
approved mitigation bank, such as Riverpark Mitigation Bank or in-lieu fee program with
written approval from CDFW. The purchase of 0.02-acres of rehabilitation credits
represents a 1:1 ratio of mitigation to impacts. Given the current limited biological value
of the drainage ditch, bare or invasive earthen bottom, and lack of consistent hydrology
within the drainage, the issuance of regulatory permits and purchase of 0.02-acres of
rehabilitation credits outlined within MM BIO-2 and MM BIO- 3 would reduce impacts
to less than significant.

MM BIO-2:  Prior to the issuance of any grading permit for permanent impacts in the
areas designated as jurisdictional features, the Applicant shall consult with
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the Regulatory Agencies to determine the required Permits. Should
Regulatory permits be required, they shall be obtained prior to impacts to
jurisdictional features.

MM BIO-3:  Prior to impacts to jurisdictional waters and to mitigate for the impacts to
0.02-acres of non-wetland drainage ditch, the Applicant shall purchase
0.02-acres of rehabilitation credits through an approved mitigation bank,
such as Riverpark Mitigation Bank, or in-lieu fee program with written
approval from the Resource Agencies.

A total of 0.01 acres of a swale identified on the Project site subject to Porter-Cologne
Waters under California Water Code Section 13050(e), as regulated by RWQCB. The
impacts would occurs to an earthen drainage ditch that flows east under Antelope Road.
The drainage ditch has minimal biological value, composed mainly of bare areas and
non-native species. The quality of the drainage is characterized as poor biological value
due to the presence of non-native species, bare area, lack of typical riparian species,
and does not exhibit the typical characteristics of a natural stream or watercourse.

While an approximate 0.01 acres of Porter-Cologne Waters would be impacted, the
impacts would be considered significant. To offset the impacts, MM BIO- 2 and MM
BIO-3 requires the applicant to consult with the Regulatory Agencies and potentially
obtain regulatory permits and to purchase 0.02-acres of rehabilitation credits through a
RWQCB approved mitigation bank, such as Riverpark Mitigation Bank, or in-lieu fee
program with written approval from RWQCB. The purchase of 0.02-acres of
rehabilitation credits represents a 2:1 ratio of mitigation to RWQCB regulated
jurisdictional impacts. Given the current limited biological value of the drainage ditch,
bare or invasive earthen bottom, and lack of consistent hydrology within the drainage,
the issuance of regulatory permits and purchase of 0.02-acres of rehabilitation credits
outlined within MM BIO-2 and MM BIO- 3 would reduce impacts to less than significant.

With the implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM BIO-3, potential impacts to jurisdictional
waters are reduced to a less than significant level.

7.5 Threshold BIO -C

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

No Impact.

No jurisdictional wetlands occur onsite. Therefore, there is no impact to wetlands and
no mitigation is required.
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7.6 Threshold BIO -D

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.

7.6.1 Wildlife Movement

The site supports potential live-in and movement habitat for species on a local scale
(i.e., some limited live-in and marginal movement habitat for reptile, bird, and mammal
species), however, the site provides little to no function to facilitate wildlife movement
on a regional scale. Furthermore, the site is not identified as a Special Linkage area
within the MSHCP. Movement on a local scale likely occurs with species adapted to
urban environments due to the surrounding development and disturbances in the
vicinity of the site. Although implementation of the Project would result in disturbances
to local wildlife movement within the site, those species adapted to urban areas would
be expected to persist on-site following construction. As such, impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required.

7.6.2 Migratory Birds and Raptors

The Project site supports potential foraging habitat and limited nesting habitat (ground
nesters) for migratory birds, in addition to potential foraging habitat for raptors. Based
on the disturbed nature of the site, the quality of foraging habitat is considered to be
low. Therefore, impacts to foraging habitat would be considered less than significant
and no mitigation measures are considered required.

The site has the potential to support avian ground nests due to the lack of vegetation
and limited ground cover. Nesting activity typically occurs from February 15 to August
31. Disturbing or destroying active nests is a violation of the MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703 et
seq.). In addition, nests and eggs are protected under Fish and Wildlife Code Section
3503. As such, direct impacts to breeding birds (e.g. through nest removal) or indirect
impacts (e.g. by noise causing abandonment of the nest) is considered a potentially
significant impact. Compliance with the MBTA would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level, as detailed in MM BIO-1.

7.7 Threshold BIO - E

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
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No Impact.

The Project is not subject to any local policies, such as a tree preservation ordinance.
Furthermore, the Project site did not contain any tree species. Therefore, no impacts
would occur, and no mitigation is required.

7.8 Threshold BIO - F

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

Less than Significant.

The Project site is located within the MSHCP. The Project site is not located within any
MSHCP Ciriteria Areas, Cell Groups, or Subunits. Furthermore, the Project site is not
located in survey areas for Amphibians, Mammals, Narrow Endemic Plants Overlay, or
Special Linkage areas. The Project site is subject to Riparian and Riverine Areas pursuant
to MSHCP Section 6.1.2, Narrow Endemic Plants Overlay pursuant to Section 6.13, and
Western Burrowing Owl overlay pursuant to MSHCP Section 6.3.2.

The Project site was assessed for MSHCP riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools
pursuant to Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. The Project site contains a single feature that
does not meet the definition of MSHCP Section 6.1.2 riparian/riverine areas.
Furthermore, there is no downstream connectivity to MSHCP-conserved areas. The
onsite feature is unvegetated with no biological value and includes scattered non-
native plants. No native plants occur within the feature. The Project site does not contain
vernal pools or any suitable habitat for any of the riparian/riverine vernal pool species
listed in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, including listed fairy shrimp. Furthermore, the
Project site lacks suitable soils, signs of inundation (seasonal depression, road ruts)
and/or characteristic vernal pool plant species. The Project is consistent with the goals
and objectives within MSHCP Section 6.1.2.

Species Protected under Section 6.1.2

During vegetation mapping conducted for the Project site, no special status plants were
detected during the 2022 survey. Likewise, the Project site did not contain any suitable
habitat for the avian species listed in Section 6.1.2: Protection of Species Associated
with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools. Therefore, the Project is consistent with
the goals and objectives within MSHCP Section 6.1.2.

Pursuant to Section 6.1.3 Narrow Endemic Plants, no narrow endemic plant species
were observed during the 2022 survey. Historical Google earth aerials were reviewed.
While the Project site does not contain suitable habitat or soils for species as outlined
within Section Error! Reference source not found. due to disturbed vegetation and
regular maintenance and disking. During the historical aerial review, regular
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maintenance began in 1997 and continues to present day. Therefore, while a single
narrow endemic plant survey was performed it is unlikely the targeted species for Survey
Area 3 occur onsite due to the negative focused survey, regular maintenance, lack of
suitable habitat, and lack of suitable soils found onsite. Furthermore, all species within
Survey Area 3 are covered species under the MSHCP. Therefore, due to the negative
results from the focused narrow endemic plant survey, regular maintenance since 1997,
lack of suitable habitat, and lack of suitable soils, no narrow endemic plant species are
anticipated to occur onsite and no impacts are anticipated. The Project is consistent with
the goals and objectives within MSHCP Section 6.1.3.

Furthermore, based on the Habitat Assessment it was determined the Project site does
not contain suitable habitat for BUOW. No BUOWSs or evidence of BUOWSs were
observed on site or within the surrounding 500-feet during the habitat assessment.
While the Project site contained several burrows, none were observed to be suitable
sized for the species, nor did the Project contain any vegetation cover to provide
suitable nesting habitat for BUOW. Furthermore, the site contains disturbed habitat and
the adjacent neighborhood park cars, boats, and RVs on the property. Much of the 500-
foot buffer is developed, consisting of residential homes, active construction, or busy
streets. Therefore, while burrows were observed, the lack of vegetation cover, disturbed
habitat, routine maintenance, parking, and surrounding built environment, it is
determined that the Project site does not contain suitable BUOW Habitat and is not
occupied by BUOW. Based on the lack of suitable BUOW burrows, maintenance that
occurs on the Project Site, and surrounding environment, it is determined that the
Project site does not contain suitable BUOW Habitat and is not occupied by BUOW and
no additional surveys are required. Therefore, the Project is consistent with MSHCP
Section 6.3.2.

8.0 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are defined as the direct and indirect effects of a proposed Project
which, when considered alone, would not be deemed a substantial impact, but when
considered in addition to the impacts of related projects in the area, would be
considered significant. “Related projects” refers to past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects, which would have similar impacts to the
proposed Project. CEQA deems a cumulative impact analysis to be adequate if a list of
"related projects” is included in the EIR or the proposed project is consistent with an
adopted general, specific, master, or comparable programmatic plan [Section
15130(b)(1)(B)]. CEQA also states that no further cumulative impact analysis is
necessary for impacts of a proposed project consistent with an adopted general,
specific, master, or comparable programmatic plan [Section 15130(d)].

Indirectimpacts to the surrounding buffer area must be considered in the context of the
other development in the area. The Project does not anticipate to impact the
surrounding buffer area.
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The loss of biological resources on the Study Area must be considered in the context of
the other development in the area. The Project’s direct impact analysis identified a
single biological resource, nesting birds, that when combined with impacts from other
reasonably past, present, and future projects, could result in a cumulative biological
impact. Direct impacts may occur to nesting birds, should construction activities and
ground disturbances begin during the typical nesting season. However, adherence and
implementation of MM BIO - 1 will ensure impacts to avian species or their habitats are
minimized thus reducing the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to less than
significant.

Impacts to a single jurisdictional feature that may be under the Jurisdiction of CDFW
and RWQCB may result in a significant impact. However, adherence and
implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM BIO-3 will ensure impacts to the drainage ditch
is minimized thus reducing the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to less than
significant. Furthermore, the purchase of the credits represents a biological superior
habitat than the drainage ditch feature that occurs onsite that appears to be regularly
maintained and includes unvegetated area and non-native species.

The MSHCP was specifically designed to cover a large geographical area so that it
would protect numerous special-status species and sensitive habitats throughout the
region. Itis the projected cumulative effect of future development that has required the
preparation and implementation of the MSHCP to protect multiple habitats and species.
While a single narrow endemic plant survey was performed it is unlikely the targeted
species for Survey Area 3 occur onsite due to the negative focused survey, regular
maintenance, lack of suitable habitat, and soils found onsite. Furthermore, all species
within Survey Area 3 are covered species under the MSHCP. Therefore, due to the
negative results from the focused narrow endemic plant survey, regular maintenance
since 1997, lack of suitable habitat, and lack of suitable soils, no narrow endemic plant
species are anticipated to occurs onsite and no impacts are anticipated.

With implementation of the mitigation measures outlined above would reduce the
Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to less than significant with mitigation
incorporated. Furthermore, because the MSCHP provides a regional and
comprehensive approach to conservation planning, the proposed Project's
contribution to cumulative impacts would also be less than significant.
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CARLSON STRATEGIC LAND SOLUTIONS, INC.

Date: June 17, 2024

To: Elena Goralogia, Brian Smith and Associates

From: Brianna Bernard

Subject: Jurisdictional Delineation the Cypress Sand Menifee Project Site located in the
City of Menifee

Carlson Strategic Land Solutions (CSLS) prepared this Jurisdictional Delineation for Brian Smith
and Associates for the Cypress Sand Project Site (Project Site) located in the City of Menifee.
The Project site is comprised of 9.7 1-acres. The jurisdictional assessment for the Project Site and
the surrounding 300-feet, collectively known as the “Study Area,” incorporates the findings from
a field survey and jurisdictional delineation conducted on August 5, 2022.

1.0 Project Location

The Study Area is located in the City of Menifee, south of Chambers Avenue, west of Antelope
Road, east of Chatham Lane, and north of Tioga Lane (Figures 1 and 2). Areas surrounding the
Study Area include residential development to the west, construction to the north, and
undeveloped land to the south and east (Figure 2). The Study Area is located within the United
States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-Minute Topographic Map Romoland Quadrangle. The
Assessor’s Parcel Number is 333-050-034.

Access to the Project Site is from Antelope Road or Chambers Avenue.

2.0 Project Description and Existing Conditions

The proposed Project involves the development of a gated apartment complex including seven
multi-unit buildings, totaling 135 residential units, along with associated amenities and parking.
The Project includes a gross area of 9.71 acres and 7.94 net acres, including 130,400 square
feet of residential development at a density of 14 dwelling units per acre. The proposed Project
includes 56 one-bedroom units and 80 two-bedroom units along with 268 total parking spaces
and amenities such as a 2,049 square foot clubhouse (including fitness center), lanai, mail room,
pool, spa, basketball and pickleball courts, tot lot, and dog walk.

The approximately 10-acre Project site is characterized as ruderal and disturbed vegetation
communities and a single drainage located within the northern Project site boundary.
Immediate surrounding land uses include residential development to the west, construction to
the north and undeveloped land to the south and east.
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3.0 Methodology

3.1 Jurisdictional Waters
Prior to the field investigation, CSLS biologists reviewed historic aerial imagery, topographic
maps, and background information for the Study Area to determine the potential for perennial,
intermittent, or ephemeral drainages and associated riparian resources.

3.1.1 Federal Clean Water Act (CWA)
The Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 401 provides guidance for the restoration and

maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters. Section
401 requires a project operator to obtain a federal license or permit that allows activities
resulting in a discharge to waters of the United States to obtain state certification, thereby
ensuring that the discharge will comply with provisions of the CWA. The Regional Water Quality
Control Board administers the certification program in California. Section 404 establishes a
permit program administered by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) that
regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including
wetlands. The Corps implementing regulations are found at 33 CFR 320 and 330. Guidelines
for implementation are referred to as the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, which were developed
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency in conjunction with the Corps (40 CFR
230). The guidelines allow the discharge of dredged or fill material into the aquatic system only
if there is no practicable alternative that would have less adverse impacts.

3.1.2 Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States
Aquatic resources, including riparian areas, wetlands, and certain aquatic vegetation

communities, are considered sensitive biological resources and fall under the jurisdiction of
several regulatory agencies. The Corps exerts jurisdiction over waters of the United States,
including all waters that are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; wetlands and other waters
such as lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent or ephemeral streams), mudflats, sandflats,
sloughs, prairie potholes, vernal pools, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds; and
tributaries of the above features. The extent of waters of the United States is generally defined
as the portion that falls within the limits of the Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM). The OHWM
is defined as the “line on the shore established by the fluctuation of water and indicated by
physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in
the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or
other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas.”

The definition of waters of the United States has undergone several iterations, including a much
more streamlined definition which was published and formally adopted in April 2020. However,
in August 2021, the April 2020 Navigable Waters definition was challenged in the case Pascua
Yaqui Tribe v. Environmental Protection Agency. In light of this case and subsequent order from
US District Court for the District of Arizona, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
Corps have halted implementation of the Navigable Waters Protection Rule from 2020 and are
interpreting “waters of the United States” consistent with the pre-2015 regulatory regime. Then
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in March 2023 following a Supreme Court decision, the rule was once again changed and
finalized to codify the pre-2015 definition with some revisions to the definition wetlands. On
August 29, 2023 the EPA and Corps issued a final rule to amend the prior definition of Waters
of the United States. The final rule conforms with the definition of Waters of the United States to
the US Supreme Court's May 25, 2023 decision in the case Sackett v. Environmental Protection

Agency. As a result of the case, key aspects of the regulatory text have been amended to

conform to the Court’s decision, which revised the definitions of Waters of the United States and

became effective on September 8, 2023.

The September 2023 ruling codified the term (a) waters of the United States to mean:

1.

2.

Waters which are:

Currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or
foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;
The territorial seas; or

Interstate waters;

Impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under this
definition, other than impoundments of waters identified under paragraph (a)(5) of this
section;

3. Tributaries of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this section that are relatively

permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water;

4. Wetlands adjacent to the following waters:

5.

6.

Waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section; or

Relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water identified in
paragraph (a)(2) or (a)(3) of this section and with a continuous surface connection to
those waters;

Waters identified in paragraph (a)(2) or (3) of this section when the wetlands either alone
or in combination with similarly situated waters in the region, significantly affect the
chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this
section;

Intrastate lakes and ponds not identified in paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this section that
are relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water with a continuous
surface connection to the waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (a)(3) of this section.
Intrastate lakes and ponds, streams, or wetlands not identified in paragraphs (a)(1) through
(4) of this section:

That are relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water with a
continuous surface connection to the waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (a)(3)(i) of
this section; or

That either alone or in combination with similarly situated waters in the region,
significantly affect the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters identified in
paragraph (a)(1) of this section.
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Wetlands, including swamps, bogs, seasonal wetlands, seeps, marshes, and similar areas, are
defined by Corps as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33
CFR 328.3[a]; 40 CFR 230.3[t]). Indicators of three wetland parameters (i.e., hydric soils,
hydrophytic vegetation, and wetlands hydrology), as determined by field investigation, must be
present and, as outlined within the September 2023 ruling, have adjacency with relative
permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water with continuous connection to
Waters of the US. Wetlands must meet the parameters as outlined above classified as a wetland
by Corps.

It is important to note that the RWQCB definition of wetland was redefined, and the new
definition went into effect May 28, 2020. The definition of a wetland is as follows: An area is
wetland if, under normal circumstances, (1) the area has continuous or recurrent saturation of
the upper substrate caused by groundwater, or shallow surface water, or both; (2) the duration
of such saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in the upper substrate; and (3) the
area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes, or the area lacks vegetation. This RWQCB
modified three-parameter definition is similar to the federal definition in that it identifies three
wetland characteristics that determine the presence of a wetland: wetland hydrology, hydric
soils, and hydrophytic vegetation. Unlike the federal definition, however, the RWQCB wetland
definition allows for the presence of hydric substrates as a criterion for wetland identification
(not just wetland soils) and wetland hydrology for an area devoid of vegetation (less than 5%
cover) to be considered a wetland.

Examples of waters that would be considered wetlands by the RWQCB definition, but not by
the federal wetland definition, are non-vegetated wetlands, or wetlands characterized by
exposed bare substrates like mudflats and playas, as long as they meet the three-parameters as
described in the RWQCB definition. It is important to note that while the Corps may not
designate a feature as a wetland, that feature could be considered a special aquatic site or other
water of the U.S. by the Corps and potentially subject to Corps’ jurisdiction.

The pre-2015 definition of Navigable Waters includes (1) all waters which are currently used, or
were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, including
all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; (2) All interstate waters including
interstate wetlands; (3) All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including
intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows,
playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate
or foreign commerce including any such waters: (4) All impoundments of waters otherwise
defined as waters of the United States under this definition; (5) Tributaries of waters identified
in paragraphs (s)(1) through (4) of this section; (6) The territorial sea; and (7) Wetlands adjacent
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to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified in paragraphs (s)(1)
through (6) of this section.

It is important to note that the RWQCB definition of wetland was re-defined and the new
definition went into effect May 28, 2020. The definition of a wetland is as follows: An area is
wetland if, under normal circumstances, (1) the area has continuous or recurrent saturation of
the upper substrate caused by groundwater, or shallow surface water, or both; (2) the duration
of such saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in the upper substrate; and (3) the
area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes or the area lacks vegetation. This RWQCB
modified three-parameter definition is similar to the federal definition in that it identifies three
wetland characteristics that determine the presence of a wetland: wetland hydrology, hydric
soils, and hydrophytic vegetation. Unlike the federal definition, however, the RWQCB wetland
definition allows for the presence of hydric substrates as a criterion for wetland identification
(not just wetland soils) and wetland hydrology for an area devoid of vegetation (less than 5%
cover) to be considered a wetland.

However, if any vegetation is present, then the Corps delineation procedures would apply to
the vegetated component (i.e., hydrophytes must dominate). Examples of waters that would be
considered wetlands by the RWQCB definition, but not by the federal wetland definition, are
non-vegetated wetlands, or wetlands characterized by exposed bare substrates like mudflats
and playas, as long as they meet the three-parameters as described in the RWQCB definition. It
is important to note that while the Corps may not designate a feature as a wetland, that feature
could be considered a special aquatic site or other water of the U.S. by the Corps and potentially
subject to Corps' jurisdiction.

3.1.3 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act - California Code, Division 7
The RWQCB also has jurisdiction over waters deemed "“isolated” or not subject to Section 404
jurisdiction under the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. Corps decision.
Dredging, filling, or excavation of isolated waters constitutes a discharge of waste to waters of
the state and prospective dischargers are required to obtain authorization through an Order of
Waste Discharge or waiver thereof from the RWQCB and comply with other requirements of
Porter-Cologne Act.

Under Section 401 of the CWA, the local RWQCB must certify that actions receiving
authorization under Section 404 of the CWA also meet state water quality standards. The
RWQCB requires projects to avoid impacts to wetlands if feasible and requires that projects do
not result in a net loss of wetland acreage or a net loss of wetland function and values.
Compensatory mitigation for impacts to wetlands and/or waters of the state is required.

3.1.4 California Fish and Game Code Section 1600-1616
Waters of the State are regulated by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

through Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code. Section 1600 et seq.
requires notifying the CDFW prior to any project activity that might (1) substantially divert or
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obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake; (2) substantially change or use any material
from the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake; or (3) deposit or dispose of debiris,
waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass
into any river, stream, or lake. If, after this notification, the CDFW determines that the activity
may substantially adversely affect fish and wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement will need to be obtained. CDFW may then place conditions in the Section 1602
Streambed Alteration Agreement to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any potentially significant
adverse impacts within CDFW jurisdictional limits.

The limits of Waters of the State are defined as the "body of water that flows at least periodically
or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life.
This includes watercourses having surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported
riparian vegetation." Therefore, the limits extend from the channel bed to the top of the bank,
with the addition of the canopy of any riparian habitat associated with the watercourse.

4.0 Results
4.1 Jurisdictional Waters

Prior to the site visit, a thorough review of historic aerials was performed to help determine the
presence of historical or current jurisdictional features. Further, the National Wetlands Inventory
map was reviewed, along with USGS 7.5-minute topo map to determine the potential presence
or absence of jurisdictional streams/drainages, wetlands, and their location within any
watersheds associated with the site, and other features that might contribute to federal authority
located within watersheds associated with the Project Site. Lastly, a field survey was performed
on August 5, 2022 by CSLS Biologists, Brianna Bernard and Justinne Manahan.

The Project site consists of undeveloped disturbed habitat with signs of off-roading activities;
however, a small single drainage occurs along the northern Project site boundary. The drainage,
Unnamed Drainage A, is an ephemeral drainage that is primarily unvegetated or contains
scattered non-native species. The drainage flow west under Antelope road where it originates
from a stormdrain outlet. Associated vegetation within Unnamed Drainage A includes red-
stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), Russian thistle (Kali tragus), foxtail chess (Bromus
madritensis ssp. rubens), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), and wild oat (Avena fatua). Vegetation
associated with the jurisdictional feature supports predominantly non-native species and does
not represent suitable habitat for any special-status plants and animals. Unnamed Drainage A
ranges in width from 1 to 2 feet.

4.2 Waters of the United States
This section relies on the term “Waters of the United States” as it applies to the jurisdictional
limits under the authority of the Army Corps of Engineers definition as outlined in Section 3.1
above, both literature/data base review and a field delineation were conducted to determine
the presence of waters of the US. Per the September 2023 definition and field conditions, no
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Waters of the US occurs onsite. The jurisdictional feature does meet the definition of Porter-
Cologne waters under the jurisdiction of RWQCB. Table 1 provides the acreage of RWQCB
jurisdictional found onsite.

Table 1. Jurisdictional Waters - RWQCB

Drainage RWQCB Jurisdiction Linear Feet
9 (wetland/non-wetland)
Unnamed Drainage A 0.00 ac/0.01 ac 366

4.2.1 Wetlands
No wetlands were identified based on the regulations outlined within the Corps and RWQCB

protocol.

4.3 Waters of the State
Based on the methodology described in Section 3.1, both literature/data base review and a
field delineation were conducted to determine the presence of Waters of the State. The
Unnamed Drainage A meets the definition of Waters of the State. The total inventory of Waters
of the State is presented in Table 2 and shown on Figure 3.

Table 2. Jurisdictional Waters of the State - COFW
Drainage CDFW Jurisdiction

Unnamed Drainage A 0.02 ac
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5.0 Impacts

5.1.1 Permanent Impacts
It is anticipated that the entirety of the Project site will be impacted therefore all of Unnamed

Drainage is anticipated to be impacted. The approximately 0.01 acres of RWQCB Jurisdictional
Waters and 0.02 acres of CDFW Jurisdictional Waters impacts occur to non-vegetated
streambed and non-native species. No wetlands occur onsite therefore no impacts will occur.

5.1.2 Mitigation

As discussed above, no wetlands occur on the Project site. Furthermore, the impacted
jurisdictional waters occur within Unnamed Drainage A, which consists of no vegetation or
scattered invasive species. While the impacts to jurisdictional features are minor in nature,
impacts to the jurisdictional feature may require Regulatory Permits. Consultation with the
Resource Agencies shall occur to determine if permits would be required. Should the
Regulatory Agencies take jurisdiction over the ditch, regulatory permits would be required.
Furthermore, impacts to the single feature would be mitigated at a minimum of 1:1 ratio to the
highest jurisdictional impacts (CDFW jurisdiction) as outlined within Mitigation Measure BIO-1
and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 due to the low to no biological value of the drainage. The highest
jurisdictional impacts occur to CDFW for a total of 0.02 acres, therefore a total of 0.02 acres of
rehabilitation credits would be purchased through a CDFW approved mitigation bank, such as
Riverpark Mitigation Bank or in-lieu fee program with written approval from CDFW/RWQCB,
referred to as the Regulatory Agencies. With the purchase of the mitigation credits any potential
impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading permit for permanent
impacts in the areas designated as jurisdictional features, the Applicant shall consult with
the Regulatory Agencies to determine the required Permits. Should Regulatory permits be
required, they shall be obtained prior to impacts to jurisdictional features.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Permanent impacts to 0.02-acres of jurisdictional features will be
mitigated at a 1:1 ratio through the purchase of 0.02 acres of rehabilitation credits at a CDFW
approved mitigation bank, such as Riverpark Mitigation Bank or in-lieu fee program with
written approval from CDFW/RWQCB.

6.0 Summary
The Project site contains jurisdictional waters. The proposed implementation of the Project
results in the following impacts to non-wetland jurisdictional features:

e No Corps Jurisdiction occurs onsite
e 0.01 acres of Permanent Impacts of RWQCB Jurisdiction
e 0.02 acres of Permanent Impacts of CDFW Jurisdiction

The permanent impacted jurisdictional waters to unvegetated streambed, which consists of no
vegetation, invasive species or scattered native species, and are not considered significant due
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to the lack of biological habitat and routine maintenance and is required to purchase
rehabilitation credits from a CDFW approved mitigation bank, such as Riverpark Mitigation Bank
or in-lieu fee program with written approval from CDFW. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 includes consultation with the Regulatory Agencies, potentially
obtaining regulatory permits and the purchase of rehabilitation mitigation credits. With the
adherence to Mitigation Measure BIO-1 through Mitigation Measure BIO-2 potential impacts to
jurisdictional would be mitigated to less than significant level.

Please contact me at bbernard@carlsonsls.com or 949.542.7042, should you have any
questions or comments.

Brianna Bernard
Project Manager

Enclosures:
e Figures:
Figure 1: Regional Location
Figure 2: Project Location Map
Figure 3: Jurisdictional Waters

e Attachment A: Representative Photographs
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Photos Taken August 5, 2022

Looking east at Unnamed Drainage A.

A majority of Unnamed Drainage A is unvegetated with non-
native species.
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Photos Taken August 5, 2022

Unnamed Drainage A flowing under Antelope through a
culvert.

Looking north east at Unnamed Drainage A.
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APPENDIX B

Special Status Plant Species Potential Occurrence Determination

This table summarizes conclusions from analysis and field surveys regarding the potential
occurrence of special status plant species within the Project site for the USGS 7.5-Minute
Topographic Map Romoland and the surrounding two-mile radius. During the field surveys,
the potential for special status plant species to occur within the Project site was assessed
based on the following criteria:

e Present: observed on the site during the field surveys, or recorded on-site by other
qualified biologists.

¢ Known to Occur: observed on site in the recent past, but not observed during the most
recent biological survey.

e High potential to occur: observed in similar habitat in the region by a qualified
biologist or habitat on the site is a type often utilized by the species, and the site is
within the known distribution and elevation range of the species.

e Moderate potential to occur: reported sightings in surrounding region, or the site is
within the known distribution and elevation range of the species, and habitat on the
site is a type occasionally used by the species.

e Low potential to occur: the site is within the known distribution and elevation range of
the species, but habitat on the site is rarely used by the species or for which there are
no known recorded occurrences of the species within or adjacent to the site.

e None: a focused study failed to detect the species or no suitable habitat is present.

e Unknown: the species’ distributional/elevation range and habitat are poorly known.
Even with field surveys, biologists assessed the probability of occurrence rather than make a
definitive conclusion about species presence or absence. Failure to detect the presence of

the species is not definitive and may be due to variable effects associated with fire, rainfall
patterns, and/or season.



Scientific Name

Abronia vilosa var.
aurita

Allium munzii

Ambrosia pumila

Arenaria paludicola

Atriplex coronata
var. notatior

Atriplex parishii

Atriplex serenana

var davidsonii

Berberis nevinii

Common
Name
Chaparral
sand-verbena

Munz's onion

San Diego
ambrosia

marsh
sandwort

San Jacinto
Valley
crownscale

Parish's
brittlescale

Davidson's
saltscale

Nevin's
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Special Status Plants: Potential to Occur within the Study Area

Status
CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP: Not
Covered

CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR:
1B.1,

FE
MSHCP:
Covered

FE, SE
CRPR:1.B1

MSHCP: Not
Covered

FE

CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP:
Covered
CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP:
Covered
CRPR: 1.B2

MSHCP:
Covered
FE, SE

General Habitat Description

Habitats supporting sandy chaparral, coastal
scrub and Desert dunes. Known from 75 to
1,600 meters (245 to 5,300 feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: January through September.

Clay soils supporting chaparral, cismontane
woodland,  coastal  scrub,  pinyon-juniper
woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.
Known from 300 to 1,070 meters (1,000 to 3,500
feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: March through May.

Habitats supporting chaparral, coastal scrub,
valley and foothill grasslands, and vernal
pools. Observed in sandy loam or clay soils,
sometimes alkaline soils. Known from 20 to
415 meters (65 to 1360 feet) MSL. Blooms
April through October.

Habitats supporting sandy openings and
marshes and swamps (freshwater or brackish).
Known from 3 to 170 meters (9 to 558 feet) MSL.
Bloom Period: May through August.

Habitats include playas, valley and foothill
grassland (mesic) and vernal pools. Known from
139 to 500 meters (455 to 1,640 feet) MSL.
Bloom Period: April through August.

Habitats supporting chenopod scrub, playas and
vernal pools with alkaline soils. Known from 25 to
1900 meters (80 to 6,235 feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: June through October.

Habitats supporting coastal bluff scrub and
coastal scrub. Known from 10 to 200 meters (35
to 655 feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: April through October.

Occurs in chaparral, cismontane woodland,

Potential For Occurrence within the Study
Area

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. The Project site lacks suitable habitat
and soils. Not observed during field visit.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the



Scientific Name

Brodiaea filifolia

Calochortus
plummerae

Caulanthus simulans

Centromadia
pungens ssp. laevis

Chloropyron
maritimum ssp.
maritimum

Chorizanthe
leptotheca

Common
Name
barberry

Thread-leaved
brodiaea

Plummer's
mariposa lily

Payson's

Jewelflower

smooth
tarplant

salt marsh
bird's-beak

Peninsular
spineflower

Status
CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP:
Covered

FT, SE
CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR:4.2

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR:4.2

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR:1B.1

MSHCP:
Covered

FE, SE
CRPR: 1.B2

MSHCP: Not
Covered
CRPR:4.2
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General Habitat Description

coastal scrub, and riparian scrub with gravelly
substrates from 275 to 825 meters (900 to
2,700 feet) MSL. Known to occur in Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San
Diego Counties.

Blooming Period: March through June.

Habitats supporting chaparral  (openings),
cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, playas,
valley and foothill grassland, and vernal pools.
Known from 25 to 1,120 meters (80 to 3,675
feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: March through June.

Perennial bulbiferous herb found in granitic or
rocky areas. Habitat include chaparral,
cismontane woodland, coastal sage scrub, lower
montane coniferous forest, and valley and
foothill grasslands. Known from 100 to 1,700
meters (330 to 5,500 feet) MSL.

Blooming Period: May through July.

Habitats supporting chaparral and coastal scrub.
Known from 90 to 2,200 meters (295 to 7,220
feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: March through May.

Alkaline areas in chenopod scrub, meadows
and seeps, ditches, playas, riparian woodland,
and valley and foothill grassland. Known from
below 480 meters (1,600 feet) MSL.

Blooming Period: April through September.
Habitats supporting coastal dunes and marshes
and swamps (coastal salt). Known from 0 to 30
meters (0 to 985 feet) MSL.

Blooming Period: May through November.

Habitats supporting chaparral, lower montane
coniferous forest, and coastal scrub. Known from
300 to 1,900 meters (985 to 6,235 feet) MSL.

Potential For Occurrence within the Study
Area

Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

Low potential. Suitable habitat is found on-site
and recorded CNDDB occurrence. This is a
MSHCP covered species. Not observed
during field survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.



Scientific Name

Chorizanthe parryi
var. parryi

Chorizanthe
polygonoides var.
longispina

Convolvulus
simulans

Cylindropuntia
californica var.
californica

Deinandra

paniculata

Harpagonella
palmeri

Lasthenia glabrata
ssp. coulteri

Lepidium virginicum
var. robinsonii

Common
Name

Parry's
spineflower

Long-spined
spineflower

small-flowered
morning-glory

snake cholla

paniculate
tarplant

Palmer's

grapplinghook

Coulter's
goldfields

Robinson’s
pepper-grass

Status

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR:1B.1

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR: 1.B2

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR: 4.2

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR:1B.1

MSHCP: Not
Covered

CRPR: 4.2

MSHCP: Not
covered
CRPR: 4.2

MSHCP: Not
Covered
CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR: 4.3
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General Habitat Description

Bloom Period: May through August.

Found in sandy or rocky openings. Habitat
includes chaparral, cismontane woodland,
coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grasslands.
Known from 275 to 1,220 meters (900 to 4,000
feet) MSL.

Blooming period: April through June.

Habitats supporting chaparral, coastal scrub,
meadows and seeps, valley and foothill
grassland, and vernal pools. Known from 30 to
1,530 meters (100 to 5,020 feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: April through July.

Habitats supporting chaparral  (openings),
coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.
Known from 30 to 740 meters (100 to 2,430 feet)
MSL.

Bloom Period: March through July.

Habitat includes chaparral, and coastal scrub.
Known from 30 to 150 meters (98 to 492 feet)
MSL.

Blooming Period: April through May.

Coastal scrub and wvalley and foothill
grassland/usually vernally mesic. Known from
25 to 9540 meters (80 to 3,085 feet) MSL.
Blooming period: April through November.

Habitats supporting chaparral, valley and foothill
grasslands, and coastal scrub. Known from 20 to
955 meters (65 to 3,135 feet) MSL.
Bloom Period: March through May.

Habitats supporting marshes and swamps,
playas, and vernal pools. Known from 1 to 1,220
meters (5 to 4,005 feet) MSL.

Bloom Period: February through June.

Habitats include chaparral and coastal scrub.
Known from 1 to 885 meters (3 to 2,900 feet)

Potential For Occurrence within the Study
Area

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. The site lacks suitable habitats. Not
observed during field surveys.



Scientific Name

Myosurus minimus
ssp. apus

Navarretia fossalis

Orcuttia californica

Romneya coulteri

Senecio aphanactis

Trichocoronis
wrightii var. wrightii

Legend

Common
Name

little mousetail

Spreading
navarretia

California
Orcutt grass

Coulter's
matilija poppy

Chaparral
ragwort

Wright's
trichocoronis

Status

MSHCP: Not
Covered

CRPR: 3.1

MSHCP:
Covered
CRPR: 1.B1

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR: 1.B1, FE,
SE

MSHCP:
Covered
CRPR :4.2

MSHCP:
Covered

CRPR: 2B.2

MSHCP: Not
Covered
CRPR: 2B.1

MSHCP:
Covered
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General Habitat Description

MSL.
Blooming Period: January through July.

Habitats include valley and foothills grasslands
and vernal pools (alkaline). Known from 20 to
640 meters (65 to 2,100 feet) MSL.

Blooming Period: January through July.

Habitats supporting chenopod scrub, marshes
and swamps, playas, and vernal pools. Known
from 30 to 655 meters (100 to 2,150 feet) MSL.
Bloom Period: April through June.

Habitats supporting vernal pools. Known from 15
to 660 meters (50 to 2,165 feet) MSL.
Bloom Period: April through August.

Native to southern California and Baja California,
it grows in dry canyons in chaparral and coastal
sage scrub plant communities, sometimes in
areas recently burned. It is a popular ornamental
plant, kept for its large, showy flowers.

Blooming period: March through July
Sometimes alkaline soils supporting chaparral,
cismontane woodland and coastal scrub. Known
from 15 to 800 meters (50 to 2,600 feet) MSL.
Blooming Period: January through April (May).

Habitats supporting meadows and seeps,
marshes and swamps, riparian forest, and vernal
pools supporting alkaline soils. Known from 5 to
435 meters (15 to 1,425 feet) MSL.

Blooms May through September.

Potential For Occurrence within the Study
Area

None. The site lacks suitable habitats. Not
observed during field surveys.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Study Area. Not observed during field
survey.

None. The site lacks suitable habitats. Not
observed during field surveys.

None. The site lacks suitable habitats and soils.
Not observed during field surveys.

None. The site lacks suitable habitats and soils.
Not observed during field surveys.

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) Listing Codes: federal listing is pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA).
FE = federally listed as endangered: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of

their range.

FT = federally listed as threatened: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that is considered likely to become endangered throughout all or a
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significant portion of its range within the foreseeable future.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Listing Codes: state listing is pursuant to § 1904 (Native Plant Protection Act of 1977) and §2074.2 and §2075.5
(California Endangered Species Act of 1984) of the Fish and Game Code, relating to listing of Endangered, Threatened and Rare species of plants and animals.
SE = state listed as endangered: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that are in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all, or a
significant portion, of their range.

ST = state listed as threatened: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that, although not presently threatened with extinction, is likely to become
an endangered species in the foreseeable future.

California Rare Plant Ranks (Formerly known as CRPR Lists): the CRPR is a statewide, non-profit organization that maintains, with CDFG, an Inventory of Rare and

Endangered Plants of California. In the spring of 2011, CRPR and CDFG officially changed the name "CRPR List” or “CRPR Ranks” to “California Rare Plant Rank”
(or CPRP). This was done to reduce confusion over the fact that CRPR and CDFG jointly manage the Rare Plant Status Review Groups and the rank assignments

are the product of a collaborative effort and not solely a CRPR assignment.

CRPR: 1B - California Rare Plant Rank 1B (formerly List 1B): Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere. All of the
plants constituting California Rare Plant Rank 1B meet the definitions of Sec. 1901, Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Sections 2062
and 2067 (California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing. It is
mandatory that they be fully considered during preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA.

CRPR: 2 - California Rare Plant Rank 2 (formerly List 2): Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common Elsewhere. All
of the plants constituting California Rare Plant Rank 2 meet the definitions of Sec. 1901, Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Sections
2062 and 2067 (California Endangered Species Act) of the California Department of Fish and Game Code, and are eligible for state listing. Itis
mandatory that they be fully considered during preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA.

CRPR: 4 - California Rare Plant Rank 4 (formerly List 4): Plants of Limited Distribution - A Watch List. Very few of the plants constituting California
Rare Plant Rank 4 meet the definitions of Sec. 1901, Chapter 10 (Native Plant Protection Act) or Secs. 2062 and 2067 (California Endangered
Species Act) of the California Department of Fish and Game Code, and few, if any, are eligible for state listing. Nevertheless, many of them are
significant locally, and CRPR and CDFG strongly recommend that California Rare Plant Rank 4 plants be evaluated for consideration during
preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA.

California Native Plant Society (CRPR) Threat Ranks: The CRPR Threat Rank is an extension added onto the California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) and designates the
level of endangerment by a 1 to 3 ranking with 1 being the most endangered and 3 being the least endangered. A Threat Rank is present for all California Rare
Plant Rank 1B's, 2's, 4's, and the majority of California Rare Plant Rank 3's. California Rare Plant Rank 4 plants are seldom assigned a Threat Rank of 0.1, as they
generally have large enough populations to not have significant threats to their continued existence in California; however, certain conditions exist to make the
plant a species of concern and hence be assigned a California Rare Plant Rank. In addition, all California Rare Plant Rank 1A (presumed extinct in California),
and some California Rare Plant Rank 3 (need more information) plants, which lack threat information, do not have a Threat Rank extension.

0.1 = seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat)
0.2 = fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat)
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Sources:
e Calflora website - search for plants (Calflora 2022).
CRPR Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CRPR 2022).
The Status of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Animals of California, 2000-2004 (CDFW 2022).
The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of California, second edition (Baldwin et al. 2012).
RareFind, CDFW, California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2022f).
State and Federally Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California (CDFW 2022i).
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APPENDIX C

Special Status Wildlife Potential Occurrence Determination

This table summarizes conclusions from analysis and field surveys regarding the potential
occurrence of special status wildlife species within the Project site for the Ramona USGS
Quadrangle Map Riverside East and the surrounding two-mile radius. During the field surveys,
the potential for special status wildlife species to occur within the Project Site was assessed
based on the following criteria:

Present: observed on the site during the field surveys, or previously recorded on-site by
other qualified biologists.

Known to Occur: observed on site in the recent past, but not observed during the most
recent biological survey.

High potential to occur: observed in similar habitat in the region by a qualified biologist or
habitat on the site is a type often utilized by the species, and the site is within the known
distribution and elevation range of the species.

Moderate potential to occur: reported sightings in surrounding region, or the site is within
the known distribution and elevation range of the species, and habitat on the site is a type
occasionally used by the species.

Low potential to occur: the site is within the known distribution and elevation range of the
species, but habitat on the site is rarely used by the species or for which there are no
known recorded occurrences of the species within or adjacent to the site.

None: a focused study failed to detect the species or no suitable habitat is present.

Unknown: the species’ distributional/elevation range and habitat are poorly known.

Even with field surveys, biologists assessed probability of occurrence rather than make
definitive conclusions about species presence or absence. Failure to detect the species is not
definitive and may be due to variable effects associated with migration, weather, fire, and/or
time of day and year.



Scientific Name

Agelaius tricolor

Anniella stebbinsi

Arizona elegans
occidentalis

Aquila chrysaetos

Aspidoscelis
hyperythra

Aspidoscelis tigris

Common Name

Tricolor
blackbird

Southern
California legless
lizard

California glossy
snake

Golden eagle

orange-throated
whiptail

coastal whiptail

Status

ST, SSC,
BLMS, BBC

MSHCP:
Covered

SSC

MSHCP: Not
Covered

SSC
MSHCP: Not
Covered

FP

MSHCP:
Covered

SSC, FSS

MSHCP:
Covered

SSC
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General Habitat Description

Tricolor blackbird colonies require nearby water, a
suitable nesting substrate, and open-range
foraging habitat composed of grassland,
woodland, or agricultural cropland.

Coastal sand dunes and a variety of interior
habitats, including sandy washes and alluvial fans.

This species is found in a variety of habitats,
primarily arid scrub areas with sparse vegetation
including chaparral and grasslands areas.

Golden eagles can be found from the tundra,
through grasslands, intermittent forested
habitat and woodland-brushlands, and south
to arid deserts and canyonlands. They're
typically found in open country in the vicinity
of hills, cliffs and bluffs. Golden eagles are
known to be sensitive to human activity and
are known to avoid developed areas.

The species is generally found in semi-arid brushy
areas typically with loose soil and rocks, including
washes, stream sides, rocky hillsides, and coastal
chaparral. Habitat types include low elevation
chaparral, non-native grassland, (Riversidian)
coastal sage scrub, juniper woodland and oak
woodland. Associations include alluvial fan scrub
and riparian areas. Friable soil appears to be a
necessary requirement for excavating burrows and
hiding eggs.

This species is found in a variety of habitats,

Special Status Wildlife: Potential to Occur within the Study Area

Potential For Occurrence

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found
within the Project site. Not observed
during the field surveys.

Low potential for orange-throated whiptail to
occur on-site due to non-native grasslands,
which are present on project site. Not
observed during field survey. This is a
MSHCP covered species

None. No suitable habitat is found within the



Scientific Name
stejnegeri

Athene cunicularia
hypugaea

Branchinecta lynchi

Bombus crotchii

Common Name

burrowing owl

Vernal pool fairy
shrimp

Crotch bumble
bee

Status

MSHCP:
Covered

SSC, BLMS,
BCC

MSHCP:
Covered

FT

MSHCP:
Covered

SCE

MSHCP: Not
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General Habitat Description
primarily hot and dry open areas with sparse
vegetation including chaparral, woodland, and
riparian areas. This subspecies is found in coastal
southern California, north into Ventura County,
and south into Baja California. Additional
important habitat characteristics include Important
habitat components include shrub cover with
accumulated leaf litter, and an abundance of
invertebrate prey, particularly termites.
Burrowing owls are a year-round resident of
California including habitats of open, dry
grassland, and desert. They are generally
restricted to mostly flat, open country with suitable
nest sites. They use rodent or other burrows for
roosting and nesting cover and acquire their
burrows from either abandonment or eviction.
Burrowing owls typically hunt from a perch.
The vernal pool fairy shrimp is a small,
freshwater crustacean that is found in vernal
pools in California. They have slender bodies;
large, stalked compound eyes and 11 pairs of
swimming legs that also function as gills. They
glide gracefully through the water upside
down, swimming by beating their legs in a
complex, wavelike movement that passes
from front to back. Unlike other types of
shrimp, the vernal pool fairy shrimp does not
have a hard outer shell.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp are restricted to
vernal pools found in California and southern
Oregon.

The crotch bumble bee inhabits open grassland
and scrub habitats. This species occurs primarily in
California, including the Mediterranean region,

Potential For Occurrence

Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. A habitat assessment was performed
and no suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Unsuitable burrows were
observed, however were not proper size. Not
observed during field survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found
within the Project site. Not observed
during the field surveys.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.



Scientific Name

Chaetodipus
californicus
femoralis),

Chaetodipus fallax
fallax

Coccyzus
americanus
occidentalis

Crotalus ruber

Common Name

Dulzura pocket
mouse

northwestern San
Diego pocket
mouse

western yellow-
billed cuckoo

red-diamond
rattlesnake

Status
Covered

SSC

MSHCP:
Covered

SSC

MSHCP: Not
Covered

FT, SE, BLMS,
FSS, BCC

MSHCP:
Covered

SSC, FSS

MSHCP:
Covered
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General Habitat Description

Pacific Coast, Western Desert, Great Valley, and
adjacent foothills through most of southwestern
California.

This species is found in a variety of habitats,
primarily found in coastal scrub, chaparral,
and grassland.

This species is a common resident of sandy
herbaceous areas, often on sandy substrates
(rocks or coarse gravel) in southwestern California.
In San Diego County the species occurs mainly in
arid coastal and desert border areas. Habitats
include coastal scrub, chamise-redshank
chaparral, mixed chaparral, sagebrush, desert
wash, desert scrub, desert succulent shrub,
pinyon-juniper, and annual grassland.

This species is an uncommon to rare summer
resident of valley foothill and desert riparian
habitats in scattered locations in California.
Formerly much more common and widespread
throughout lowland California. Roosts and nests in
densely foliaged, deciduous trees and shrubs in
extensive thickets, particularly willows.

It can be found from the desert, through dense
chaparral in the foothills (it avoids the mountains
above around 4,000 feet), to warm inland mesas
and valleys, all the way to the cool ocean shore. It
is most commonly associated with heavy brush
with large rocks or boulders. Dense chaparral in
the foothills, cactus or boulder associated coastal
sage scrub, oak and pine woodlands, and desert
slope scrub associations are known to carry
populations of the northern red-diamond
rattlesnake, however, chamise and red shank
associations may offer better structural habitat for

Potential For Occurrence

Moderate. Suitable habitat found on-site.
Species is a MSHCP covered species. Not
observed during field survey

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.
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General Habitat Description

refuges and food resources for this species than
other habitats. They need rodent burrows, cracks
in rocks or surface cover objects.

Typically found in Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub and sandy loam soils, alluvial fans and
floodplains, and along washes with nearby sage
scrub.

This species prefers large areas of disturbed or
patchy annual and perennial grasslands and open
coastal sage scrub. Preferred perennials plant
species include buckwheat and chamise and
preferred annual plant species include brome
grass. The nearest known populations are in
Rancho Guejito and at the Naval Weapons Station
in Fallbrook.

Low elevation open grasslands, savannah-like
habitats, agricultural areas, wetlands and oak
woodlands. Dense canopies used for nesting
and cover.

A year-long resident within the state and within a
variety of open habitats, usually where trees and
large shrubs are absent. They are not particular
about the nature of the field, so long as it has very
little vegetation. Range-wide, they breed in level
or gently sloping short grass prairies, montane
meadows, "bald” hills, open coastal plains, fallow
grain fields, alkali flats, and rangelands. Within
southern California, California horned larks breed
primarily in open fields, (short) grasslands, and

Potential For Occurrence

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

Low potential for Stephen’s kangaroo rat to
occur on-site. One of the Stephens’ kangaroo
rat's preferred annual plant species is brome
grass. During the field survey that site is
disturbed with annual fuel abatement,
removing any grasses that may occur onsite.
Furthermore, the Project site is surrounded by
development and busy streets. Not observed
during field survey.

This is a MSHCP covered species.
Moderate. Suitable foraging habitat is
found within the Project site. Potential
impacts may occur during construction..
Any impacts to the species will be
mitigated with a Pre-Construction
Nesting bird survey as outlined within
Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1Not
observed during the field surveys.

High potential. The disturbed community
provides suitable foraging and nesting.
However, with the implemented MM BIO 1,
impacts are mitigated. Not observed during
field surveys.
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General Habitat Description

rangelands. Grasses, shrubs, forbs, rocks, litter,
clods of soil, and other surface irregularities
provide cover.

Western mastiff bats are found in a variety of
habitats, such as semi-arid to arid habitats,
including conifer and deciduous woodlands,
coastal scrub, annual and perennial
grasslands, palm oases, chaparral, desert
scrub, and urban, but the species’ distribution
may be geomorphically determined,
occurring primarily where there are significant
rock features offering suitable roosting
habitat. A cliff dwelling species, where
maternity colonies of 30 to several hundred
roost generally under exfoliating rock slabs
and rock crevices along cliffs. Western mastiff
bats can also be found in similar crevices in
large boulders and buildings. When roosting
in rock crevices they require a sizable drop
from their roost in order to achieve flight.
Western mastiff bats prefer deep crevices that
are at least 15 or 20 feet above the ground.
Foraging is concentrated around bodies of
water but also includes coastal sage scrub,
chaparral, and grassland habitats.

Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat is
characterized by patchy shrub or small tree
landscapes with openings of several meters
between large plants, or a landscape of open
swales alternating with dense patches of
shrubs; such habitats are often collectively
termed “scrublands.” Quino will frequently
perch on vegetation or other substrates to

Potential For Occurrence

None. The site lacks suitable roosting
habitat for the species. Not observed
during the field surveys.

None. The site lacks suitable habitat for
the species. Not observed during the
field surveys.
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General Habitat Description

mate or bask, and they require open areas to
facilitate movement. Optimal habitat appears
to contain little or no invasive exotic
vegetation. Sustained drought conditions
can lead to extirpation of local populations,
and broad scale climate anomalies may lead
to phenological incompatibility between
Quino checkerspot butterfly and their host
plants.

In southern California they are primarily found in
tall, dense, relatively wide riparian woodlands and
thickets of willows, vine tangles, and dense brush
with well-developed understories. Nesting areas
are associated with streams, swampy ground, and
the borders of small ponds. Breeding habitat must
be dense to provide shade and concealment. It
winters south to Central America.

They breed mainly in shrublands or open
woodlands with a fair amount of grass cover and
areas of bare ground. They require tall shrubs or
trees (also use fences or power lines); open areas
of short grasses, forbs, or bare ground for
hunting; and large shrubs or trees for nest
placement. These requirements are met in shrub
steppe, western juniper woodland, chaparral, oak
woodland, oak savannah, riparian edges, desert
scrub, Joshua tree habitats, riparian woodland
and occasionally through-out in rural and
agricultural hedgerows.

Roost in trees, hanging from the underside of a
leaf. Commonly found in the southwestern U.S.
roosting in the skirt of dead fronds in both native
and non- native palm trees and have also been
documented roosting in cottonwood trees.

Black Rails nest in marshes and wet meadows

Potential For Occurrence

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

Low potential to occur on-site. One of this
species’ required habitat types is open areas
of short grasses, forbs, or bare ground for
hunting. These habitat characteristics are
present on the project site. Not observed
during field survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
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General Habitat Description

across North America, including riparian marshes,
coastal prairies, saltmarshes, and impounded
wetlands. All of the habitats have stable shallow
water. Nests are primarily made of southern cattail
or spikerush and are elevated above the mud
substrate in clumps of vegetation. Black rails have
also been known to nest on top of a mat of dead
vegetation from the previous years’ growth.

The black-tailed jackrabbit is a habitat generalist
occurring in open areas or semi-open country,
typically in grasslands, agricultural fields or sparse
coastal scrub. It primarily is found in arid regions
supporting short grass habitats. Jackrabbits
typically are not found in high grass or dense
brush where it is difficult for them to locomote,
and the openness of open scrub habitat probably
is preferred over dense chaparral. They have also
been found in annual grassland, Riversidean sage
scrub, alluvial fan sage scrub, Great Basin
sagebrush, chaparral, disturbed habitat, southern
willow scrub and juniper woodland. They are not
found in high mountain forests. It prefers valley
bottoms or intermontane valleys.

This bat species prefers rocky desert areas with
high cliffs or rock outcrops. Rock crevices in cliffs
are preferred as roosting sites, since the bat must
drop from the roost to gain flight speed. Typically
reproduces in rock crevices, caverns, or buildings.
Ranges from southern California to New Mexico.

Prefers sandy soil for burrowing. Also known to
occur on gravel washes and in rocky soils.
Associated with coastal scrub.

Occurs in a variety of vegetation types including
coastal sage scrub, chaparral, annual grassland,

Potential For Occurrence

Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
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General Habitat Description
oak woodland and riparian woodlands.

A non-migratory, permanent resident of coastal
sage scrub habitat, which is a broad category of
vegetation that includes the following plant
communities: Ventura coastal sage scrub, Diegan
coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub,
Riversidean sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, southern coastal bluff scrub, and
coastal sage-chaparral scrub. They also use
chaparral, grassland and riparian habitats next to
coastal sage scrub, but these habitats are used
dispersal and foraging. They avoid nesting on
steep slopes.

May be found in coastal sage scrub, open
chaparral, pine-oak woodlands and grassland
habitats, but is most common in grasslands with
vernal pools or mixed grassland/coastal sage
scrub areas. Within these habitats, they require
rain pools/vernal pools in which to reproduce and
that persist with more than three weeks of
standing water in which to metamorphose
successfully. They can also breed in slow-moving
streams (e.g., areas flooded by intermittent
streams). Water breeding sites must lack fish,
bullfrogs, and crayfish in order for to successfully
reproduce and metamorphose. They estivates in
sandy, gravelly soil in upland habitats adjacent to
potential breeding sites in burrows approximating
1 meter in depth.

Coastal scrub; valley and foothill grassland; vernal
pool; wetland.

Potential For Occurrence
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site. Not observed during field
survey.

None. No suitable habitat is found within the
Project site.
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Scientific Name Common Name Status General Habitat Description Potential For Occurrence
Vireo bellii pusillus ~ least Bell'svireo  FE, SE Least Bell's vireos primarily occupy riverine None. No suitable habitat is found within the
riparian habitats that typically feature dense cover ~ Project site. Not observed during field
MSHCP: within 1-2 m of the ground and a dense, stratified =~ SUrvey.
Covered canopy. Typically, it is associated with southern

willow scrub, cottonwood-willow forest, mule fat
scrub, sycamore alluvial woodland, coast live oak
riparian forest, arroyo willow riparian forest, or
mesquite in desert localities. It uses habitat which
is limited to the immediate vicinity of water
courses. 2,000 feet elevation in the interior.

Legend

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) Listing Codes: federal listing is pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. The
official federal listing of Endangered and Threatened Animals is published in the Federal Register, 50 CFR 17.11.

FE = federally listed as endangered: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion
of their range.

FT = federally listed as threatened: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that is considered likely to become endangered throughout all or a
significant portion  of its range within the foreseeable future.

FC = federal candidate for listing.

FPT = federally proposed threatened.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Listing Codes: state listing is pursuant to §2074.2 and §2075.5 (California Endangered Species Act of 1984) of the
Fish and Game Code, relating to listing of Endangered, Threatened and Rare species of plants and animals. The official California listing of Endangered and
Threatened animals is contained in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, and Section 670.5.

SE = state listed as endangered: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that are in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all, or a
significant portion, of their range.

ST = state listed as threatened: any species, subspecies, or variety of plant or animal that, although not presently threatened with extinction, is likely to
become an endangered species in the foreseeable future.

SCT = state candidate for listing as threatened.

SCE = state candidate for listing as endangered.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW):
SSC = species of special concern: status applies to animals which 1) are declining at a rate that could result in listing, or 2) historically occurred in low
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numbers and known threats to their persistence currently exist. The CDFW has designated certain vertebrate species as “species of special concern” because
declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing threats have made them vulnerable to extinction.

Fully protected = animal species may not be taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except for collecting
these species for necessary scientific research and relocation of the bird species for the protection of livestock.

WL = watch list: these birds have been designated as “Taxa to Watch” in the California Bird Species of Special Concern report (Shuford and Gardali 2008).
The report defines “Taxa to Watch” as those that are not on the current special concern list that (1) formerly were on the 1978 (Remsen 1978) or 1992 (CDFG
1992) special concern lists and are not currently listed as state threatened and endangered; (2) have been removed (delisted) from either the state or federal
threatened and endangered lists (and remain on neither), or (3) are currently designated as “fully protected” in California.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):

BCC = USFWS bird of conservation concern: listed in the USFWS'S 2008 Birds of Conservation Concern report. The report identifies species, subspecies, and
populations of all migratory non-game birds that, without additional conservation actions, are likely to become candidates for listing under the ESA. While all
of the bird species included in the report are priorities for conservation action, the list makes no finding with regard to whether they warrant consideration for
ESA listing.

United States Forest Service (USFS):

FSS = Forest Service sensitive: those plant and animal species identified by a Regional Forester that are not listed or proposed for listing under the ESA and
for which population viability is a concern, as evidenced by: (a) significant current or predicted downward trends in population numbers or density or (b)
significant current or predicted downward trends in habitat capability that would reduce a species' existing distribution.”

United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM):

BLMS = BLM sensitive: those plant and animal species on BLM administered lands and that are (1) under status review by the USFWS/NMFS; or (2) whose
numbers are declining so rapidly that federal listing my become necessary, or (3) with typically small and widely dispersed populations; or (4) those
inhabiting ecological refugia or other specialized or unique habitats. BLM policy is to provide the same level of protection as USFWS candidate species.

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF):
CDF: S = CDF sensitive: species is a California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection sensitive species. The Board of Forestry classifies as sensitive
species those species that warrant special protection during timber operations.

Sources:

e A Guide to the Reptiles and Amphibians of California (CaliforniaHerps.com 2022).

e A Field Guide to Hawks of North America, Second Edition (Clark and Wheeler 2001).

e Atlas of Breeding Birds, Orange County, California (Gallagher 1997).

e Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California (Jennings and Hayes 1994).
o A Field Guide to Mammals of North America North of Mexico. Fourth Edition (Reid 2006).

e A Natural History of California (Schoenherr 1992).

o A Field Guide to Western Reptiles and Amphibians, Third Edition (Stebbins 2003).
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Amphibian species accounts (Amphibiaweb 2022).

California Bird Species of Special Concern: A ranked assessment of species, subspecies, and distinct populations of birds of immediate

conservation concern in California (Shuford and Gardali 2008).

Check-List of North American Birds, 7th edition (American Ornithologists' Union [AOU] 1998).
Complete Birds of North America (National Geographic Society 2006).

Field Guide to the Birds of North America, 4" Ed (National Geographic Society 2002).
Fifty-first supplement to the AOU Check-List of North American Birds (Chesser et. al. 2010).
Life History Accounts and Range Maps (CDFW 2022e¢).

Life on the Edge: A Guide to California’s Endangered Natural Resources. Wildlife (Thelander et al. 1994).
Mammals of North America (Bowers et al. 2004).

Mammals of California (Eder 2005).

Mammals of North America (Kays and Wilson 2002).

Mammalian Species of Special Concern in California (Williams 1986).

Mammal Species of the World (Wilson and Reeder 2005).

NatureServe Explorer (NatureServe 2022).

National Audubon Society, the Sibley Guide to Birds (Sibley 2000).

RareFind, CDFW, California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2022).

Reference Atlas to the Birds of North America (National Geographic Society 2003).

Shorebirds of North America. The Photographic Guide (Paulson 2005).

Special Animals List (CDFW 2022h).

Standard Common and Current Scientific Names (Center for North American Herpetology website [CNAH] website 2022).
The Smithsonian Book of North American Mammals (Wilson and Ruff 1999).

Terrestrial Mammal Species of Special Concern in California (Bolster 1998).
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY/ABSTRACT

In response to a request from the project applicant, Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.
(BFSA) conducted a cultural resources study for the proposed Cypress Sands Project. The project
proposes to construct a residential apartment complex. The approximately nine-acre project is
located north of McCall Boulevard in the city of Menifee, Riverside County, California. The
subject property is bound by Chambers Avenue to the north, Antelope Road to the east, Chatham
Lane to the west, and the future extension of Tiogo Lane to the south. The project, identified as
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 333-050-034, is situated within Section 22, Township 5 South,
Range 3 West of the USGS (7.5-minute) Romoland, California topographic quadrangle.

The lead agency for the project is the City of Menifee. The purpose of this investigation
was to locate and record any cultural resources present within the project and subsequently
evaluate any resources as part of the City of Menifee’s environmental review process conducted
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The archaeological
investigation of the project also includes the review of an archaeological records search performed
at the Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the University of California, at Riverside (UCR) in
order to assess previous archaeological studies and identify any recorded archaeological sites
within the project or in the immediate vicinity. However, due to the limitations imposed by the
evolving circumstances related to the COVID-19 pandemic, records search access has become
limited with delays for the foreseeable future. As such, as of the date of this report, the
archaeological records search results are pending from the EIC at UCR. A Sacred Lands File
(SLF) search was also requested from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).

Survey conditions were excellent, as the property had been recently disced and cleared of
almost all vegetation. The survey of the property was an intensive reconnaissance consisting of a
series of parallel survey transects spaced at approximately 10-meter intervals, which covered all
areas of the project. The entire property is currently a plowed field and was entirely accessible at
the time of the survey. The soil within the project primarily consisted of sandy loam devoid of
any notably sized cobbles or rocks. Further, the property does not contain any bedrock
outcroppings, which within this area of Riverside County are often associated with the most
common prehistoric site type. Vegetation within the subject property was minimal and ground
visibility was good.

The archaeological survey of the Cypress Sands Project did not result in the identification
of any cultural resources within the project. Due to the extensive agricultural disturbance of the
property and the absence of any indications of cultural resources within the project, mitigation
monitoring will not be recommended. Although no monitoring is recommended, the
recommendations section of this report includes procedures for the unlikely inadvertent discovery
of cultural resources and/or human remains. A copy of this report will be permanently filed with
the EIC at UCR. All notes, photographs, and other materials related to this project will be curated
at the archaeological laboratory of BFSA in Poway, California.

v
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Description

The archaeological survey program was conducted in order to comply with CEQA and City
of Menifee environmental guidelines. The approximately nine-acre project (APN 333-050-034)
is located north of McCall Boulevard within the city of Menifee in Riverside County, California
(Figure 1.1-1). The subject property is bound by Chambers Avenue to the north, Antelope Road
to the east, Chatham Lane to the west, and the future extension of Tiogo Lane to the south. The
project is situated within Section 22 of the USGS 7.5-minute Romoland, California topographic
quadrangle, Township 5 South, Range 3 West (Figure 1.1-2) and proposes to construct a
residential apartment complex (Figure 1.1-3).

1.2 Environmental Setting

The Cypress Sands Project is situated in west-central Riverside County, within the limits
of the city of Menifee. The property is situated within the northeastern area of the city, on
relatively flat agricultural land near the boundary of Perris and Menifee valleys just west of
foothills associated with Menifee Mountain to the southeast. The general geomorphology of the
region consists of valley flatland surrounded by moderate to steep slopes with rounded summits.
Elevations on the project range from approximately 1,485 to 1,500 feet above mean sea level and
soils consist of Yokohl loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes (YbC) and Garretson gravelly very fine sandy
loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes (GdC) (NRCS 2019). Small drainages are dry in the summer; only the
largest streams (such as the Santa Ana River) retain water throughout the year.

Regionally, the project lies within the central part of the Perris Block; a structural block
bounded on the west by the Elsinore fault zone, and on the east by the San Jacinto fault zone. The
hills surrounding the region consist of eroded masses of exhumed Cretaceous and older crystalline
and metamorphic rocks separated by flat valleys filled with geologically young sediments. The
project is located on middle to early Pleistocene (approximately 0.5 to 1.8 million years old) very
old alluvial fan sediments, consisting of well-dissected, well-indurated, reddish-brown alluvial fan
deposits of sand and gravel.
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Vegetation in the area of the property is dominated by non-native weeds and grasses that
are associated with land that has been farmed for several decades. Mammals within the region
include mule deer, coyote, bobcat, mountain lion, ground squirrel, and kangaroo rat; birds include
hawk, eagle, owl, quail, mourning dove, mockingbird, jay, heron, crow, finch, and sparrow.
Species of concern in the area include the cactus wren, California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo,
foothill and mountain yellow-legged frog, orange-throated whiptail lizard, and California
mountain kingsnake (USDA and USDI 2001).

The decision to request this investigation was based upon the cultural resource sensitivity
of the locality as suggested by known site density and predictive modeling. Sensitivity for cultural
resources in a given area is usually indicated by known settlement patterns, which in west-central
Riverside County were focused around fresh water resources and a food supply. During the
prehistoric period, fresh water could have been obtainable on a year-round basis from local
seasonal drainages and the San Jacinto River located to the northwest of the project. During the
prehistoric period, vegetation near the project area provided sufficient food resources to support
prehistoric human occupants. Animals that inhabited the project area during prehistoric times
included rabbits, squirrels, gophers, mice, rats, deer, and coyotes, in addition to a variety of reptiles
and amphibians. The property currently includes agricultural land in an area where most land is
designated for development.

1.3 Cultural Setting — Archaeological Perspectives

The archaeological perspective seeks to reconstruct past cultures based upon the material
remains left behind. This is done using a range of scientific methodologies, almost all of which
draw from evolutionary theory as the base framework. Archaeology allows one to look deeper
into history or prehistory to see where the beginnings of ideas manifest via analysis of material
culture, allowing for the understanding of outside forces that shape social change. Thus, the
archaeological perspective allows one to better understand the consequences of the history of a
given culture upon modern cultures. Archaeologists seek to understand the effects of past contexts
of a given culture on this moment in time, not culture in context in the moment.

Despite this, a distinction exists between “emic” and “etic” ways of understanding material
culture, prehistoric lifeways, and cultural phenomena in general (Harris 1991). While “emic”
perspectives serve the subjective ways in which things are perceived and interpreted by the
participants within a culture, “etic” perspectives are those of an outsider looking in hoping to attain
a more scientific or “objective” understanding of the given phenomena. Archaeologists, by
definition, will almost always serve an etic perspective as a result of the very nature of their work.
As indicated by Laylander et al. (2014), it has sometimes been suggested that etic understanding,
and therefore an archaeological understanding, is an imperfect and potentially ethnocentric attempt
to arrive at emic understanding. In contrast to this, however, an etic understanding of material
culture, cultural phenomena, and prehistoric lifeways can address significant dimensions of culture
that lie entirely beyond the understanding or interest of those solely utilizing an emic perspective.
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As Harris (1991:20) appropriately points out, “Etic studies often involve the measurement and
juxtaposition of activities and events that native informants find inappropriate or meaningless.”
This is also likely true of archaeological comparisons and juxtapositions of material culture.
However, culture as a whole does not occur in a vacuum and is the result of several millennia of
choices and consequences influencing everything from technology, to religions, to institutions.
Archaeology allows for the ability to not only see what came before, but to see how those choices,
changes, and consequences affect the present. Where possible, archaeology should seek to address
both emic and etic understandings to the extent that they may be recoverable from the
archaeological record as manifestations of patterned human behavior (Laylander et al. 2014).

To that point, the culture history offered herein is primarily based upon archaeological
(etic) and ethnographic (partially emic and partially etic) information. It is understood that the
ethnographic record and early archaeological records were incompletely and imperfectly collected.
In addition, in most cases, more than a century of intensive cultural change and cultural evolution
had elapsed since the terminus of the prehistoric period. Coupled with the centuries and millennia
of prehistoric change separating the “ethnographic present” from the prehistoric past, this has
affected the emic and etic understandings of prehistoric cultural settings. Regardless, there
remains a need to present the changing cultural setting within the region under investigation. As
a result, both archaeological and Native American perspectives are offered when possible.

1.3.1 Introduction

Paleo Indian, Archaic Period Milling Stone Horizon, and the Late Prehistoric Takic groups
are the three general cultural periods represented in Riverside County. The following discussion
of the cultural history of Riverside County references the San Dieguito Complex, Encinitas
Tradition, Milling Stone Horizon, La Jolla Complex, Pauma Complex, and San Luis Rey Complex,
since these culture sequences have been used to describe archaeological manifestations in the
region. The Late Prehistoric component present in the Riverside County area was primarily
represented by the Cahuilla, Gabrielino, and Luisefio Indians.

Absolute chronological information, where possible, will be incorporated into this
archaeological discussion to examine the effectiveness of continuing to interchangeably use these
terms. Reference will be made to the geological framework that divides the archaeologically-
based culture chronology of the area into four segments: the late Pleistocene (20,000 to 10,000
years before the present [YBP]), the early Holocene (10,000 to 6,650 YBP), the middle Holocene
(6,650 to 3,350 YBP), and the late Holocene (3,350 to 200 YBP).

1.3.2 Paleo Indian Period (Late Pleistocene: 11,500 to circa 9,000 YBP)
Archaeologically, the Paleo Indian Period is associated with the terminus of the late
Pleistocene (12,000 to 10,000 YBP). The environment during the late Pleistocene was cool and
moist, which allowed for glaciation in the mountains and the formation of deep, pluvial lakes in
the deserts and basin lands (Moratto 1984). However, by the terminus of the late Pleistocene, the
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climate became warmer, which caused the glaciers to melt, sea levels to rise, greater coastal
erosion, large lakes to recede and evaporate, extinction of Pleistocene megafauna, and major
vegetation changes (Moratto 1984; Martin 1967, 1973; Fagan 1991). The coastal shoreline at
10,000 YBP, depending upon the particular area of the coast, was near the 30-meter isobath, or
two to six kilometers further west than its present location (Masters 1983).

Paleo Indians were likely attracted to multiple habitat types, including mountains,
marshlands, estuaries, and lakeshores. These people likely subsisted using a more generalized
hunting, gathering, and collecting adaptation utilizing a variety of resources including birds,
mollusks, and both large and small mammals (Erlandson and Colten 1991; Moratto 1984; Moss
and Erlandson 1995).

1.3.3 Archaic Period (Early and Middle Holocene: circa 9,000 to 1,300 YBP)

Archaeological data indicates that between 9,000 and 8,000 YBP, a widespread complex
was established in the southern California region, primarily along the coast (Warren and True
1961). This complex is locally known as the La Jolla Complex (Rogers 1939; Moriarty 1966),
which is regionally associated with the Encinitas Tradition (Warren 1968) and shares cultural
components with the widespread Milling Stone Horizon (Wallace 1955). The coastal expression
of this complex appeared in southern California coastal areas and focused upon coastal resources
and the development of deeply stratified shell middens that were primarily located around bays
and lagoons. The older sites associated with this expression are located at Topanga Canyon,
Newport Bay, Agua Hedionda Lagoon, and some of the Channel Islands. Radiocarbon dates from
sites attributed to this complex span a period of over 7,000 years in this region, beginning over
9,000 YBP.

The Encinitas Tradition is best recognized for its pattern of large coastal sites characterized
by shell middens, grinding tools that are closely associated with the marine resources of the area,
cobble-based tools, and flexed human burials (Shumway et al. 1961; Smith and Moriarty 1985).
While ground stone tools and scrapers are the most recognized tool types, coastal Encinitas
Tradition sites also contain numerous utilized flakes, which may have been used to pry open
shellfish. Artifact assemblages at coastal sites indicate a subsistence pattern focused upon shellfish
collection and nearshore fishing. This suggests an incipient maritime adaptation with regional
similarities to more northern sites of the same period (Koerper et al. 1986). Other artifacts
associated with Encinitas Tradition sites include stone bowls, doughnut stones, discoidals, stone
balls, and stone, bone, and shell beads.

The coastal lagoons in southern California supported large Milling Stone Horizon
populations circa 6,000 YBP, as is shown by numerous radiocarbon dates from the many sites
adjacent to the lagoons. The ensuing millennia were not stable environmentally, and by 3,000
YBP, many of the coastal sites in central San Diego County had been abandoned (Gallegos 1987,
1992). The abandonment of the area is usually attributed to the sedimentation of coastal lagoons
and the resulting deterioration of fish and mollusk habitat. This is a well-documented situation at
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Batiquitos Lagoon, where over a two-thousand-year period, dominant mollusk species occurring
in archaeological middens shift from deep-water mollusks (Argopecten sp.) to species tolerant of
tidal flat conditions (Chione sp.), indicating water depth and temperature changes (Miller 1966;
Gallegos 1987).

This situation likely occurred for other small drainages (Buena Vista, Agua Hedionda, San
Marcos, and Escondido creeks) along the central San Diego coast where low flow rates did not
produce sufficient discharge to flush the lagoons they fed (Buena Vista, Agua Hedionda,
Batiquitos, and San Elijo lagoons) (Byrd 1998). Drainages along the northern and southern San
Diego coastline were larger and flushed the coastal hydrological features they fed, keeping them
open to the ocean and allowing for continued human exploitation (Byrd 1998). Pefiasquitos
Lagoon exhibits dates as late as 2,355 YBP (Smith and Moriarty 1985) and San Diego Bay showed
continuous occupation until the close of the Milling Stone Horizon (Gallegos and Kyle 1988).
Additionally, data from several drainages in Camp Pendleton indicate a continued occupation of
shell midden sites until the close of the period, indicating that coastal sites were not entirely
abandoned during this time (Byrd 1998).

By 5,000 YBP, an inland expression of the La Jolla Complex is evident in the
archaeological record, exhibiting influences from the Campbell Tradition from the north. These
inland Milling Stone Horizon sites have been termed “Pauma Complex™ (True 1958; Warren et al.
1961; Meighan 1954). By definition, Pauma Complex sites share a predominance of grinding
implements (manos and metates), lack mollusk remains, have greater tool variety (including atlatl
dart points, quarry-based tools, and crescentics), and seem to express a more sedentary lifestyle
with a subsistence economy based upon the use of a broad variety of terrestrial resources.
Although originally viewed as a separate culture from the coastal La Jolla Complex (True 1980),
it appears that these inland sites may be part of a subsistence and settlement system utilized by the
coastal peoples. Evidence from the 4S Project in inland San Diego County suggests that these
inland sites may represent seasonal components within an annual subsistence round by La Jolla
Complex populations (Raven-Jennings et al. 1996). Including both coastal and inland sites of this
time period in discussions of the Encinitas Tradition, therefore, provides a more complete appraisal
of the settlement and subsistence system exhibited by this cultural complex.

More recent work by Sutton has identified a more localized complex known as the Greven
Knoll Complex. The Greven Knoll Complex is a redefined northern inland expression of the
Encinitas Tradition first put forth by Mark Sutton and Jill Gardner (2010). Sutton and Gardner
(2010:25) state that “[t]he early millingstone archaeological record in the northern portion of the
interior southern California was not formally named but was often referred to as ‘Inland
Millingstone,” ‘Encinitas,” or even ‘Topanga.”” Therefore, they proposed that all expressions of
the inland Milling Stone in southern California north of San Diego County be grouped together in
the Greven Knoll Complex.

The Greven Knoll Complex, as postulated by Sutton and Gardner (2010), is broken into
three phases and obtained its name from the type-site Greven Knoll located in Yucaipa, California.
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Presently, the Greven Knoll Site is part of the Yukaipa’t Site (SBR-1000) and was combined with
the adjacent Simpson Site. Excavations at Greven Knoll recovered manos, metates, projectile
points, discoidal cogged stones, and a flexed inhumation with a possible cremation (Kowta
1969:39). It is believed that the Greven Knoll Site was occupied between 5,000 and 3,500 YBP.
The Simpson Site contained mortars, pestles, side-notched points, and stone and shell beads.
Based upon the data recovered at these sites, Kowta (1969:39) suggested that “coastal Milling
Stone Complexes extended to and interdigitated with the desert Pinto Basin Complex in the
vicinity of the Cajon Pass.”

Phase I of the Greven Knoll Complex is generally dominated by the presence of manos and
metates, core tools, hammerstones, large dart points, flexed inhumations, and occasional
cremations. Mortars and pestles are absent from this early phase, and the subsistence economy
emphasized hunting. Sutton and Gardener (2010:26) propose that the similarity of the material
culture of Greven Knoll Phase I and that found in the Mojave Desert at Pinto Period sites indicates
that the Greven Knoll Complex was influenced by neighbors to the north at that time. Accordingly,
Sutton and Gardner (2010) believe that Greven Knoll Phase I may have appeared as early as 9,400
YBP and lasted until about 4,000 YBP.

Greven Knoll Phase II is associated with a period between 4,000 and 3,000 YBP. Artifacts
common to Greven Knoll Phase II include manos and metates, Elko points, core tools, and
discoidals. Pestles and mortars are present; however, they are only represented in small numbers.
Finally, there is an emphasis upon hunting and gathering for subsistence (Sutton and Gardner
2010:8).

Greven Knoll Phase III includes manos, metates, Elko points, scraper planes, choppers,
hammerstones, and discoidals. Again, small numbers of mortars and pestles are present. Greven
Knoll Phase III spans from approximately 3,000 to 1,000 YBP and shows a reliance upon seeds
and yucca. Hunting is still important, but bones seem to have been processed to obtain bone grease
more often in this later phase (Sutton and Gardner 2010:8).

The shifts in food processing technologies during each of these phases indicate a change
in subsistence strategies; although people were still hunting for large game, plant-based foods
eventually became the primary dietary resource (Sutton 2011a). Sutton’s (2011b) argument posits
that the development of mortars and pestles during the middle Holocene can be attributed to the
year-round exploitation of acorns as a main dietary provision. Additionally, the warmer and drier
climate may have been responsible for groups from the east moving toward coastal populations,
which is archaeologically represented by the interchange of coastal and eastern cultural traits
(Sutton 2011a).

1.3.4 Late Prehistoric Period (Late Holocene: 1,300 YBP to 1790)
Many Luisefio hold the world view that, as a population, they were created in southern
California. Archaeological and anthropological data, however, proposes a
scientific/archaeological perspective, suggesting that at approximately 1,350 YBP, Takic-speaking

1.0-9



Cultural Resources Study for the Cypress Sands Project

groups from the Great Basin region moved into Riverside County, marking the transition to the
Late Prehistoric Period. An analysis of the Takic expansion by Sutton (2009) indicates that inland
southern California was occupied by ‘“proto-Yuman” populations before 1,000 YBP. The
comprehensive, multi-phase model offered by Sutton (2009) employs linguistic, ethnographic,
archaeological, and biological data to solidify a reasonable argument for population replacement
of Takic groups to the north by Penutians (Laylander 1985). As a result, it is believed that Takic
expansion occurred starting around 3,500 YBP moving toward southern California, with the
Gabrielino language diffusing south into neighboring Yuman (Hokan) groups around 1,500 to
1,000 YBP, possibly resulting in the Luisefio dialect.

Based upon Sutton’s model, the final Takic expansion would not have occurred until about
1,000 YBP, resulting in Vanyume, Serrano, Cahuilla, and Cupefio dialects. The model suggests
that the Luisefo did not simply replace Hokan speakers, but were rather a northern San Diego
County/southern Riverside County Yuman population who adopted the Takic language. This
period is characterized by higher population densities and elaborations in social, political, and
technological systems. Economic systems diversified and intensified during this period with the
continued elaboration of trade networks, the use of shell-bead currency, and the appearance of
more labor-intensive, yet effective, technological innovations. Technological developments
during this period included the introduction of the bow and arrow between A.D. 400 and 600 and
the introduction of ceramics. Atlatl darts were replaced by smaller arrow darts, including
Cottonwood series points. Other hallmarks of the Late Prehistoric Period include extensive trade
networks as far-reaching as the Colorado River Basin and cremation of the dead.

1.3.5 Protohistoric Period (Late Holocene: 1790 to Present)

Ethnohistoric and ethnographic evidence indicates that three Takic-speaking groups
occupied portions of Riverside County: the Cahuilla, the Gabrielino, and the Luisefio. The
geographic boundaries between these groups in pre- and proto-historic times are difficult to place,
but the project is located well within the borders of ethnographic Luisefio territory. This group
was a seasonal hunting and gathering people with cultural elements that were very distinct from
Archaic Period peoples. These distinctions include cremation of the dead, the use of the bow and
arrow, and exploitation of the acorn as a main food staple (Moratto 1984). Along the coast, the
Luisefio made use of available marine resources by fishing and collecting mollusks for food.
Seasonally available terrestrial resources, including acorns and game, were also sources of
nourishment for Luisefio groups. Elaborate kinship and clan systems between the Luisefio and
other groups facilitated a wide-reaching trade network that included trade of Obsidian Butte
obsidian and other resources from the eastern deserts, as well as steatite from the Channel Islands.

According to Charles Handley (1967), the primary settlements of Late Prehistoric Luisefio
Indians in the San Jacinto Plain were represented by Ivah and Soboba near Soboba Springs, Jusipah
near the town of San Jacinto, Ararah in Webster’s Canyon en route to Idyllwild, Pahsitha near Big
Springs Ranch southeast of Hemet, and Corova in Castillo Canyon. These locations share features
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such as the availability of food and water resources. Features of this land use include petroglyphs
and pictographs, as well as widespread milling, which is evident in bedrock and portable
implements. Groups in the vicinity of the project, neighboring the Luisefio, include the Cahuilla
and the Gabrielino. Ethnographic data for the three groups is presented below.

Luiseiio: An Archaeological and Ethnographic Perspective

When contacted by the Spanish in the sixteenth century, the Luisefio occupied a territory
bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean, on the east by the Peninsular Ranges mountains at San
Jacinto (including Palomar Mountain to the south and Santiago Peak to the north), on the south by
Agua Hedionda Lagoon, and on the north by Aliso Creek in present-day San Juan Capistrano. The
Luisefio were a Takic-speaking people more closely related linguistically and ethnographically to
the Cahuilla, Gabrielino, and Cupefio to the north and east rather than the Kumeyaay who occupied
territory to the south. The Luisefio differed from their neighboring Takic speakers in having an
extensive proliferation of social statuses, a system of ruling families that provided ethnic cohesion
within the territory, a distinct worldview that stemmed from the use of datura (a hallucinogen),
and an elaborate religion that included the creation of sacred sand paintings depicting the deity
Chingichngish (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Subsistence and Settlement

The Luisefio occupied sedentary villages most often located in sheltered areas in valley
bottoms, along streams, or along coastal strands near mountain ranges. Villages were located near
water sources to facilitate acorn leaching and in areas that offered thermal and defensive
protection. Villages were comprised of areas that were publicly and privately (by family) owned.
Publicly owned areas included trails, temporary campsites, hunting areas, and quarry sites. Inland
groups had fishing and gathering sites along the coast that were intensively used from January to
March when inland food resources were scarce. During October and November, most of the
village would relocate to mountain oak groves to harvest acorns. The Luisefio remained at village
sites for the remainder of the year, where food resources were within a day’s travel (Bean and
Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

The most important food source for the Luisefio was the acorn, six different species of
which were used (Quercus californica, Quercus agrifolia, Quercus chrysolepis, Quercus dumosa,
Quercus engelmannii, and Quercus wislizenii). Seeds, particularly of grasses, flowering plants,
and mints, were also heavily exploited. Seed-bearing species were encouraged through controlled
burns, which were conducted at least every third year. A variety of other stems, leaves, shoots,
bulbs, roots, and fruits were also collected. Hunting augmented this vegetal diet. Animal species
taken included deer, rabbit, hare, woodrat, ground squirrel, antelope, quail, duck, freshwater fish
from mountain streams, marine mammals, and other sea creatures such as fish, crustaceans, and
mollusks (particularly abalone, or Haliotis sp.). In addition, a variety of snakes, small birds, and
rodents were eaten (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).
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Social Organization

Social groups within the Luisefio nation consisted of patrilinear families or clans, which
were politically and economically autonomous. Several clans comprised a religious party, or nota,
which was headed by a chief who organized ceremonies and controlled economics and warfare.
The chief had assistants who specialized in particular aspects of ceremonial or environmental
knowledge and who, with the chief, were part of a religion-based social group with special access
to supernatural power, particularly that of Chingichngish. The positions of chief and assistants
were hereditary, and the complexity and multiplicity of these specialists’ roles likely increased in
coastal and larger inland villages (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976; Strong 1929).

Marriages were arranged by the parents, often made to forge alliances between lineages.
Useful alliances included those between groups of differing ecological niches and those that
resulted in territorial expansion. Residence was patrilocal (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).
Women were primarily responsible for plant gathering and men principally hunted, but at times,
particularly during acorn and marine mollusk harvests, there was no division of labor. Elderly
women cared for children and elderly men participated in rituals, ceremonies, and political affairs.
They were also responsible for manufacturing hunting and ritual implements. Children were
taught subsistence skills at the earliest age possible (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Material Culture

House structures were conical, partially subterranean, and thatched with reeds, brush, or
bark. Ramadas were rectangular, protected workplaces for domestic chores such as cooking.
Ceremonial sweathouses were important in purification rituals; these were round and partially
subterranean thatched structures covered with a layer of mud. Another ceremonial structure was
the wamkis (located in the center of the village, serving as the place of rituals), where sand
paintings and other rituals associated with the Chingichngish religious group were performed
(Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Clothing was minimal; women wore a cedar-bark and netted twine double apron and men
wore a waist cord. In cold weather, cloaks or robes of rabbit fur, deerskin, or sea otter fur were
worn by both sexes. Footwear included deerskin moccasins and sandals fashioned from yucca
fibers. Adornments included bead necklaces and pendants made of bone, clay, stone, shell, bear
claw, mica, deer hooves, and abalone shell. Men wore ear and nose piercings made from cane or
bone, which were sometimes decorated with beads. Other adornments were commonly decorated
with semiprecious stones including quartz, topaz, garnet, opal, opalite, agate, and jasper (Bean and
Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Hunting implements included the bow and arrow. Arrows were tipped with either a carved,
fire-hardened wood tip or a lithic point, usually fashioned from locally available metavolcanic
material or quartz. Throwing sticks fashioned from wood were used in hunting small game, while
deer head decoys were used during deer hunts. Coastal groups fashioned dugout canoes for
nearshore fishing and harvested fish with seines, nets, traps, and hooks made of bone or abalone
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shell (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

The Luisefio had a well-developed basket industry. Baskets were used in resource
gathering, food preparation, storage, and food serving. Ceramic containers were shaped by paddle
and anvil and fired in shallow, open pits to be used for food storage, cooking, and serving. Other
utensils included wood implements, steatite bowls, and ground stone manos, metates, mortars, and
pestles (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976). Additional tools such as knives, scrapers,
choppers, awls, and drills were also used. Shamanistic items include soapstone or clay smoking
pipes and crystals made of quartz or tourmaline (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Cahuilla: An Archaeological and Ethnographic Perspective

At the time of Spanish contact in the sixteenth century, the Cahuilla occupied territory that
included the San Bernardino Mountains, Orocopia Mountain, and the Chocolate Mountains to the
west, Salton Sea and Borrego Springs to the south, Palomar Mountain and Lake Mathews to the
west, and the Santa Ana River to the north. The Cahuilla are a Takic-speaking people closely
related to their Gabrielino and Luiseiio neighbors, although relations with the Gabrielino were
more intense than with the Luisefio. They differ from the Luisefio and Gabrielino in that their
religion is more similar to the Mohave tribes of the eastern deserts than the Chingichngish religious
group of the Luisefo and Gabrielino. The following is a summary of ethnographic data regarding
this group (Bean 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Subsistence and Settlement

Cabhuilla villages were typically permanent and located on low terraces within canyons in
proximity to water sources. These locations proved to be rich in food resources and also afforded
protection from prevailing winds. Villages had areas that were publicly owned and areas that were
privately owned by clans, families, or individuals. Each village was associated with a particular
lineage and series of sacred sites that included unique petroglyphs and pictographs. Villages were
occupied throughout the year; however, during a several-week period in the fall, most of the village
members relocated to mountain oak groves to take part in acorn harvesting (Bean 1978; Kroeber
1976).

The Cahuilla’s use of plant resources is well documented. Plant foods harvested by the
Cahuilla included valley oak acorns and single-leaf pinyon pine nuts. Other important plant
species included bean and screw mesquite, agave, Mohave yucca, cacti, palm, chia, quail brush,
yellowray goldfield, goosefoot, manzanita, catsclaw, desert lily, mariposa lily, and a number of
other species such as grass seed. A number of agricultural domesticates were acquired from the
Colorado River tribes including corn, bean, squash, and melon grown in limited amounts. Animal
species taken included deer, bighorn sheep, pronghorn antelope, rabbit, hare, rat, quail, dove, duck,
roadrunner, and a variety of rodents, reptiles, fish, and insects (Bean 1978; Kroeber 1976).
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Social Organization

The Cahuilla was not a political nation, but rather a cultural nationality with a common
language. Two non-political, non-territorial patrimoieties were recognized: the Wildcats (tuktem)
and the Coyotes (?istam). Lineage and kinship were memorized at a young age among the
Cabhuilla, providing a backdrop for political relationships. Clans were comprised of three to 10
lineages; each lineage owned a village site and specific resource areas. Lineages within a clan
cooperated in subsistence activities, defense, and rituals (Bean 1978; Kroeber 1976).

A system of ceremonial hierarchy operated within each lineage. The hierarchy included
the lineage leader, who was responsible for leading subsistence activities, guarding the sacred
bundle, and negotiating with other lineage leaders in matters concerning land use, boundary
disputes, marriage arrangements, trade, warfare, and ceremonies. The ceremonial assistant to the
lineage leader was responsible for organizing ceremonies. A ceremonial singer possessed and
performed songs at rituals and trained assistant singers. The shaman cured illnesses through
supernatural powers, controlled natural phenomena, and was the guardian of ceremonies, keeping
evil spirits away. The diviner was responsible for finding lost objects, telling future events, and
locating game and other food resources. Doctors were usually older women who cured various
ailments and illnesses with their knowledge of medicinal herbs. Finally, certain Cahuilla
specialized as traders, who ranged as far west as Santa Catalina and as far east as the Gila River
(Bean 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Marriages were arranged by parents from opposite moieties. When a child was born, an
alliance formed between the families, which included frequent reciprocal exchanges. The Cahuilla
kinship system extended to relatives within five generations. Important economic decisions,
primarily the distribution of goods, operated within this kinship system (Bean 1978; Kroeber
1976).

Material Culture

Cahuilla houses were dome-shaped or rectangular, thatched structures. The home of the
lineage leader was the largest, located near the ceremonial house with the best access to water.
Other structures within the village included the men’s sweathouse and granaries (Bean 1978;
Kroeber 1976).

Cahuilla clothing, like other groups in the area, was minimal. Men typically wore a
loincloth and sandals; women wore skirts made from mesquite bark, animal skin, or tules. Babies
wore mesquite bark diapers. Rabbit skin cloaks were worn in cold weather (Bean 1978; Kroeber
1976).

Hunting implements included the bow and arrow, throwing sticks, and clubs. Grinding
tools used in food processing included manos, metates, and wood mortars. The Cahuilla were
known to use long grinding implements made from wood to process mesquite beans; the mortar
was typically a hollowed log buried in the ground. Other tools included steatite arrow shaft
straighteners (Bean 1978; Kroeber 1976).
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Baskets were made from rush, deer grass, and skunkbrush. Different species and leaves
were chosen for different colors in the basket design. Coiled-ware baskets were either flat (for
plates, trays, or winnowing), bowl-shaped (for food serving), deep, inverted, and cone-shaped (for
transporting), or rounded and flat-bottomed for storing utensils and personal items (Bean 1978;
Kroeber 1976).

Cabhuilla pottery was made from a thin, red-colored ceramic ware that was often painted
and incised. Four basic vessel types are known for the Cahuilla: small-mouthed jars, cooking pots,
bowls, and dishes. Additionally, smoking pipes and flutes were fashioned from ceramic (Bean
1978; Kroeber 1976).

Gabrielino: An Archaeological and Ethnographic Perspective

The territory of the Gabrielino at the time of Spanish contact covers much of present-day
Los Angeles and Orange counties. The southern extent of this culture area is bounded by Aliso
Creek, the eastern extent is located east of present-day San Bernardino along the Santa Ana River,
the northern extent includes the San Fernando Valley, and the western extent includes portions of
the Santa Monica Mountains. The Gabrielino also occupied several Channel Islands including
Santa Barbara Island, Santa Catalina Island, San Nicholas Island, and San Clemente Island.
Because of their access to certain resources, including a steatite source from Santa Catalina Island,
this group was among the wealthiest and most populous aboriginal groups in all of southern
California. Trade of materials and resources controlled by the Gabrielino extended as far north as
the San Joaquin Valley, as far east as the Colorado River, and as far south as Baja California (Bean
and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Subsistence and Settlement

The Gabrielino lived in permanent villages and occupied smaller resource-gathering camps
at various times of the year depending upon the seasonality of the resource. Larger villages were
comprised of several families or clans, while smaller, seasonal camps typically housed smaller
family units. The coastal area between San Pedro and Topanga Canyon was the location of
primary subsistence villages, while secondary sites were located near inland sage stands, oak
groves, and pine forests. Permanent villages were located along rivers and streams and in sheltered
areas along the coast. As previously mentioned, the Channel Islands were also the locations of
relatively large settlements (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Resources procured along the coast and on the islands were primarily marine in nature and
included tuna, swordfish, ray and shark, California sea lion, Stellar sea lion, harbor seal, northern
elephant seal, sea otter, dolphin and porpoise, various waterfowl species, numerous fish species,
purple sea urchin, and mollusks, such as rock scallop, California mussel, and limpet. Inland
resources included oak acorn, pine nut, Mohave yucca, cacti, sage, grass nut, deer, rabbit, hare,
rodent, quail, duck, and a variety of reptiles such as western pond turtle and numerous snake
species (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).
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Social Organization

Little is known about the social structure of the Gabrielino; however, there appears to have
been at least three social classes: 1) the elite, which included the rich, chiefs, and their immediate
family; 2) a middle class, which included people of relatively high economic status or long-
established lineages; and 3) a class of people that included most other individuals in the society.
Villages were politically autonomous units comprised of several lineages. During times of the
year when certain seasonal resources were available, the village would divide into lineage groups
and move out to exploit them, returning to the village between forays (Bean and Smith 1978;
Kroeber 1976).

Each lineage had its own leader, with the village chief coming from the dominant lineage.
Several villages might be allied under a paramount chief. Chiefly positions were of an ascribed
status, most often passed to the eldest son. Chiefly duties included providing village cohesion,
leading warfare and peace negotiations with other groups, collecting tribute from the village(s)
under his jurisdiction, and arbitrating disputes within the village(s). The status of the chief was
legitimized by his safekeeping of the sacred bundle, a representation of the link between the
material and spiritual realms and the embodiment of power (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Shamans were leaders in the spirit realm. The duties of the shaman included conducting
healing and curing ceremonies, guarding the sacred bundle, locating lost items, identifying and
collecting poisons for arrows, and making rain (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Marriages were made between individuals of equal social status and, in the case of
powerful lineages, marriages were arranged to establish political ties between the lineages (Bean
and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Men conducted the majority of the heavy labor, hunting, fishing, and trading with other
groups. Women’s duties included gathering and preparing plant and animal resources, and making
baskets, pots, and clothing (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Material Culture

Gabrielino houses were domed, circular structures made of thatched vegetation. Houses
varied in size and could house from one to several families. Sweathouses (semicircular, earth-
covered buildings) were public structures used in male social ceremonies. Other structures
included menstrual huts and a ceremonial structure called a yuvar, an open-air structure built near
the chief’s house (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Clothing was minimal; men and children most often went naked, while women wore
deerskin or bark aprons. In cold weather, deerskin, rabbit fur, or bird skin (with feathers intact)
cloaks were worn. Island and coastal groups used sea otter fur for cloaks. In areas of rough terrain,
yucca fiber sandals were worn. Women often used red ochre on their faces and skin for adornment
or protection from the sun. Adornment items included feathers, fur, shells, and beads (Bean and
Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Hunting implements included wood clubs, sinew-backed bows, slings, and throwing clubs.
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Maritime implements included rafts, harpoons, spears, hook and line, and nets. A variety of other
tools included deer scapulae saws, bone and shell needles, bone awls, scrapers, bone or shell
flakers, wedges, stone knives and drills, metates, mullers, manos, shell spoons, bark platters, and
wood paddles and bowls. Baskets were made from rush, deer grass, and skunkbush. Baskets were
fashioned for hoppers, plates, trays, and winnowers for leaching, straining, and gathering. Baskets
were also used for storing, preparing, and serving food, and for keeping personal and ceremonial
items (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1976).

The Gabrielino had exclusive access to soapstone, or steatite, procured from Santa Catalina
Island quarries. This highly prized material was used for making pipes, animal carvings, ritual
objects, ornaments, and cooking utensils. The Gabrielino profited well from trading steatite since
it was valued so much by groups throughout southern California (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber
1976).

1.3.6 Ethnohistoric Period (1769 to Present)

Traditionally, the history of the state of California has been divided into three general
periods: the Spanish Period (1769 to 1821), the Mexican Period (1822 to 1846), and the American
Period (1848 to present) (Caughey 1970). The American Period is often further subdivided into
additional phases: the nineteenth century (1848 to 1900), the early twentieth century (1900 to
1950), and the Modern Period (1950 to present). From an archaeological standpoint, all of these
phases can be referred to together as the Ethnohistoric Period. This provides a valuable tool for
archaeologists, as ethnohistory is directly concerned with the study of indigenous or non-Western
peoples from a combined historical/anthropological viewpoint, which employs written documents,
oral narrative, material culture, and ethnographic data for analysis.

European exploration along the California coast began in 1542 with the landing of Juan
Rodriguez Cabrillo and his men at San Diego Bay. Sixty years after the Cabrillo expeditions, an
expedition under Sebastian Viscaino made an extensive and thorough exploration of the Pacific
coast. Although the voyage did not extend beyond the northern limits of the Cabrillo track,
Viscaino had the most lasting effect upon the nomenclature of the coast. Many of his place names
have survived, whereas practically every one of the names created by Cabrillo have faded from
use. For instance, Cabrillo named the first (now) United States port he stopped at “San Miguel”;
60 years later, Viscaino changed it to “San Diego” (Rolle 1969). The early European voyages
observed Native Americans living in villages along the coast but did not make any substantial,
long-lasting impact. At the time of contact, the Luisefio population was estimated to have ranged
from 4,000 to as many as 10,000 individuals (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

The historic background of the project area began with the Spanish colonization of Alta
California. The first Spanish colonizing expedition reached southern California in 1769 with the
intention of converting and civilizing the indigenous populations, as well as expanding the
knowledge of and access to new resources in the region (Brigandi 1998). As a result, by the late
eighteenth century, a large portion of southern California was overseen by Mission San Luis Rey
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(San Diego County), Mission San Juan Capistrano (Orange County), and Mission San Gabriel
(Los Angeles County), who began colonization the region and surrounding areas (Chapman 1921).

Up until this time, the only known way to feasibly travel from Sonora to Alta California
was by sea. In 1774, Juan Bautista de Anza, an army captain at Tubac, requested and was given
permission by the governor of the Mexican State of Sonora to establish an overland route from
Sonora to Monterey (Chapman 1921). In doing so, Juan Bautista de Anza passed through
Riverside County and described the area in writing for the first time (Caughey 1970; Chapman
1921). In 1797, Father Presidente Lausen (of Mission San Diego de Alcald), Father Norberto de
Santiago, and Corporal Pedro Lisalde (of Mission San Juan Capistrano) led an expedition through
southwestern Riverside County in search of a new mission site to establish a presence between
San Diego and San Juan Capistrano (Engelhardt 1921). Their efforts ultimately resulted in the
establishment of Mission San Luis Rey in Oceanside, California.

Each mission gained power through the support of a large, subjugated Native American
workforce. As the missions grew, livestock holdings increased and became increasingly
vulnerable to theft. In order to protect their interests, the southern California missions began to
expand inland to try and provide additional security (Beattie and Beattie 1939; Caughey 1970). In
order to meet their needs, the Spaniards embarked on a formal expedition in 1806 to find potential
locations within what is now the San Bernardino Valley. As a result, by 1810, Father Francisco
Dumetz of Mission San Gabriel had succeeded in establishing a religious site, or capilla, at a
Cabhuilla rancheria called Guachama (Beattie and Beattie 1939). San Bernardino Valley received
its name from this site, which was dedicated to San Bernardino de Siena by Father Dumetz. The
Guachama rancheria was located in present-day Bryn Mawr in San Bernardino County.

These early colonization efforts were followed by the establishment of estancias at Puente
(circa 1816) and San Bernardino (circa 1819) near Guachama (Beattie and Beattie 1939). These
efforts were soon mirrored by the Spaniards from Mission San Luis Rey, who in turn established
a presence in what is now Lake Elsinore, Temecula, and Murrieta (Chapman 1921). The
indigenous groups who occupied these lands were recruited by missionaries, converted, and put to
work in the missions (Pourade 1961). Throughout this period, the Native American populations
were decimated by introduced diseases, a drastic shift in diet resulting in poor nutrition, and social
conflicts due to the introduction of an entirely new social order (Cook 1976).

Mexico achieved independence from Spain in 1822 and became a federal republic in 1824.
As a result, both Baja and Alta California became classified as territories (Rolle 1969). Shortly
thereafter, the Mexican Republic sought to grant large tracts of private land to its citizens to begin
to encourage immigration to California and to establish its presence in the region. Part of the
establishment of power and control included the desecularization of the missions circa 1832.
These same missions were also located on some of the most fertile land in California and, as a
result, were considered highly valuable. The resulting land grants, known as “ranchos,” covered
expansive portions of California and by 1846, more than 600 land grants had been issued by the
Mexican government. Rancho Jurupa was the first rancho to be established and was issued to Juan
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Bandini in 1838. Although Bandini primarily resided in San Diego, Rancho Jurupa was located
in what is now Riverside County (Pourade 1963). A review of Riverside County place names
quickly illustrates that many of the ranchos in Riverside County lent their names to present-day
locations, including Jurupa, El Rincon, La Sierra, El Sobrante de San Jacinto, La Laguna (Lake
Elsinore), Santa Rosa, Temecula, Pauba, San Jacinto Nuevo y Potrero, and San Jacinto Viejo
(Gunther 1984). As was typical of many ranchos, these were all located in the valley environments
within western Riverside County.

The treatment of Native Americans grew worse during the Rancho Period. Most of the
Native Americans were forced off of their land or put to work on the now privately-owned ranchos,
most often as slave labor. In light of the brutal ranchos, the degree to which Native Americans
had become dependent upon the mission system is evident when, in 1838, a group of Native
Americans from Mission San Luis Rey petitioned government officials in San Diego to relieve
suffering at the hands of the rancheros:

We have suffered incalculable losses, for some of which we are in part to be blamed
for because many of us have abandoned the Mission ... We plead and beseech you
... to grant us a Rev. Father for this place. We have been accustomed to the Rev.
Fathers and to their manner of managing the duties. We labored under their
intelligent directions, and we were obedient to the Fathers according to the
regulations, because we considered it as good for us. (Brigandi 1998:21)

Native American culture had been disrupted to the point where they could no longer rely
upon prehistoric subsistence and social patterns. Not only does this illustrate how dependent the
Native Americans had become upon the missionaries, but it also indicates a marked contrast in the
way the Spanish treated the Native Americans compared to the Mexican and United States
ranchers. Spanish colonialism (missions) is based upon utilizing human resources while
integrating them into their society. The Mexican and American ranchers did not accept Native
Americans into their social order and used them specifically for the extraction of labor, resources,
and profit. Rather than being incorporated, they were either subjugated or exterminated (Cook
1976).

By 1846, tensions between the United States and Mexico had escalated to the point of war
(Rolle 1969). In order to reach a peaceful agreement, the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo was put
into effect in 1848, which resulted in the annexation of California to the United States. Once
California opened to the United States, waves of settlers moved in searching for gold mines,
business opportunities, political opportunities, religious freedom, and adventure (Rolle 1969;
Caughey 1970). By 1850, California had become a state and was eventually divided into 27
separate counties. While a much larger population was now settling in California, this was
primarily in the central valley, San Francisco, and the Gold Rush region of the Sierra Nevada
mountain range (Rolle 1969; Caughey 1970). During this time, southern California grew at a much
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slower pace than northern California and was still dominated by the cattle industry that was
established during the earlier rancho period. However, by 1859, the first United States Post Office
in what would eventually become Riverside County was set up at John Magee’s store on the
Temecula Rancho (Gunther 1984).

During the same decade, circa 1852, the Native Americans of southern Riverside County,
including the Luisefio and the Cahuilla, thought they had signed a treaty resulting in their
ownership of all lands from Temecula to Aguanga east to the desert, including the San Jacinto
Valley and the San Gorgonio Pass. The Temecula Treaty also included food and clothing
provisions for the Native Americans. However, Congress never ratified these treaties, and the
promise of one large reservation was rescinded (Brigandi 1998).

With the completion of the Southern Pacific Railroad in 1869, southern California saw its
first major population expansion. The population boom continued circa 1874 with the completion
of connections between the Southern Pacific Railroad in Sacramento to the transcontinental
Central Pacific Railroad in Los Angeles (Rolle 1969; Caughey 1970). The population influx
brought farmers, land speculators, and prospective developers to the region. As the Jurupa area
became more and more populated, circa 1870, Judge John Wesley North and a group of associates
founded the city of Riverside on part of the former rancho.

Although the first orange trees were planted in Riverside County circa 1871, it was not
until a few years later when a small number of Brazilian navel orange trees were established that
the citrus industry truly began in the region (Patterson 1971). The Brazilian navel orange was well
suited to the climate of Riverside County and thrived with assistance from several extensive
irrigation projects. At the close of 1882, an estimated half a million citrus trees were present in
California. It is estimated that nearly half of that population was in Riverside County. Population
growth and 1880s tax revenue from the booming citrus industry prompted the official formation
of Riverside County in 1893 out of portions of what was once San Bernardino and San Diego
counties (Patterson 1971).

Shortly thereafter, with the start of World War I, the United States began to develop a
military presence in Riverside County with the construction of March Air Reserve Base. During
World War II, Camp Haan and Camp Anza were constructed in what is now the current location
of the National Veteran’s Cemetery. In the decades that followed, populations spread throughout
the county into Lake Elsinore, Corona, Norco, Murrieta, and Wildomar. However, a significant
portion of the county remained largely agricultural well into the 1970s. Following the 1970s,
Riverside saw a period of dramatic population increase as the result of new development, more
than doubling the population of the county with a population of over 1.3 million residents
(Patterson 1971).

Historical Review of the City of Menifee

A research effort was initiated in order to characterize the circumstances of the early
development in the Perris and Menifee valleys to create a historical and cultural framework for
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discussion. Generally speaking, the Perris and Menifee valleys are both parts of the geologic
valley system known as the Perris Plain, a broad, nearly flat valley surface dotted with bedrock
hills that extend from the Hemet area on the north to Corona on the south. The historical
development of this area was strongly influenced by the geography of the Perris Plain, especially
the lack of surface water and soil conditions.

The Cypress Sands Project is located between the cities of Perris and Temecula, both of
which played a pivotal role in the development of the Perris Valley. Settlement in the area began
with mining and homesteading in the 1880s. In the early 1880s, a 20-year-old prospector from
Kentucky named Menifee Wilson (California State Library 1896) discovered and claimed a gold-
bearing quartz mine about eight miles south of Perris (Gunther 1984). Wilson named his claim
the Menifee Quartz Lode. This gold discovery resulted in an influx of miners to the area, which
became known as Menifee or Menifee Valley. Additional claims were laid out by other
prospectors and the area became formally designated the Menifee (Auld) Mining District (Clark
1970), which encompasses most of the granite formation on the south side of the Menifee Valley.
Wilson became a successful local miner and the district produced commercial quantities of gold
from a number of mines. One of Wilson’s mines, the King Wilson Mine, was purchased and
renamed the Alice Mine. The Alice Mine was eventually enlarged to include a stamp mill that
produced substantial quantities of ore (Irelan 1891).

The discovery of gold, however, had a significant effect upon increased interest and
population movements into the Menifee and Perris valleys. In addition to mining, several farms
were established in the valley areas to take advantage of the farming and ranching potential. As a
consequence of the increased population associated with the agricultural development of the
Menifee Valley, the need arose for a post office and school. Although an actual town site named
“Menifee” never existed, the post office and school became community landmarks. The Menifee
Post Office was established on May 18, 1887, with Darius W. Godfrey as the first postmaster
(Salley 1977). It appears that the post office was situated in a small store adjacent to the
schoolhouse, both of which were situated near the present-day intersection of Newport and Bradley
roads, approximately four miles southwest of the Menifee Railroad siding. The post office was
discontinued on November 30, 1896, reestablished on April 4, 1900, and permanently discontinued
on July 10, 1900. After that time, the mail was routed to Perris.

The Menifee School District was formed in 1890. William W. Snoddy, the patentee of 160
acres in the valley on January 25, 1888 (San Diego County Patent Book 6, page 83), gave an acre
and a half for a school site on March 31, 1890 (San Diego County Deed Book 167, page 71). As
noted previously, the school site was located at the intersection of Newport and Bradley roads.
The school served the local farming community and was incorporated into the county school
system on April 4, 1893. A description of Menifee printed in June 1893 described the area as “a
post office in the center of a very large hay and grain growing community. There is a fine, large
school here ... The Southern Methodists have a church and organization, Rev. A. Adkisson,
pastor” (Gunther 1984). Subsequent research into land patents at the Bureau of Land Management
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General Land Office resulted in a finding that no town site had been patented at this location. This
means that aside from the school building, the land at that location was probably privately owned.

When Riverside County was being formed from part of San Diego County, the Riverside
Daily Press sent out a reporter to take stock of the new county. The resultant report dated March
3, 1893 described Menifee as:

[E]xclusively a grain growing section. There is no village. Up to about three weeks
ago there was a store, but that burned and has not been rebuilt. The post office is
now being kept in a little shanty. There is a fine school house near where the store
stood. There are few houses except at the old mines. The ranch houses, which are
widely scattered, are nearly all fine looking buildings and denote general prosperity
in this section. (Gunther 1984)

The historical record suggests that grain and hay farming alone could not sustain a small
farm (160 acres or less) in the Menifee and Perris valleys. Many farmers utilized a combination
of land lease, rent, and purchase to expand the amount of cropland they could control. It was also
common to supplement the family resources with work outside the farm. Temporary labor
positions made up for the shortfall for some early pioneers, including working at the granite
quarries in Temecula, hiring out to larger farms or ranches during harvest, and a variety of other
sources of income (Brigandi 1998). For others, the role of absentee landlord succeeded in the
acquisition of a land patent and collecting some rents while fulfilling the settlement and
improvement requirements of the patent. Although this might not have followed the strict
interpretation of patent conditions, it could have been accomplished with little effort.

Each citizen-owned farm needed to be self-supporting for both practical and economic
reasons (Cook 1944; Robinson 1948; Cook and Phipps 1952; Lascelles 1951). The corner grocery
store was not available to these farmers. Moreover, farm economics dictated self-sufficiency as
being key to annual profits. Repairs and modifications to metal farm equipment were done by
blacksmithing until well into the second half of the twentieth century. If a need arose for a piece
of farm equipment, every effort was expended to create one from the materials at hand. If a need
arose for a structure for a particular function, lumber was taken from a stockpile of used material
or from another structure that had outlived its usefulness. Hired hands were limited and only
employed if there were no children or other dependent family members to do the work. Living in
town and working for pay then coming to the farm on weekends was not unusual.

Growing winter wheat and alfalfa hay is not as labor-intensive as, for example, dairy
farming. Hay and grain farming primarily include plowing and sowing seed, then harvesting when
the crop is mature. The balance of time is spent keeping machinery in order, mending fences,
dealing with pests, and maintaining farm buildings. Employment for wages would have taken up
a substantial amount of a farmer’s time. Cottage industries, however, must not be overlooked.
Home crafts such as sewing, dairy products, and other activities would have brought additional
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funds to the family coffer. Barter was also used as a method of acquiring necessities and even a
few luxury items. While the foregoing may paint a picture of harsh conditions on the farm, most
farmers chose that life for the solitude and found it fulfilling.

According to Bob Hewitt (personal communication, 2001), the district conservationist at
the Natural Resources Conservation Service in San Jacinto, hay and grain have remained staple
crops since the 1870s or 1880s until recent housing development reduced the amount of farmland.
The reason for this is that there has never been much water in the Menifee or Perris valleys, and
the soil is rather poor. Attempts were made to grow other crops and personal vegetable gardens
were also part of farm life; however, large-scale irrigation has not been successful in the long term
because the water table in Menifee Valley was easily depleted. Overall, hay and grain were the
primary crops and rainfall was the primary form of irrigation.

After Colorado River water came to Menifee Valley, potatoes became a significant crop
for market (Gunther 1984; Hanson and Jennings 1991). According to Greg Cowdery from the
Winchester Historical Society at the Patterson House Museum (personal communication, 2002),
alfalfa hay, winter wheat, and barley were staples in the valley prior to the inception of irrigation.

1.4 Results of the Archaeological Records Search

An archaeological records search for the project and the surrounding area within a one-
mile radius was requested from the EIC at UCR on July 8, 2022 (Appendix B). However, due to
the limitations imposed by the evolving circumstances related to the COVID-19 pandemic, records
search access has become limited, and the results are delayed for the foreseeable future.
Therefore, BFSA reviewed in-house data for a preliminary review. The currently available
information did not show any recorded resources within the project. However, this data does
indicate historic, prehistoric, and multicomponent sites are located within one mile of the project.
Many of the prehistoric sites are associated with the bedrock-laden foothills to the east and
southeast. Once the current records search data is received from the EIC, an updated report will
be provided to the City of Menifee.

BFSA reviewed the following sources to help facilitate a better understanding of the
historic use of the property:

e The National Register of Historic Places index
e Historic USGS data
e Historic aerial photographs (1967, 1978, 1996, 2002, and 2005)

These sources did not indicate the presence of any additional archaeological resources
within the project. Aerial photographs show that the property has been vacant since at least the
late 1960s. For background research, however, the absence of positive results does not necessarily
indicate the absence of historic resources. When available, the EIC records search may still
indicate the presence of recorded sites within or in the vicinity of the project.
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BFSA also requested a SLF search from the NAHC to search for the presence of sacred
sites or locations of religious or ceremonial importance within the search radius. As of the date of
this report, however, no response has been received. All correspondence is provided in Appendix
C.

1.5 Applicable Regulations

Resource importance is assigned to districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that
possess exceptional value or quality illustrating or interpreting the heritage of Riverside County in
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. A number of criteria are used in
demonstrating resource importance. Specifically, the criteria outlined in CEQA, provide the
guidance for making such a determination. The following sections detail the criteria that a resource
must meet in order to be determined important.

1.5.1 California Environmental Quality Act
According to CEQA (§15064.5a), the term “historical resource” includes the following:

1) A resource listed in or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
(Public Resources Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR. Section 4850 et seq.).

2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical
resource survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies
must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.

3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript, which a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military,
or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided
the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the
whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be
“historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR
(Public Resources Code SS5024.1, Title 14, Section 4852) including the following:

a) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

b) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

c¢) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
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d)

possesses high artistic values; or
Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined eligible for listing in the CRHR,
not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of
the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the
criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

According to CEQA (§15064.5b), a project with an effect that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment. CEQA defines a substantial adverse change as:

1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired.

2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project:

a)

b)

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance
and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR; or
Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical
resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its
identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of
Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence
that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or,

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance
and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR as determined by a lead
agency for purposes of CEQA.

Section 15064.5(c) of CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites and contains the
following additional provisions regarding archaeological sites:
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1. When a project will impact an archaeological site, a lead agency shall first determine
whether the site is an historical resource, as defined in subsection (a).

2. Ifalead agency determines that the archaeological site is an historical resource, it shall
refer to the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code, Section
15126.4 of the guidelines, and the limits contained in Section 21083.2 of the Public
Resources Code do not apply.

3. If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria defined in subsection (a), but does
meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource in Section 21083.2 of the Public
Resources Code, the site shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section
21083.2. The time and cost limitations described in Public Resources Code Section
21083.2 (c-f) do not apply to surveys and site evaluation activities intended to
determine whether the project location contains unique archaeological resources.

4. If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor historical resource,
the effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a significant effect
on the environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource and the effect on it are
noted in the Initial Study or Environmental Impact Report, if one is prepared to address
impacts on other resources, but they need not be considered further in the CEQA
process.

Section 15064.5(d) and (e) contain additional provisions regarding human remains.
Regarding Native American human remains, paragraph (d) provides:

(d) When an initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood of, Native
American human remains within the project, a lead agency shall work with the
appropriate Native Americans as identified by the NAHC as provided in Public
Resources Code SS5097.98. The applicant may develop an agreement for treating or
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any items associated
with Native American burials with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by
the NAHC. Action implementing such an agreement is exempt from:

1) The general prohibition on disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains
from any location other than a dedicated cemetery (Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5).

2) The requirements of CEQA and the Coastal Act.
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2.0 RESEARCH DESIGN

The primary goal of the research design is to attempt to understand the way in which
humans have used the land and resources within the project area through time, as well as to aid in
the determination of resource significance. For the current project, the study area under
investigation is west-central Riverside County. The scope of work for the cultural resources study
conducted for the Cypress Sands Project included the survey of an approximately nine-acre area.
Given the area involved, the research design for this project was focused upon realistic study
options. Since the main objective of the investigation was to identify the presence of and potential
impacts to cultural resources, the goal is not necessarily to answer wide-reaching theories
regarding the development of early southern California, but to investigate the role and importance
of identified resources. Nevertheless, the assessment of the significance of a resource must take
into consideration a variety of characteristics, as well as the ability of a resource to address regional
research topics and issues.

Although elementary resource evaluation programs are limited in terms of the amount of
information available, several specific research questions were developed that could be used to
guide the initial investigations of any observed cultural resources. The following research
questions take into account the small size and location of the project discussed above.

Research Questions:

e (an located cultural resources be associated with a specific time period, population, or
individual?

e Do the types of any located cultural resources allow a site activity/function to be
determined from a preliminary investigation? What are the site activities? What is the
site function? What resources were exploited?

e How do located sites compare to others reported from different surveys conducted in
the area?

e How do located sites fit existing models of settlement and subsistence for valley
environments of the region?

Data Needs

At the survey level, the principal research objective is a generalized investigation of
changing settlement patterns in both the prehistoric and historic periods within the study area. The
overall goal is to understand settlement and resource procurement patterns of the project area
occupants. Therefore, adequate information on site function, context, and chronology from an
archaeological perspective is essential for the investigation. The fieldwork and archival research
were undertaken with the following primary research goals in mind:
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1))
2)

3)
4)

To identify cultural resources occurring within the project;

To determine, if possible, site type and function, context of the resource(s), and
chronological placement of each cultural resource identified;

To place each cultural resource identified within a regional perspective; and

To provide recommendations for the treatment of each cultural resources identified.
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3.0 ANALYSIS OF PROJECT EFFECTS

The cultural resources study of the project consisted of an institutional records search, an
intensive cultural resource survey of the entire approximately nine-acre project, and the
preparation of this technical report. In compliance with the City of Menifee, as the lead agency,
this study was conducted in conformance with CEQA environmental guidelines and Section
21083.2 of the California Public Resources Code. Specific definitions for archaeological resource
type(s) used in this report are those established by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO
1995).

3.1 Survey Methods

The survey methodology employed during the current investigation followed standard
archaeological field procedures and was sufficient to accomplish a thorough assessment of the
project. The field methodology employed for the project included walking evenly spaced survey
transects set approximately 10 meters apart while visually inspecting the ground surface. All
potentially sensitive areas where cultural resources might be located were closely inspected.
Photographs documenting survey areas and overall survey conditions were taken frequently.

3.2 Results of the Field Survey

The cultural resources survey took place on July 1, 2022, and was conducted by Director
of Field Operations Clarence Hoff. The survey of the property was an intensive reconnaissance
consisting of a series of parallel survey transects spaced at approximately 10-meter intervals,
oriented east to west, which covered all areas of the project. The entire property was accessible
and consisted primarily of a vacant plowed parcel. At the time of the survey, the property appeared
to have been cleared of most vegetation and ground visibility was good (Plates 3.2—1 and 3.2-2).
The soil within the project primarily consists of sandy loam devoid of any notably sized cobbles
or rocks and no bedrock outcroppings, which tend to be associated with prehistoric sites in the
area, are located within the subject property.

During the survey it was noted that both Chambers Avenue and Antelope Road along the
northern and eastern boundaries respectively, had been paved and improved. Further, a recently
constructed culvert was noted within the northeastern corner of the property which directs water
under Antelope Road (Plate 3.2-3). The road and culvert improvements are all recent as they
appear on Google Earth Imagery between 2019 and 2021. The survey did not result in the
identification of any cultural resources. No historic or prehistoric resources were observed during
the survey.
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Plate 3.2—1: Overview of the property from the southwest corner, facing northeast.
Note the recently disced fields and lack of vegetation.

Plate 3.2-2: Overview of the property from southeast corner, facing northwest.
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Plate 3.2-3: Overview of a recently constructed culvert, facing northeast.
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4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

The Phase I archaeological assessment for the Cypress Sands Project did not identify any
cultural resources within the property. The archaeological study was completed in accordance
with the City of Menifee environmental guidelines. Given that no archaeological sites, features,
or artifacts were identified during the survey, no potential impacts to cultural resources are
anticipated with the approval of the proposed development. Prehistoric resources in the vicinity
of the project tend to be located within the bedrock-laden foothills to the east and southeast and
tied to the use of the natual bedrock outcroppings. A review of the subject property found that it
does not contain any bedrock outrcoppings and has been repeatidly cleared and used for
agriculture. Therefore, as a result of previous ground-disturbing activities associated with previous
agricultural disturbance of the property, there is minimal potential for archaeological resources to
be present or disturbed by the proposed project.

Based upon the results of the field survey, no further archaeological study is recommended
and no site-specific mitigation measures for cultural resources are recommended as a condition of
project approval. However, in the event that any historic or prehistoric cultural resources are
inadvertently discovered, all construction work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall
stop and a qualified archaeologist shall be engaged to discuss the discovery and determine if further
mitigation measures are warranted. Should human remains be discovered, treatment of these
remains shall follow California Public Resources Code 5097.9. Any human remains that are
determined to be Native American shall be reported to the Riverside County sheriff-coroner and
subsequently to the NAHC.
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5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED

The archaeological survey program for the Cypress Sands Project was conducted by
Director of Field Operations Clarence Hoff. The report text was prepared by Andrew Garrison
and Brian Smith. Report graphics were provided by Andrew Garrison. Technical editing and
report production were conducted by Jacob Tidwell. The archaeological records search was
requested from the EIC at UCR and compiled by Andrew Garrison.
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Brian F. Smitlﬁ, MA

Owner, Principal Investigator

Brian . Smith and Associates, Inc.
14010 Poway Road ® Suite A ®
Phone: (858) 679-8218 ® Fax: (858) 679-9896 ® E-Mail: bsmithebfsa-ca.com

Education
Master of Arts, History, University of San Diego, California 1982
Bachelor of Arts, History, and Anthropology, University of San Diego, California 1975

Professional Mcmbcrships

Society for California Archaeology

Expcricncc
Principal Investigator 1977-Present
Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc. Poway, California

Brian F. Smith is the owner and principal historical and archaeological consultant for Brian F. Smith and
Associates. Over the past 32 years, he has conducted over 2,500 cultural resource studies in California,
Arizona, Nevada, Montana, and Texas. These studies include every possible aspect of archaeology
from literature searches and large-scale surveys to intensive data recovery excavations. Reports
prepared by Mr. Smith have been submitted to all facets of local, state, and federal review agencies,
including the US Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of
Reclamation, the Department of Defense, and the Department of Homeland Security. In addition, Mr.
Smith has conducted studies for utility companies (Sempra Energy) and state highway departments
(CalTrans).

Professional Accomplishmcnts

These selected major professional accomplishments represent research efforts that have added
significantly to the body of knowledge concerning the prehistoric life ways of cultures once present in
the southern California area and historic settlement since the late 18th century. Mr. Smith has been
principal investigator on the following select projects, except where noted.

Downtown San Diego Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Programs: Large numbers of downtown San
Diego mitigation and monitoring projects, some of which included Broadway Block (2019), 915 Grape
Street (2019), 19219 Pacific Highway (2018), Moxy Hotel (2018), Makers Quarter Block D (2017), Ballpark
Village (2017), 460 16th Street (2017), Kettner and Ash (2017), Bayside Fire Station (2017), Pinnacle on the
Park (2017), IDEA1 (2016), Blue Sky San Diego (2016), Pacific Gate (2016), Pendry Hotel (2015), Cisterra
Sempra Office Tower (2014), 15" and Island (2014), Park and G (2014), Comm 22 (2014), 7th and F Street
Parking (2013), Ariel Suites (2013), 13" and Marker (2012), Strata (2008), Hotel Indigo (2008), Lofts at 707
10th Avenue Project (2007), Breeza (2007), Bayside at the Embarcadero (2007), Aria (2007), lcon (2007),
Vantage Pointe (2007), Aperture (2007), Sapphire Tower (2007), Lofts at 655 Sixth Avenue (2007),
Metrowork (2007), The Legend (2006), The Mark (2006), Smart Corner (2006), Lofts at 677 7th Avenue
(2005), Aloft on Cortez Hill (2005), Front and Beech Apartments (2003), Bella Via Condominiums (2003),
Acqua Vista Residential Tower (2003), Northblock Lofts (2003), Westin Park Place Hotel (2001), Parkloft
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Apartment Complex (2001), Renaissance Park (2001), and Laurel Bay Apartments (2001).

1900 and 1912 Spindrift Drive: An extensive data recovery and mitigation monitoring program at the
Spindrift Site, an important prehistoric archaeological habitation site stretching across the La Jolla
area. The project resulted in the discovery of over 20,000 artifacts and nearly 100,000 grams of bulk
faunal remains and marine shell, indicating a substantial occupation area (2013-2014).

San Diego Airport Development Project: An extensive historic assessment of multiple buildings at the
San Diego International Airport and included the preparation of Historic American Buildings Survey
documentation to preserve significant elements of the airport prior to demolition (2017-2018).

Citracado Parkway Extension: A still-ongoing project in the city of Escondido to mitigate impacts to an
important archaeological occupation site. Various archaeological studies have been conducted by
BFSA resulting in the identification of a significant cultural deposit within the project area.

Westin Hotel and Timeshare (Grand Pacific Resorts): Data recovery and mitigation monitoring program
in the city of Carlsbad consisted of the excavation of 176 one-square-meter archaeological data
recovery units which produced thousands of prehistoric artifacts and ecofacts, and resulted in the
preservation of a significant prehistoric habitation site. The artifacts recovered from the site presented
important new data about the prehistory of the region and Native American occupation in the area
(2017).

The Everly Subdivision Project: Data recovery and mitigation monitoring program in the city of El Cajon
resulted in the identification of a significant prehistoric occupation site from both the Late Prehistoric
and Archaic Periods, as well as producing historic artifacts that correspond to the use of the property
since 1886. The project produced an unprecedented quantity of artifacts in comparison to the area
encompassed by the site, but lacked characteristics that typically reflect intense occupation, indicating
that the site was used intensively for food processing (2014-2015).

Ballpark Village: A mitigation and monitoring program within three city blocks in the East Village area of
San Diego resulting in the discovery of a significant historic deposit. Nearly 5,000 historic artifacts and
over 500,000 grams of bulk historic building fragments, food waste, and other materials representing an
occupation period between 1880 and 1917 were recovered (2015-2017).

Archaeology at the Padres Ballpark: Involved the analysis of historic resources within a seven-block area
of the "East Village” area of San Diego, where occupation spanned a period from the 1870s to the
1940s. Over a period of two years, BFSA recovered over 200,000 artifacts and hundreds of pounds of
metal, construction debris, unidentified broken glass, and wood. Collectively, the Ballpark Project and
the other downtown mitigation and monitoring projects represent the largest historical archaeological
program anywhere in the country in the past decade (2000-2007).

4S Ranch Archaeological and Historical Cultural Resources Study: Data recovery program consisted of
the excavation of over 2,000 square meters of archaeological deposits that produced over one million
artifacts, containing primarily prehistoric materials. The archaeological program at 4S Ranch is the
largest archaeological study ever undertaken in the San Diego County area and has produced data
that has exceeded expectations regarding the resolution of long-standing research questions and
regional prehistoric settlement patterns.

Charles H. Brown Site: Attracted international attention to the discovery of evidence of the antiquity of
man in North America. Site located in Mission Valley, in the city of San Diego.

Del Mar Man Site: Study of the now famous Early Man Site in Del Mar, California, for the San Diego
Science Foundation and the San Diego Museum of Man, under the direction of Dr. Spencer Rogers and
Dr. James R. Moriarty.
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Old Town State Park Projects: Consulting Historical Archaeologist. Projects completed in the Old Town
State Park involved development of individual lots for commercial enterprises. The projects completed
in Old Town include Archaeological and Historical Site Assessment for the Great Wall Cafe (1992),
Archaeological Study for the Old Town Commercial Project (1991), and Cultural Resources Site Survey at
the Old San Diego Inn (1988).

Site W-20, Del Mar, California: A two-year-long investigation of a major prehistoric site in the Del Mar
area of the city of San Diego. This research effort documented the earliest practice of
religious/ceremonial activities in San Diego County (circa 6,000 years ago), facilitated the projection of
major non-material aspects of the La Jolla Complex, and revealed the pattern of civilization at this site
over a continuous period of 5,000 years. The report for the investigation included over 600 pages, with
nearly 500,000 words of text, illustrations, maps, and photographs documenting this major study.

City of San Diego Reclaimed Water Distribution System: A cultural resource study of nearly 400 miles of
pipeline in the city and county of San Diego.

Master Environmental Assessment Project, City of Poway: Conducted for the City of Poway to produce
a complete inventory of all recorded historic and prehistoric properties within the city. The information
was used in conjunction with the City’'s General Plan Update to produce a map matrix of the city
showing areas of high, moderate, and low potential for the presence of cultural resources. The effort
also included the development of the City's Cultural Resource Guidelines, which were adopted as City

policy.

Draft of the City of Carlsbad Historical and Archaeological Guidelines: Contfracted by the City of
Carlsbad to produce the draft of the City’s historical and archaeological guidelines for use by the
Planning Department of the City.

The Mid-Bayfront Project for the City of Chula Vista: Involved a large expanse of undeveloped
agricultural land situated between the rairoad and San Diego Bay in the northwestern portion of the
city. The study included the analysis of some potentially historic features and numerous prehistoric

Cultural Resources Survey and Test of Sites Within the Proposed Development of the Audie Murphy
Ranch, Riverside County, California: Project manager/director of the investigation of 1,113.4 acres
and 43 sites, both prehistoric and historic—included project coordination; direction of field crews;
evaluation of sites for significance based on County of Riverside and CEQA guidelines; assessment of
cupule, pictograph, and rock shelter sites, co-authoring of cultural resources project report.
February- September 2002.

Cultural Resources Evaluation of Sites Within the Proposed Development of the Otay Ranch Village 13
Project, San Diego County, California: Project manager/director of the investigation of 1,947 acres
and 7é sites, both prehistoric and historic—included project coordination and budgeting; direction of
field crews; assessment of sites for significance based on County of San Diego and CEQA guidelines; co-
authoring of cultural resources project report. May-November 2002.

Cultural Resources Survey for the Remote Video Surveillance Project, El Centro Sector, Imperial County:
Project manager/director for a survey of 29 individual sites near the U.S./Mexico Border for proposed
video surveillance camera locations associated with the San Diego Border barrier Project—project
coordination and budgeting; direction of field crews; site identification and recordation; assessment of
potential impacts to cultural resources; meeting and coordinating with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
U.S. Border Patrol, and other government agencies involved; co-authoring of cultural resources project
report. January, February, and July 2002.

Cultural Resources Survey and Test of Sites Within the Proposed Development of the Menifee West GPA,
Riverside County, California: Project manager/director of the investigation of nine sites, both prehistoric
and historic—included project coordination and budgeting; direction of field crews; assessment of sites
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for significance based on County of Riverside and CEQA guidelines; historic research; co-authoring of
cultural resources project report. January-March 2002.

Cultural Resources Survey and Test of Sites Within the Proposed French Valley Specific Plan/EIR, Riverside
County, California: Project manager/director of the investigation of two prehistoric and three historic
sites—included project coordination and budgeting; survey of project area; Native American
consultation; direction of field crews; assessment of sites for significance based on CEQA guidelines;
cultural resources project report in prep. July-August 2000.

Cultural Resources Survey and Test of Sites Within the Proposed Development of the Menifee Ranch,
Riverside County, California: Project manager/director of the investigation of one prehistoric and five
historic sites—included project coordination and budgeting; direction of field crews; feature
recordation; historic structure assessments; assessment of sites for significance based on CEQA
guidelines; historic research; co-authoring of cultural resources project report. February-June 2000.

Salvage Mitigation of a Portion of the San Diego Presidio Identified During Water Pipe Construction for
the City of San Diego, California: Project archaeologist/director—included direction of field crews;
development and completion of data recovery program; management of artifact collections
cataloging and curation; data synthesis and authoring of cultural resources project report in prep. April
2000.

Enhanced Cultural Resource Survey and Evaluation for the Tyrian 3 Project, La Jolla, California: Project
manager/director of the investigation of a single-dwelling parcel—included project coordination;
assessment of parcel for potentially buried cultural deposits; authoring of cultural resources project
report. April 2000.

Enhanced Cultural Resource Survey and Evaluation for the Lamont 5 Project, Pacific Beach, California:
Project manager/director of the investigation of a single-dwelling parcel—included project
coordination; assessment of parcel for potentially buried cultural deposits; authoring of cultural
resources project report. April 2000.

Enhanced Cultural Resource Survey and Evaluation for the Reiss Residence Project, La Jolla, California:
Project manager/director of the investigation of a single-dwelling parcel—included project
coordination; assessment of parcel for potentially buried cultural deposits; authoring of cultural
resources project report. March-April 2000.

Salvage Mitigation of a Portion of Site SDM-W-95 (CA-SDI-211) for the Poinsettia Shores Santalina
Development Project and Caltrans, Carlsbad, California: Project archaeologist/ director—included
direction of field crews; development and completion of data recovery program; management of
artifact collections cataloging and curation; data synthesis and authoring of cultural resources project
report in prep. December 1999-January 2000.

Survey and Testing of Two Prehistoric Cultural Resources for the Airway Truck Parking Project, Otay Mesa,
Cdalifornia: Project archaeologist/director—included direction of field crews; development and
completion of testing recovery program; assessment of site for significance based on CEQA guidelines;
authoring of cultural resources project report, in prep. December 1999-January 2000.

Cultural Resources Phase | and Il Investigations for the Tin Can Hill Segment of the Immigration and
Naturalization Services Triple Fence Project Along the International Border, San Diego County, California:
Project manager/director for a survey and testing of a prehistoric quarry site along the border—NRHP
eligibility assessment; project coordination and budgeting; direction of field crews; feature recordation;
meeting and coordinating with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; co-authoring of cultural resources project
report. December 1999-January 2000.
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Mitigation of a Prehistoric Cultural Resource for the Westview High School Project for the City of San
Diego, Cdlifornia: Project archaeologist/ director—included direction of field crews; development and
completion of data recovery program including collection of material for specialized faunal and
botanical analyses; assessment of sites for significance based on CEQA guidelines; management of
artifact collections cataloging and curation; data synthesis; co-authoring of cultural resources project
report, in prep. October 1999-January 2000.

Mitigation of a Prehistoric Cultural Resource for the Otay Ranch SPA-One West Project for the City of
Chula Vista, California: Project archaeologist/director—included direction of field crews; development
of data recovery program; management of artifact collections cataloging and curation; assessment of
site for significance based on CEQA guidelines; data synthesis; authoring of cultural resources project
report, in prep. September 1999-January 2000.

Monitoring of Grading for the Herschel Place Project, La Jolla, California: Project archaeologist/ monitor—
included monitoring of grading activities associated with the development of a single- dwelling parcel.
September 1999.

Survey and Testing of a Historic Resource for the Osterkamp Development Project, Valley Center,
Cadlifornia: Project archaeologist/ director—included direction of field crews; development and
completion of data recovery program; budget development; assessment of site for significance based
on CEQA guidelines; management of artifact collections cataloging and curation; data synthesis;
authoring of cultural resources project report. July-August 1999.

Survey and Testing of a Prehistoric Cultural Resource for the Proposed College Boulevard Alignment
Project, Carlsbad, California: Project manager/director —included direction of field crews;
development and completion of testing recovery program; assessment of site for significance based on
CEQA guidelines; management of arfifact collections cataloging and curation; data synthesis;
authoring of cultural resources project report, in prep. July-August 1999.

Survey and Evaluation of Cultural Resources for the Palomar Christian Conference Center Project,
Palomar Mountain, California: Project archaeologist—included direction of field crews; assessment of
sites for significance based on CEQA guidelines; management of artifact collections cataloging and
curation; data synthesis; authoring of cultural resources project report. July-August 1999.

Survey and Evaluation of Cultural Resources at the Village 2 High School Site, Otay Ranch, City of Chula
Vista, California: Project manager/director —management of artifact collections cataloging and
curation; assessment of site for significance based on CEQA guidelines; data synthesis; authoring of
cultural resources project report. July 1999.

Cultural Resources Phase |, I, and Il Investigations for the Immigration and Naturalization Services Triple
Fence Project Along the International Border, San Diego County, California: Project
manager/director for the survey, testing, and mitigation of sites along border—supervision of multiple
field crews, NRHP eligibility assessments, Native American consultation, contribution o Environmental
Assessment document, lithic and marine shell analysis, authoring of cultural resources project report.
August 1997- January 2000.

Phase |, I, and Il Investigations for the Scripps Poway Parkway East Project, Poway California: Project
archaeologist/project director—included recordation and assessment of multicomponent prehistoric
and historic sites; direction of Phase Il and lll investigations; direction of laboratory analyses including
prehistoric and historic collections; curation of collections; data synthesis; coauthorship of final cultural
resources report. February 1994; March-September 1994; September-December 1995.
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Education

Master of Arts, Public History, University of California, Riverside 2009
Bachelor of Science, Anthropology, University of California, Riverside 2005
Bachelor of Arts, History, University of California, Riverside 2005

Professional Mcmbcrships

Register of Professional Archaeologists Society of Primitive Technology
Society for California Archaeology Lithic Studies Society
Society for American Archaeology California Preservation Foundation
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Project Archaeologist June 2017-Present
Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc. Poway, California

Project management of all phases of archaeological investigations for local, state, and federal
agencies including National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) level projects interacting with clients, sub-consultants, and lead agencies. Supervise and
perform fieldwork including archaeological survey, monitoring, site testing, comprehensive site records
checks, and historic building assessments. Perform and oversee technological analysis of prehistoric
lithic assemblages. Author or co-author cultural resource management reports submitted to private
clients and lead agencies.

Senior Archaeologist and GIS Specialist 2009-2017
Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. Orange, Cdlifornia

Served as Project Archaeologist or Principal Investigator on multiple projects, including archaeological
monitoring, cultural resource surveys, test excavations, and historic building assessments. Directed
projects from start to finish, including budget and personnel hours proposals, field and laboratory
direction, report writing, technical editing, Native American consultation, and final report submittal.
Oversaw all GIS projects including data collection, spatial analysis, and map creation.

Preservation Researcher 2009
City of Riverside Modernism Survey Riverside, Cadlifornia

Completed DPR Primary, District, and Building, Structure and Object Forms for five sites for a grant-
funded project to survey designated modern architectural resources within the City of Riverside.
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Information Officer 2005, 2008-2009
Eastern Information Center (EIC), University of California, Riverside Riverside, California

Processed and catalogued restricted and unrestricted archaeological and historical site record forms.
Conducted research projects and records searches for government agencies and private cultural
resource firms.
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2017
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2016

2016

A Class lll Archaeological Study for the Tuscany Valley (TM 33725) Project National Historic
Preservation Act Section 106 Compliance, Lake Elsinore, Riverside County, California.
Contributing author. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

A Phase | and Il Cultural Resources Assessment for the Jack Rabbit Trail Logistics Center Project,
City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

A Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the 10575 Foothill Boulevard Project, Rancho
Cucamonga, Cdalifornia. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

Cultural Resources Study for the County Road and East End Avenue Project, City of Chino, San
Bernardino County, California. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

Phase Il Cultural Resource Study for the McElwain Project, City of Murrieta, California.
Contributing author. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

A Section 106 (NHPA) Historic Resources Study for the McElwain Project, City of Murrieta,
Riverside County, California. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

Cultural Resource Monitoring Report for the Sewer Group 818 Project, City of San Diego. Brian F.
Smith and Associates, Inc.

Phase | Cultural Resource Survey for the Stone Residence Project, 1525 Buckingham Drive, La
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A Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the Seaton Commerce Center Project, Riverside
County, California. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

A Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the Marbella Villa Project, City of Desert Hot Springs,
Riverside County, California. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

Phase | Cultural Resources Survey for TTM 37109, City of Jurupa Valley, County of Riverside. Brian
F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

A Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the Winchester Dollar General Store Project,
Riverside County, California. Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.

John Wayne Airport Jet Fuel Pipeline and Tank Farm Archaeological Monitoring Plan. Scientific
Resource Surveys, Inc. On file at the County of Orange, California.

Historic Resource Assessment for 220 South Batavia Street, Orange, CA 92868 Assessor’s Parcel
Number 041-064-4. Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. Submitted to the City of Orange as part of
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Mills Act application.
Historic Resource Report: 807-813 Harvard Boulevard, Los Angeles. Scientific Resource Surveys,
Inc. On file at the South Central Coastal Information Center, California State University, Fullerton.

Exploring a Traditional Rock Cairn: Test Excavation at CA-SDI-13/RBLI-26: The Rincon Indian
Reservation, San Diego County, California. Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc.

Archaeological Monitoring Results: The New Los Angeles Federal Courthouse. Scientific
Resource Surveys, Inc. On file af the South Central Coastal Information Center, California State
University, Fullerton.

Bolsa Chica Archaeological Project Volume 7, Technological Analysis of Stone Tools, Lithic
Technology at Bolsa Chica: Reduction Maintenance and Experimentation. Scientific Resource
Surveys, Inc.

Presentations

2017
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2012

“Repair and Replace: Lithic Production Behavior as Indicated by the Debitage Assemblage from
CA-MRP-283 the Hackney Site.” Presented at the Society for California Archaeology Annual
Meeting, Fish Camp, California.

“Bones, Stones, and Shell at Bolsa Chica: A Ceremonial Relationship?” Presented at the Society
for California Archaeology Annual Meeting, Ontario, California.

“Markers of Time: Exploring Transitions in the Bolsa Chica Assemblage.” Presented at the Society
for California Archaeology Annual Meeting, Ontario, California.

“Dating Duress: Understanding Prehistoric Climate Change at Bolsa Chica.” Presented at the
Society for California Archaeology Annual Meeting, Ontario, California.

“New Discoveries from an Old Collection: Comparing Recently Identified OGR Beads to Those
Previously Analyzed from the Encino Village Site.” Presented at the Society for California
Archaeology Annual Meeting, Visalia, California.

Bolsa Chica Archaeology: Part Seven: Culture and Chronology. Lithic demonstration of
experimental manufacturing tfechniques at the April meeting of The Pacific Coast
Archaeological Society, Irvine, California.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND LOCATION

A paleontological resource assessment has been completed for the Cypress Sands Project,
located northwest of the intersection of Tioga Lane and Antelope Road in the city of Menifee in
Riverside County, California (Figures 1 and 2). On the U.S. Geological Survey (7.5-minute),
1:24,000-scale Romoland, California topographic quadrangle map, the project is situated in
Section 22, Township 5 South, Range 3 West, of the San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian
(Figure 2). The project consists of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 333-050-034)
totaling approximately nine acres. An apartment complex consisting of seven buildings is
planned for the project, along with associated parking, infrastructure, and a stormwater detention
basin.

As the lead agency, the City of Menifee has required the preparation of a paleontological
assessment to evaluate the project’s potential to yield paleontological resources. The
paleontological assessment of the project included a review of paleontological literature and
fossil locality records in the area; a review of the underlying geology; and recommendations to
mitigate impacts to potential paleontological resources, if necessary.

II. REGULATORY SETTING

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which is patterned after the National
Environmental Policy Act, is the overriding environmental regulation that sets the requirement
for protecting California’s paleontological resources. CEQA mandates that governing permitting
agencies (lead agencies) set their own guidelines for the protection of nonrenewable
paleontological resources under their jurisdiction.

State of California

Under “Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act,” as
amended in December 2018 (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14, Division 6,
Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq.), procedures define the types of activities, persons, and public
agencies required to comply with CEQA. Section 15063 of the CCR provides a process by
which a lead agency may review a project’s potential impact to the environment, whether the
impacts are significant, and provide recommendations, if necessary.

In CEQA’s Environmental Checklist Form, one of the questions to answer is, “Would the
project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?” (Appendix G, Section VII, Part f). This is to ensure compliance with California Public
Resources Code Section 5097.5, the law by which protects nonrenewable resources including
fossils, which is paraphrased below:






Figure 2
Project Location Map
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a) A person shall not knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy,
injure or deface any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds,
archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, including fossilized
footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, rock art, or any other
archaeological, paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands,
except with the express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction
over such lands.

b) As used in this section, “public lands” means lands owned by, or under the
jurisdiction of, the state, or any city, county, district, authority, or public
corporation, or any agency thereof.

¢) A violation of this section is a misdemeanor.

City of Menifee

The City of Menifee has allocated guidelines addressing paleontological resources in the
Open Space and Conservation Element (Exhibit OSC-4) of the City’s General Plan (City of
Menifee 2013). Exhibit OSC-4 identifies the level of paleontological resource sensitivity of the
mapped geologic formations within the city limits and their potential to yield nonrenewable
paleontological resources (fossils). However, the exhibit does not provide any specific guidance
or other definitions, such as monitoring depth thresholds.

III. GEOLOGY

Regionally, the project lies within the central part of the Perris Block, a structural block
bounded on the west by the Elsinore fault zone and on the east by the San Jacinto fault zone.
The hills surrounding the region consist of eroded masses of exhumed Cretaceous and older
crystalline and metamorphic rocks separated by flat valleys filled with geologically young
sediments. The project is located on middle to early Pleistocene (approximately 0.5 to 1.8
million years old) very old alluvial fan sediments, consisting of well-dissected, well-indurated,
reddish-brown alluvial fan deposits of sand and gravel (areas colored brown and labeled
“Qvofa” on Figures 3A and 3B, after Morton 2003).

Ancient soil zones (paleosols) developed within Pleistocene sedimentary deposits are not
uncommon in the Menifee and Perris areas, and are characterized in these areas by a reddish
coloration at a certain interval(s) below the surface. Stewart et al. (2012) and Raum et al. (2014)
report on occurrences of paleosols in Riverside County yielding Pleistocene vertebrate fossils.
Instances of fossiliferous paleosols have also recently been documented in Kern County (Stewart
and Hakel 2019) and San Bernardino County (Stewart and Hakel 2016, 2017). Fossils yielded
by Pleistocene paleosols are covered in Section V of this report.
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IV. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Definition

Paleontological resources are the remains of prehistoric life that have been preserved in
geologic strata. These remains are called fossils and include bones, shells, teeth, and plant
remains (including their impressions, casts, and molds) in the sedimentary matrix, as well as
trace fossils such as footprints and burrows. Fossils are considered older than 5,000 years of age
(Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010) but may include younger remains (subfossils) when
viewed in the context of local extinction of the organism or habitat, for example. Fossils are
considered a nonrenewable resource under state and local guidelines (Section II of this report).

Fossil Locality Search

A prior paleontological literature review and collections and records search was
conducted for the nearby TR 36430-2 Mountain Gate Project by the Western Science Center
(WSC) (Radford 2021, attached). The TR 36430-2 Mountain Gate Project is located
approximately two miles east of the current project. The records search found that the nearest
known fossil locality is located approximately two miles to the southeast of the current project
near Simpson Road. This locality is associated with abundant localities connected to the
Diamond Valley Lake Reservoir Project, located three to four miles southeast of the proposed
project, as well as from the reservoir itself, consisting of hundreds of specimens of Pleistocene
mammal bones (Radford 2021). Construction associated with the Diamond Valley Lake
Reservoir yielded vast numbers of terrestrial Ice Age vertebrate fossils (e.g., Anderson et al.
2002; Springer et al. 1999, 2009) that are now housed at the Western Science Center. These
fossils were derived from the same types of alluvial fan deposits as mapped within the current
project.

An older paleontological literature review and collections and records search was
conducted for the City of Menifee General Plan in 2010 (Scott 2010, attached). The report
identified 22 fossil localities in the northeast part of Menifee and one additional locality on the
east side of the city. The fossils included the remains of an extinct camel, as well as those of
small mammals such as rabbits, rodents, and lizards. These localities are located less than two
miles northeast of the Cypress Sands Project. Based on the numerous previously recorded
vertebrate fossil localities from Pleistocene alluvial and alluvial fan deposits across western
Riverside County (e.g., Jefferson 1991), the San Bernardino County Museum (SBCM) and the
WSC both regard Quaternary old alluvial fan sediments as having a high potential to contain
significant paleontological resources and therefore would recommend that a program be
implemented to “mitigate impacts to [potential] nonrenewable paleontological resources” (Scott
2010).
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Field Survey

Under the direction of Principal Investigator Todd A. Wirths, a Brian F. Smith and
Associates, Inc. (BFSA) technician conducted a pedestrian survey of the Cypress Sands Project
on July 1, 2022. The field methodology employed for the project included walking evenly
spaced survey transects set approximately 10 meters apart while visually inspecting the ground
surface. The entire property appears to have been recently disked and mowed. No evidence of
paleontological resources was observed at the project.

V. PALEONTOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY

Overview

The degree of paleontological sensitivity of any particular area is based on a number of
factors, including the documented presence of fossiliferous resources on a site or in nearby areas,
the presence of documented fossils within a particular geologic formation or lithostratigraphic
unit, and whether or not the original depositional environment of the sediments is one that might
have been conducive to the accumulation of organic remains that might have become fossilized
over time. Holocene alluvium is generally considered to be geologically too young to contain
significant nonrenewable paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) and is thus typically assigned a
low paleontological sensitivity. Pleistocene (older than 11,700 years old) alluvial and alluvial
fan deposits in the Inland Empire and western Riverside County, however, are known to yield
important terrestrial vertebrate fossils, such as extinct mammoths, mastodons, giant ground
sloths, extinct species of horse, bison, camel, saber-toothed cats, and others (Jefferson 1991).
These Pleistocene sediments are thus accorded a high paleontological resource sensitivity.

In the southern California desert regions, the fossil bones of vertebrates have been found
in Pleistocene paleosols (Stewart and Hakel 2016, 2017, 2019; Stewart et al. 2012; Raum et al.
2014). Remains include bones from tortoises (and eggshells), lizards, snakes, rodents, rabbits,
llamas, camels, horses, deer, and proboscideans, as well as a foot bone of a saber-toothed cat.
These specimens were discovered variably associated with calcitic deposits and reddish zones
developed in the shallow subsurface, which are attributes typical of paleosols. Stewart and
Hakel (2016, 2019) employed radiometric dating methods on tortoise eggshell fragments and
pedogenic carbonates, obtaining late Pleistocene ages. However, according to Stewart (personal
communication 2021), paleosols identified in the March Air Reserve/Perris/Menifee areas have
yet to produce vertebrate fossils.

Professional Standards

The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology has drafted guidelines that include four
categories of paleontological sensitivity for geologic units (formations) that might be impacted
by a proposed project, as listed below (SVP 2010):
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e High Potential: Rock units from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate, plant,
or trace fossils have been recovered.

e Undetermined Potential: ~Rock units for which little information is available
concerning their paleontological content, geologic age, and depositional environment,
and that further study is needed to determine the potential of the rock unit.

e Low Potential: Rock units that are poorly represented by fossil specimens in
institutional collections or based upon a general scientific consensus that only
preserve fossils in rare circumstances.

e No Potential: Rock units that have no potential to contain significant paleontological
resources, such as high-grade metamorphic rocks and plutonic igneous rocks.

Using these criteria, based on the age of the geologic formation at the project and the
fossil record of similar deposits in the region, the project may be considered to have an
undetermined to high potential to yield significant paleontological resources.

City of Menifee Sensitivity

Exhibit OSC-4 of the Open Space and Conservation Element of the City of Menifee
General Plan (City of Menifee 2013) assigns a “High Paleologic (sic; Paleontologic) Sensitivity”
to this area of the city, where very old alluvial fan deposits are mapped at the surface (Figure 4).
However, no specific guidance or monitoring depth thresholds are provided.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Research has confirmed the existence of the potentially fossiliferous Pleistocene very old
alluvial fan deposits at the project. The occurrence of terrestrial vertebrate fossils from
Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits in western Riverside County is well documented. The “High”
paleontological sensitivity rating assigned to these formations for yielding paleontological
resources supports the recommendation that paleontological monitoring be implemented during
mass grading and excavation activities in these deposits to mitigate any adverse impacts (loss or
destruction) to potential nonrenewable paleontological resources. Full-time monitoring of
undisturbed very old alluvial fan deposits at the project is warranted starting at five feet below
the surface. A Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) is suggested
below and should be approved and implemented before the issuance of the grading permit.
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Suggested PRIMP

The following guidelines, outlined below, are based on the findings stated above, which
are consistent with the provisions of CEQA, the City of Menifee, and the guidelines of the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (2010) for any mass grading and excavation-related
activities, including utility trenching, during construction within the project. This suggested
PRIMP, when implemented, would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to a
level below significant:

1.

Monitoring of mass grading and excavation activities in areas identified as likely to
contain paleontological resources shall be performed by a city-qualified
paleontologist or paleontological monitor supervised by a city-qualified
paleontologist. Starting at five feet below the surface, monitoring will be conducted
full-time in areas of grading or excavation in undisturbed Pleistocene very old alluvial
fan deposits.

Paleontological monitors will be equipped to salvage fossils as they are unearthed to
avoid construction delays. The monitor must be empowered to temporarily halt or
divert equipment to allow removal of abundant or large specimens in a timely
manner. Monitoring may be reduced if the potentially fossiliferous units are not
present in the subsurface, or, if present, are determined upon exposure and
examination by qualified paleontological personnel to have low potential to contain
fossil resources. The monitor shall notify the project paleontologist, who will then
notify the concerned parties of the discovery.

Paleontological salvage during trenching and boring activities is typically from the
generated spoils and does not delay the trenching or drilling activities. Fossils are
collected and placed in cardboard flats or plastic buckets and identified by field
number, collector, and date collected. Notes are taken on the map location and
stratigraphy of the site, which is photographed before it is vacated and the fossils are
removed to a safe place. On mass grading projects, discovered fossil sites are
protected by flagging to prevent them from being overrun by earthmovers (scrapers)
before salvage begins. Fossils are collected in a similar manner, with notes and
photographs being taken before removing the fossils. Precise location of the site is
determined with the use of handheld GPS units. If the site involves remains from a
large terrestrial vertebrate, such as large bone(s) or a mammoth tusk, that is/are too
large to be easily removed by a single monitor, a fossil recovery crew shall excavate
around the find, encase the find within a plaster and burlap jacket, and remove it after
the plaster is set. For large fossils, use of the contractor’s construction equipment
may be solicited to help remove the jacket to a safe location.

Isolated fossils are collected by hand, wrapped in paper, and placed in temporary
collecting flats or five-gallon buckets. Notes are taken on the map location and
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stratigraphy of the site, which is photographed before it is vacated and the fossils are
removed to a safe place.

Particularly small invertebrate fossils typically represent multiple specimens of a
limited number of organisms, and a scientifically suitable sample can be obtained
from one to several five-gallon buckets of fossiliferous sediment. If it is possible to
dry screen the sediment in the field, a concentrated sample may consist of one or two
buckets of material. For vertebrate fossils, the test is usually the observed presence of
small pieces of bones within the sediments. If present, as multiple five-gallon
buckets of sediment can be collected and returned to a separate facility to wet-screen
the sediment.

In accordance with the “Microfossil Salvage” section of the SVP guidelines (2010:7),
bulk sampling and screening of fine-grained sedimentary deposits (including
carbonate-rich paleosols) must be performed if the deposits are identified to possess
indications of producing fossil “microvertebrates” to test the feasibility of the deposit
to yield fossil bones and teeth.

In the laboratory, individual fossils are cleaned of extraneous matrix, any breaks are
repaired, and the specimen, if needed, is stabilized by soaking in an archivally
approved acrylic hardener (e.g., a solution of acetone and Paraloid B-72).

Recovered specimens are prepared to a point of identification and permanent
preservation (not display), including screen-washing sediments to recover small
invertebrates and vertebrates. Preparation of individual vertebrate fossils is often
more time-consuming than for accumulations of invertebrate fossils.

Identification and curation of specimens into a professional, accredited public
museum repository with a commitment to archival conservation and permanent
retrievable storage (e.g., the WSC) shall be conducted. The paleontological program
should include a written repository agreement prior to the initiation of mitigation
activities. Prior to curation, the lead agency (the City of Menifee) will be consulted
on the repository/museum to receive the fossil material.

A final report of findings and significance will be prepared, including lists of all
fossils recovered and necessary maps and graphics to accurately record their original
location(s). The report, when submitted to, and accepted by, the appropriate lead
agency, will signify satisfactory completion of the project program to mitigate
impacts to any potential nonrenewable paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) that
might have been lost or otherwise adversely affected without such a program in place.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present
the data and information required for this paleontological report, and that the facts, statements,

12



Paleontological Assessment for the Cypress Sands Project

and information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief, and have
been compiled in accordance with CEQA criteria.

July 20, 2022
Todd A. Wirths Date
Senior Paleontologist
California Professional Geologist No. 7588
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Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.
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Professional Mcmbcrships
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ExPcricncc

Mr. Wirths has more than a dozen years of professional experience as a senior-level paleontologist
throughout southern California. He is also a certified California Professional Geologist. At BFSA, Mr.
Wirths conducts on-site paleontological monitoring, trains and supervises junior staff, and performs all
research and reporting duties for locations throughout Los Angeles, Ventura, San Bernardino, Riverside,
Orange, San Diego, and Imperial Counties. Mr. Wirths was formerly a senior project manager
conducting environmental investigations and remediation projects for petroleum hydrocarbon-
impacted sites across southern California.

Selected Recent chor‘ts

2019 Paleontological Assessment for the 10575 Foothill Boulevard Project, City of Rancho Cucamonga,
San Bernardino County, California. Prepared for T&B Planning, Inc. Report on file at Brian F.
Smith and Associates, Inc., Poway, California.

2019 Paleontological Assessment for the MorningStar Marguerite Project, Mission Viejo, Orange
County, California. Prepared for T&B Planning. Report on file at Brian F. Smith and Associates,
Inc., Poway, California.



2019

2019

2020

2020

2020

2020

2020

2020

2020

2021

2021

2021

2021

Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc, 2

Paleontological Monitoring Report for the Nimitz Crossing Project, City of San Diego. Prepared
for Voltaire 24, LP. Report on file at Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., Poway, California.

Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) for the Jack Rabbit Trail Logistics
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Paleontological Monitoring Report for the Oceanside Beachfront Resort Project, Oceanside, San
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County, San California. Prepared for Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. Report on file at Brian F.
Smith and Associates, Inc., Poway, California.

Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program for the Sunset Crossroads Project, Banning,
Riverside County. Prepared for NP Banning Industrial, LLC. Report on file at Brian F. Smith and
Associates, Inc., Poway, California.

Paleontological Assessment for the Ortega Plaza Project, Lake Elsinore, Riverside County.
Prepared for Empire Design Group. Report on file at Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.,
Poway, California.

Paleontological Resource Record Search Update for the Green River Ranch 11l Project, Green River
Ranch Specific Plan SP00-001, City of Corona, California. Prepared for Western Realco. Report
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Brian F Smith and Associates July 19, 2021
Todd Wirths

14010 Poway Road

Poway, CA 92064

Dear Mr. Wirths,

This letter presents the results of a record search conducted for the TR 36430-2 Mountain Gate
Project in Riverside County, California. The project site is located north of east of Briggs Road
and north of Case Road in Section 19, Township 5 South and Range 2 West on the Romoland,
CA USGS 7.5 minute topographic quadrangles.

The geologic unit underlying the project area is mapped primarily as alluvial fan deposits dating
from the middle to late Pleistocene epoch, with Cretaceous granodiorite to tonalite deposits
along the northeastern project border (Morton, Bovard & Morton, 2003). Granodiorite and
tonalite units are not considered to be paleontologically sensitive; however, Pleistocene alluvial
units are considered to be of high paleontological sensitivity. The Western Science Center does
not have localities within the project area but has one fossil locality associated with the
Diamond Valley Lake Project within a one mile radius and many Diamond Valley Lake Project
localities within a two mile radius in similarly mapped sediments. Southern California
Pleistocene units in general are well known to produce fossil localities and the nearby Diamond
Valley Lake Project produced thousands of fossil specimens including those associated with
mammoth (Mammuthus columbi), mastodon (Mammut pacificus) sabertooth cats (Smilodon
fatalis), ancient horse (Equus sp.) and many other Pleistocene megafauna and microfauna.

Any fossils recovered from the TR 36430-2 Mountain Gate Project area would be scientifically
significant. Excavation activity associated with development of the area has the potential to
impact the paleontologically sensitive Pleistocene units and it is the recommendation of the
Western Science Center that a paleontological resource mitigation plan be put in place to
monitor, salvage, and curate any recovered fossils associated with the current study area.

If you have any questions, or would like further information, please feel free to contact me at
dradford@westerncentermuseum.org

Sincerely,

Darla Radford
Collections Manager

2345 Searl Parkway ¢ Hemet, CA 92543 ¢ phone 951.791.0033 ¢ fax 951.791.0032 ¢ WesternScienceCenter.org
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January 4, 2022
Project No. 2978-CR

Empire Construction Management
2280 Wardlow Circle, Suite 250
Corona, California 92880

Attention: Mr. Brian King

Subject: Geotechnical and Infiltration Evaluation
Proposed Cypress Sands Apartment Project
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 333-050-034
Chambers Avenue and Antelope Road
City of Menifee, Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. King:

GeoTek, Inc. (GeoTek) is pleased to provide the results of this Geotechnical and
Infiltration Evaluation for the proposed project located in the City of Menifee, Riverside
County, California. This report presents the results of GeoTek’s evaluation, discussion of
findings, and provides geotechnical recommendations for foundation design and
construction.

Based upon review and evaluation, site development appears feasible from a geotechnical

viewpoint provided that the recommendations included in this report are incorporated into
the design and construction phases of the project.

GEOTECHNICAL | ENVIRONMENTAL | MATERIALS
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The opportunity to be of service is sincerely appreciated. If you should have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact GeoTek.

Respectfully submitted,
GeoTek, Inc.

Bruce A. Hick Edward H. LaMont
GE 2284, Exp. 12/31/22 CEG 1892, Exp. 07/31/22
Geotechnical Engineer Principal Geologist

Anna M. Scott
Project Geologist

Distribution: (1) Addressee via email (one PDF file)

G:\Projects\2951 to 3000\2978CR Empire Construction Management Cypress Sand Apartment Menifee\Geotechnical and Infiltration
Evaluation\2978CR Geotechnical and Infiltration Evaluation Cypress Sands.doc
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I. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF SERVICES

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the geotechnical engineering and geologic conditions
at the project site, as outlined in GeoTek’'s proposal P-1106121-CR, dated
November 19, 2021. Services provided for this study included the following:

= Research and review of available geologic data and general information pertinent to the
site,

= Perform a site reconnaissance,

= Site exploration consisting of the excavation, logging, and sampling of five (5)
exploratory test borings extending to depths ranging from about 20.5 to 51.0 feet
below grade,

= Excavation of two (2) additional borings to depths of about five (5) and ten (10) feet
below grade and performing an infiltration test in each boring,

= Laboratory testing of soil samples collected during the field investigation,
= Review and evaluation of site seismicity and geologic hazards, and

* Preparation of this geotechnical report which presents GeoTek’s findings, conclusions,
and recommendations for this site.

2. SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

2.1 SITE DESCRIPTION

The approximate 9.27-acre square-shaped project site is located on adjacent to the southwest
corner of Chambers Avenue and Antelope Road, in the City of Menifee, Riverside County,
California (see Figure ). Access to the project is available from Chambers Avenue, Antelope
Road and Chatham Lane, all paved improved streets located adjacent to the northern, eastern
and western boundaries of the site, respectively. The extension of Tioga Lane, a paved
improved street, forms the southern boundary of the site.



EMPIRE CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT Project No. 2978-CR
Geotechnical and Infiltration Evaluation January 4, 2022
Menifee, Riverside County, California Page 2

Topographically, the site slopes gently downward to the west at an approximate two (2)
percent gradient. The elevation of the site is approximately 1,500 feet. There is approximately
I5 feet of elevation differential across the site. The site was vacant land at the time of the field
exploration. The site was vegetated with a light covering of weeds and grasses.

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

GeoTek has not received a development/site plan as of the date of this report. Based upon
discussions with project parties, GeoTek understands the subject property is to be developed
into a multi-family residential development with associated underground utilities, interior drive
lanes, landscaping and hardscaping improvements.  Stormwater management basins are
proposed for the subject site. Slope heights including remedial excavations are not anticipated
to exceed ten feet in height.

The proposed residential structures are anticipated to be of wood-frame construction, one to
three-stories in height, and incorporate conventional shallow foundations and concrete slab-
on-grade floors. Sewage disposal is anticipated to be by a public sewer system. For the
purposes of this report, it is assumed maximum column and wall loads will be about 75 kips
and 3.5 kips per foot, respectively. Once actual loads are known that information should be
provided to GeoTek to determine if modifications to the recommendations presented in this
report are warranted.

If site development differs from the assumptions made herein, the recommendations included
in this report should be subject to further review and evaluation. Site development plans
should be reviewed by GeoTek when they become available.

3. FIELD EXPLORATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

3.1 FIELD EXPLORATION

The field exploration for this report was conducted on December 16, 202| and consisted of
excavating five (5) geotechnical exploratory borings with a hollow-stem auger drill rig to
depths ranging from about 20.0 to 51.0 feet below grade. The approximate locations of the
GeoTek excavations are shown on the Boring Location Map (Figure 2). A geologist from
GeoTek logged the excavations and collected soil samples for use in subsequent laboratory
testing. The logs of the exploratory borings are included in Appendix A.
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Relatively undisturbed soil samples were recovered at various intervals in the geotechnical
borings with a California sampler. The California sampler is a 3-inch outside diameter, 2.5-inch
inside diameter, split barrel sampler lined with brass rings. The sampler was |8 inches long.
The sampler conformed to the requirements of ASTM D 3550. A 140-pound automatic trip
hammer was utilized, dropping 30 inches for each blow. The relatively undisturbed samples,
together with bulk samples of representative soil types, were returned to the laboratory for
testing and evaluation. The California sampler test data are presented on the boring logs in
Appendix A.

In Boring B-1, standard penetration tests (SPT) were performed with a 2.0-inch outside
diameter, |.5-inch inside diameter, split-barrel sampler. The sampler was 18 inches long. The
inside diameter of the sampler shoe was |.4 inches. The sampler was unlined. The sampler
conformed to the requirements of ASTM D 1586. A 140-pound automatic trip hammer was
utilized, dropping 30 inches for each blow. The sampler penetration test data are presented on
the Log for Boring for Borings B-1.

Percolation Testing

In addition to the geotechnical exploratory borings, two percolation test borings (I-1 and I-2)
were excavated in the southwestern portion of the site to depths of about 5 and 10 feet below
the existing ground surface. Infiltration/percolation testing was conducted in these borings in
general accordance with the requirements of the County of Riverside.

The percolation tests consisted of drilling an eight-inch diameter test hole to the desired depth
and installing approximately two inches of gravel in the bottom of the hole. A three-inch
diameter perforated PVC pipe, wrapped in a filter sock, was placed in the excavations and the
annular space was filled with gravel to prevent caving within the boring. Woater was then
placed in the borings to presoak the holes and percolation testing was performed the following

|”

the pre-soak period. Following presoaking it was determined that “silty soil” criteria was met
within both percolation borings. The percolation tests were then performed which consisted
of adding water to each test hole and measuring the water drop over a 30-minute period. The
water drop was recorded for six hours. Water was added to the test holes after each test
interval of 30-minutes. The field percolation rates were then converted to an infiltration rate

using the Porchet Method.

The results of the conversions indicate infiltration rate range from about 0.19 to 0.23 inches
per hour. Copies of the percolation data sheets and the Porchet infiltration rate conversion
calculations are presented in Appendix C. No factors of safety were applied to the rates
provided. Over the lifetime of the infiltration areas, the infiltration rates may be affected by
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sediment build up and biological activities, as well as local variations in near surface soil
conditions. A suitable factor of safety should be applied to the field rate in designing the
infiltration system.

It should be noted that the infiltration rates provided above were performed in relatively
undisturbed on-site soils. Infiltration rates will vary and are mostly dependent on the
underlying consistency of the site soils and relative density. Infiltration rates may be impacted
by weight of equipment travelling over the soils, placement of engineered fill and other various
factors. GeoTek assumes no responsibility or liability for the ultimate design or performance of
the storm water facility.

3.2 LABORATORY TESTING

Laboratory testing was performed on selected relatively undisturbed ring and bulk samples
collected during the field exploration. The purpose of the laboratory testing was to confirm
the field classification of the materials encountered and to evaluate their physical properties for
use in the engineering design and analysis. Results of the laboratory testing program along with
a brief description and relevant information regarding testing procedures are included on the
exploratory borings logs included in Appendix A and in Appendix B.

4. GEOLOGICAND SOILS CONDITIONS

4.1 REGIONAL SETTING

The subject property is situated in the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province. The Peninsular
Ranges province is one of the largest geomorphic units in western North America. It extends
approximately 975 miles south of the Transverse Ranges geomorphic province to the tip of
Baja California. This province varies in width from about 30 to 100 miles. It is bounded on the
west by the Pacific Ocean, on the south by the Gulf of California and on the east by the
Colorado Desert Province.

The Peninsular Ranges are essentially a series of northwest-southeast oriented fault blocks.
Several major fault zones are found in this province. The Elsinore Fault zone and the San
Jacinto Fault zone trend northwest-southeast and are found near the middle of the province.
The San Andreas Fault zone borders the northeasterly margin of the province.
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More specific to the subject property, the site is located in an area geologically mapped to be
underlain by alluvium (Dibblee, T.W. and Minch, J.A., 2003). No active faults are shown in the
immediate site vicinity on the maps reviewed for the area.

4.2 GENERAL SOIL CONDITIONS

A brief description of the earth materials encountered is presented in the following section.
Based on the site reconnaissance, the exploratory excavations and review of published geologic
maps, the area investigated is locally underlain by undocumented fill that is over alluvium.

4.2.1 Fill

Fill was not encountered in any of the exploratory borings at the time of drilling. Fill may be
present within unexplored areas of the site, especially adjacent to existing streets.

4.2.2 Alluvium

Alluvial soils were encountered in all of the borings and extended to the maximum depth
explored (Boring B-1 — 51.0 feet). As encountered in the borings, the alluvium consisted of
interbedded layers of sandy and clayey silts, silty sands, clayey sands and sandy and silty clays
(ML, SM, SC and CL soil types based upon the Unified Soil Classification System).

Based on the laboratory test results, the near surface soils have a “medium” expansion
potential (ASTM D 4829). Based on the laboratory test results, the near surface soils have a
soluble sulfate content of less than 0.1 percent (ASTM D 4327). The test results are provided
in Appendix B.

4.3 SURFACE WATER AND GROUNDWATER

4.3.1 Surface Water

If encountered during earthwork operations, surface water on this site will likely be the result
of precipitation or possibly some minor surface run-off from the surrounding areas. Overall
site area drainage varies due to the site topography and existing improvements. Provisions for
surface drainage will need to be accounted for by the project civil engineer.

4.3.2 Groundwater

Seepage (perched groundwater) was encountered within exploratory Boring B-1 drilled at the
site at a depth of approximately 35.6 below the existing ground surface at the boring location.
Based on a review of groundwater depths noted on the State Department of Water
Resources Water Data Library website, it is estimated the groundwater depth on this site is
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deeper than 50 feet below existing site grade. Based on the results of the field exploration,
review of site area geomorphology and geology, groundwater is not anticipated to adversely
affect the proposed improvements.

4.4 FAULTING AND SEISMICITY

4.4.1 Faulting

The geologic structure of the entire California area is dominated mainly by northwest-trending
faults associated with the San Andreas system. The site is in a seismically active region.
However, the site is not situated within a State of California designated “Alquist-Priolo”
Earthquake Fault Zone. The nearest known active fault is the Elsinore fault located about 13
miles to the southwest.

4.4.2 Seismic Design Parameters

The site is located at approximately 33.7201 degrees West Latitude and -117.1726 degrees
North Longitude. Site spectral accelerations (Sa and Si) for 0.2 and 1.0 second periods for a
Class “D” site, was determined from the SEAOC/OSHPD web interface that utilizes the USGS
web services and retrieves the seismic design data and presents that information in a report
format. Using the ASCE 7-16 option on the SEAOC/OSHPD website results in the values for
Smi and Sp, reported as “null-See Section 11.4.8” (of ASCE 7-16). As noted in ASCE 7-16,
Section 11.4.8, a site-specific ground motion procedure is recommended for Site Class D when
the value S, exceeds 0.2. The value S, for the subject site exceeds 0.2.

For a site Class D, an exception to performing a site-specific ground motion analysis is allowed
in ASCE 7-16 where S, exceeds 0.2 provided the value of the seismic response coefficient, Cs,
is conservatively calculated by Eq 12.8-2 of ASCE 7-16 for values of T<|.5Ts and taken as equal
to |.5 times the value computed in accordance with either Eq. 12.8-3 for T, 2T>1.5Ts or Eq.
12.8-4 for T>T..

The results, based on the 2015 NEHRP and the 2019 CBC, are presented in the following table
assuming that the exception as allowed in ASCE 7-16 is applicable. If the exception is deemed
not appropriate, a site-specific ground motion analysis will be required.

Final selection of the appropriate seismic design coefficients should be made by the project
structural engineer based upon the local practices and ordinances, expected building response
and desired level of conservatism.
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SITE SEISMIC PARAMETERS

Mapped 0.2 sec Period Spectral Acceleration, Ss 1.403g
Mapped 1.0 sec Period Spectral Acceleration, S, 0.521g
Site Coefficient for Site Class “D”, Fa 1.0

Site Coefficient for Site Class “D”, Fv 1.779

Maximum  Considered Earthquake Spectral Response

Acceleration for 0.2 Second, Svs .403¢
Maximum  Considered  Earthquake Spectral Response 0.927
Acceleration for 1.0 Second, Sw 7418
5% Damped Design Spectral Response Acceleration Parameter

0.936g
at 0.2 Second, Sos
5% Damped Design Spectral Response Acceleration Parameter

0.618¢g
at | second, Sp
Peak Ground Acceleration (PGAw) 0.55¢
Seismic Design Category D

4.5 LIQUEFACTION

Liquefaction describes a phenomenon in which cyclic stresses, produced by earthquake-
induced ground motion, create excess pore pressures in relatively cohesionless soils. These
soils may thereby acquire a high degree of mobility, which can lead to lateral movement,
sliding, consolidation and settlement of loose sediments, sand boils and other damaging
deformations. This phenomenon occurs only below the water table, but, after liquefaction has
developed, the effects can propagate upward into overlying non-saturated soil as excess pore
water dissipates.

The factors known to influence liquefaction potential include soil type and grain size, relative
density, groundwater level, confining pressures, and both intensity and duration of ground
shaking. In general, materials that are susceptible to liquefaction are loose, saturated granular
soils having low fines content under low confining pressures.

The project site is not located within an area mapped by the State of California for liquefaction
potential. The County of Riverside has designated the site as not having a “low” potential for
liquefaction.

Seepage (perched groundwater) was encountered within exploratory Boring B-1 drilled at the
site at a depth of approximately 35.6 below the existing ground surface at the boring location.
Based on a review of groundwater depths noted on the State Department of Water Resources
Water Data Library website, it is estimated the groundwater depth on this site is deeper than
50 feet below existing site grade. For this report, a high groundwater depth of 30 feet was
used in the site liquefaction analysis. The soil profile identified within B-1 was also used. A
mean magnitude weighted (Mw) seismic event of 7.3 was incorporated into the analysis. A
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PGA value of 0.55g was obtained from the USGS website and incorporated the ASCE 7-16
provisions. Based on the recommendations provided in this report, engineered fill will be
incorporated within the upper three feet of pad grade; this change has been incorporated into
the liquefaction analysis. GeoTek evaluated the liquefaction potential of the on-site soils using
the computer program LiquefyPro Version 5.

The results of the analyses indicated that the soils within Boring B-1 are not susceptible to
significant soil liquefaction during the design-level earthquake. A seismic-induced total
settlement of approximately 0.07 inches is estimated with an estimated differential seismic-
induced settlement of about 0.04 inches over a 40-foot span. These magnitudes of estimated
seismic-induced settlements are within limits recommended within SP-117A where structural
mitigation is possible. Therefore, deep ground improvement is not warranted for this site.
The results of the liquefaction analysis are presented within Appendix D.

4.6 OTHER SEISMIC HAZARDS

An assessment of the potential “dry” settlement (i.e., settlement above the water table)
resulting from seismic shaking of the site was evaluated. For this analysis, a groundwater depth
of 35.6 feet, a ground acceleration (PGAM) of 0.55g and a mean earthquake magnitude of 7.3.
The ground acceleration and earthquake magnitude were obtained from the USGS websites.
The computer software program LiquefyPro and the soil profiled from Boring B-1 were used in
the analysis. Based on the recommendations provided in this report, engineered fill will be
incorporated within the upper three feet of pad grade; this change has been incorporated into
the settlement analysis. The results of this analysis indicate a potential ground surface
settlement of about 0.10 inches is possible. A differential seismic settlement of about 0.05 over
a 40 foot span is estimated. Based on these estimated magnitudes, ground modification or
special foundation design is not deemed necessary. The results of the seismic dry settlement
analysis are presented in Appendix D. However, the estimated seismic settlements should be
considered in structural design.

Due to the general flat terrain, the potential for seismic induced landslides or lateral spreading
is considered nil. The potential for secondary seismic hazards such as a seiche and tsunami is
considered negligible due to site elevation and distance from an open body of water.
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5. GENERAL

Development of the site appears feasible from a geotechnical engineering viewpoint. The
following recommendations should be incorporated into the design and construction phases of
development.

5.2 EARTHWORK CONSIDERATIONS

5.2.1 General

Earthwork and grading should be performed in accordance with the applicable grading
ordinances of the City of Menifee, the 2019 California Building Code (CBC) and
recommendations contained in this report. The Grading Guidelines included in Appendix E
outline general procedures and do not anticipate all site-specific situations. In the event of
conflict, the recommendations presented in the text of this report should supersede those
contained in Appendix E.

5.2.2 Site Clearing

Initial site preparation should commence with removal of debris, deleterious materials and
vegetation within the limits of the planned improvements. These materials should be properly
disposed of off-site. Voids resulting from removing any materials should be replaced with
engineered fill materials with expansion characteristics similar to the onsite materials.

5.2.3 Site Preparation

Due to the non-uniform nature and loose condition of the upper alluvium, it is recommended
that the soils be removed beneath the planned building footprint of the proposed structures to
a depth of at least three (3) feet below existing grades, or two (2) feet beneath the base of the
proposed foundations, whichever is greater. Removal bottoms should be relatively uniform in
soil type which is not adversely porous and having an in-place density of at least 85 percent of
the soil’s maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D 1557 test procedures. A
representative of this firm should observe and approve the bottom of all remedial excavations.
The lateral extent of this recommended over-excavation should extend at least 5 feet beyond
the building or foundation limits.
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Following site clearing operations, over-excavation and lowering of site grades, where
necessary, it is recommended that the exposed subgrade soils beneath all surface improvements
be proof rolled with a heavy rubber-tired piece of construction equipment approved by and in
the presence of the geotechnical engineering representative. The proof rolling equipment
should possess a minimum weight of 15 tons and proof rolling should include at least 4 passes,
two in each perpendicular direction. All soil that ruts or excessively deflects during proof
rolling should be removed as recommended by the GeoTek representative. Following proof
rolling and removal of any unsuitable bearing soil, the exposed subgrade should be scarified to a
depth of about 12 inches, be moisture conditioned to slightly above the soil’'s optimum
moisture content and then be compacted to at least 90 percent of the soil’s maximum dry
density as determined by ASTM D-1557 test procedures.

5.2.4 Engineered Fill

The on-site soils are generally considered suitable for reuse as engineered fill provided they are
free from vegetation, debris, oversized materials (6 inch diameter or greater) and other
deleterious material. All areas should be brought to final subgrade elevations with fill materials
that are placed and compacted in general accordance with minimum project standards.
Engineered fill should be placed in 6- to 8-inch loose lifts, moisture conditioned to slightly
above the optimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum relative compaction of 90
percent as determined by ASTM D-1557 test procedures.

If wet soils are encountered during remedial grading, methods for drying soils such as
stockpiling or mixing with dry soils may be required to bring the soils to the required moisture
content for placement as engineered fill. Placement of engineered fill should be observed and
tested on a full-time basis by a GeoTek representative during grading activities.

5.2.5 Excavation Characteristics

Excavations in the on-site materials should be readily accomplished with heavy-duty
earthmoving or excavating equipment in good operating condition. All excavations should be
formed in accordance with current Cal-OSHA requirements.

5.2.6 Trench Excavations and Backfill

Temporary trench excavations within the on-site materials should be stable at a I:| inclination
for short durations during construction and where cuts do not exceed |5 feet in height.
Deeper temporary excavations should be reviewed by GeoTek prior to their planned
excavation to determine if supplemental recommendations or analysis are warranted. It is
anticipated that temporary cuts to a maximum height of 4 feet can be excavated vertically.
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Trench excavations should conform to Cal-OSHA regulations. The contractor should have a
competent person, per OSHA requirements, on site during construction to observe conditions
and to make the appropriate recommendations.

Utility trench backfill should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction (as
determined by ASTM D-1557 test procedures). Under-slab trenches should also be
compacted to project specifications. Where applicable, based on jurisdictional requirements,
the top 12 inches of backfill below subgrade for road pavements should be compacted to at
least 95 percent relative compaction. On-site materials may not be suitable for use as bedding
material but should be suitable as backfill provided particles larger than 6 inches are removed.

Compaction should be achieved with a mechanical compaction device. Ponding or jetting of
trench backfill is not recommended. If backfill soils have dried out, they should be properly
moisture conditioned prior to placement in trenches.

5.2.7 Shrinkage and Bulking

Several factors will impact earthwork balancing on the site, including shrinkage, subsidence,
trench spoil from utilities and footing excavations, as well as the accuracy of topography.

Shrinkage and subsidence are primarily dependent upon the degree of compactive effort
achieved during site grading and construction. For planning purposes, a shrinkage factor of
about 10 to |5 percent may be considered for excavation and recompaction of the native soils.
Site balance areas should be available in order to adjust project grades, depending on actual
field conditions at the conclusion of earthwork. Subsidence of approximately 0.10 foot of the
underlying soils may be anticipated resulting from site grading and preparation.

5.2.8 Grading Plan Review

Upon completion of the site grading plans, it is recommended that those plans be provided to
GeoTek for review. Based on that review, some modifications to the recommendations
provided in this report may be necessary.

5.3 DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

5.3.1 Foundation Design Criteria

Presented below are post-tensioned foundation design parameters for the proposed structures
at the site underlain by soils having a “medium” expansion index. These parameters are in
general conformance with Design of Post-Tensioned Slabs-on-Ground, Third Edition with 2008
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Supplement (PTI, 2008). These recommendations are minimal recommendations and are not
intended to supersede the design by the project structural engineer.

DESIGN PARAMTERS FOR POST-TENSIONED SLABS

Design Value

“Medium” Expansion Index
(LL<85; PI=45;
Passing #200 Sieve = 63%;
Clay fines = 60%)

Foundation Design Parameter

Edge Moisture Variation Distance, en

-Edge Lift (swelling) 29 ft
-Center Lift (shrinkage) 53 ft
Soil Differential Movement, y,
-Edge Lift (swelling) =1.49 in
-Center Lift (shrinkage) =-0.62 in
Exterior Perimeter Beam Embedment One- and Two-Story — 18 inches*
Three-Story — 24 inches*
Presaturation of Subgrade Soil Minimum 120% to
(Percent of Optimum) a depth of 18 inches

*Required depth of perimeter beam/stiffening rib per structural calculations may govern.

The following assumptions were used to generate em and ym values: Thornthwaite Moisture Index = -20; constant suction value
= 3.9pF; post-equilibrium case assumed with wet (swelling) cycle going from 3.9pF to 3.0pF and drying (shrinking) cycle going
from 3.9pF to 4.5pF.

Post-tensioned slabs should be designed in accordance with the 20/9 CBC and PTI design
methodology. The bottom of the perimeter edge beam/deepened footing should be designed
to resist tension forces using either cable or conventional reinforcement, per the structural
engineer.

Based on the expansion index testing performed for this report and visual examination of the
site soils, site soils possess a “medium” (51-90) expansion index (ASTM D4829). Therefore, it
is GeoTek’s opinion that conventional foundations supported by engineered fill may be used
for this site. Foundation design criteria for a conventional foundation system, in general
conformance with the 2019 CBC, are presented herein. These are typical design criteria and
are not intended to supersede the design by the structural engineer. A summary of GeoTek’s
preliminary foundation design recommendations for conventional foundations is presented in
the table below:
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Design Parameter

Foundation Depth or Minimum Perimeter Beam
Depth (inches below lowest adjacent grade)

Minimum Foundation Width (Inches)*
Minimum Slab Thickness (actual)

Minimum Slab Reinforcing

Minimum Footing Reinforcement

Effective Plasticity Index

Project No. 2978-CR
January 4, 2022
Page 13

‘“Medium” Expansion Index (5 1<EI<90)

18 - One- and -Two Stories
24 - Three Stories

12 - One-Stories

I5 - Two-Stories
18 - Three Stories

4 inches

No. 3 bars at |2-inch centers, or
No. 4 bars at |8-inch center, each way,
placed in the middle one-third of slab
Four (4) No. 4 Reinforcing Bars,
two top and two bottom

Pl<45

Minimum 120% to a depth of 18 inches prior to
placement of concrete

Presaturation of Subgrade Soil
(Percent of Optimum)

*Code minimums per Table 1809.7 of the 2019 CBC.
**To be determined after rough grading, if necessary

It should be noted that the criteria provided are based on soil support characteristics only.

The structural engineer should design the slab and beam reinforcement based on actual loading

conditions.

The following criteria for design of foundations are preliminary and should be re-evaluated

based on the results additional laboratory testing of samples obtained at/near finish pad grade.

53.1.1

53.1.2

53.1.3

An allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) may be used for
design of continuous and perimeter footings 18 inches deep and 12 inches wide, and
pad footings 24 inches square and 18 inches deep. This allowable soil bearing capacity
may be increased by 300 psf for each additional foot of footing depth and 300 psf for
each additional foot of footing width to a maximum value of 3,000 psf. An increase of
one-third may be applied when considering short-term live loads (e.g., seismic and
wind loads).

Structural foundations should be designed in accordance with the 2019 CBC, and to
withstand a total static settlement of | inch and maximum differential static settlement
of one-half of the total settlement over a horizontal distance of 40 feet.

The passive earth pressure may be computed as an equivalent fluid having a density of
300 psf per foot of depth, to a maximum earth pressure of 3,000 psf for footings
founded on engineered fill or competent native soil. A coefficient of friction between
soil and concrete of 0.35 may be used with dead load forces. Passive pressure and
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53.14

53.1.5

frictional resistance may be combined without reduction. The upper one foot of soil
should be ignored in the passive pressure calculations unless the surface is covered
with pavements.

A grade beam, a minimum of 12 inches wide and |8 inches deep, should be utilized
across large entrances. The base of the grade beam should be at the same elevation as
the bottom of the adjoining footings.

A moisture and vapor retarding system should be placed below slabs-on-grade where
moisture migration through the slab is undesirable. Guidelines for these are provided
in the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) Section 4.505.2,
the 2019 CBC Section 1907.1 and ACI 360R-10. The vapor retarder design and
construction should also meet the requirements of ASTM E 1643. A portion of the
design should be the implementation of a moisture vapor retardant membrane.

It should be realized that the effectiveness of the vapor retarding membrane can be
adversely impacted as a result of construction related punctures (e.g., stake
penetrations, tears, punctures from walking on the vapor retarder placed atop the
underlying aggregate layer, etc.). These occurrences should be limited as much as
possible during construction. Thicker membranes are generally more resistant to
accidental puncture than thinner ones. Products specifically designed for use as
moisture/vapor retarders may also be more puncture resistant. Although the CBC
specifies a 6-mil vapor retarder membrane, it is GeoTek’s opinion that a minimum 10
mil thick membrane with joints properly overlapped and sealed should be considered,
unless otherwise specified by the slab design professional. The membrane should
consist of Stego wrap or the equivalent.

Moisture and vapor retarding systems are intended to provide a certain level of
resistance to vapor and moisture transmission through the concrete, but do not
eliminate it. The acceptable level of moisture transmission through the slab is to a
large extent based on the type of flooring used and environmental conditions.
Ultimately, the vapor retarding system should be comprised of suitable elements to
limited migration of water and reduce transmission of water vapor through the slab
to acceptable levels. The selected elements should have suitable properties (i.e.,
thickness, composition, strength, and permeability) to achieve the desired
performance level.

Moisture retarders can reduce, but not eliminate, moisture vapor rise from the
underlying soils up through the slab. Moisture retarder systems should be designed
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53.1.6

and constructed in accordance with applicable American Concrete Institute, Portland
Cement Association, Post-Tensioning Concrete Institute, ASTM and California
Building Code requirements and guidelines.

GeoTek recommends that a qualified person, such as the flooring contractor,
structural engineer, architect, and/or other experts specializing in moisture control
within the building be consulted to evaluate the general and specific moisture and
vapor transmission paths and associated potential impact on the proposed
construction. That person (or persons) should provide recommendations relative to
the slab moisture and vapor retarder systems and for migration of potential adverse
impact of moisture vapor transmission on various components of the structures, as
deemed appropriate.

In addition, the recommendations in this report and GeoTek’s services in general are
not intended to address mold prevention; since GeoTek, along with geotechnical
consultants in general, do not practice in the area of mold prevention. If specific
recommendations addressing potential mold issues are desired, then a professional
mold prevention consultant should be contacted.

It is recommended that control joints be placed in concrete slabs in two directions
spaced approximately 24 to 36 times the thickness of the slab in inches. These joints
are a widely accepted means to control cracks and should be reviewed by the project
structural engineer.

5.3.2 Miscellaneous Foundation Recommendations

5.3.2.1

53.2.2

To reduce moisture penetration beneath the slab on grade areas, utility trench
excavations should be backfilled with engineered fill, lean concrete or concrete slurry
where they intercept the perimeter footing or thickened slab edge.

Soils from the footing excavations should not be placed in the slab-on-grade areas
unless properly compacted and tested. The excavations should be free of
loose/sloughed materials and be neatly trimmed at the time of concrete placement.

5.3.3 Foundation Setbacks

Minimum setbacks for all foundations should comply with the 2019 CBC or City of Menifee

requirements, whichever is more stringent. Improvements not conforming to these setbacks

are subject to the increased likelihood of excessive lateral movements and/or differential

settlements.  If large enough, these movements can compromise the integrity of the
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improvements. The top outside edge of all footings should be set back a minimum of H/3
(where H is the slope height) from the face of any descending slope. The setback should be at
least five feet and need not exceed 40 feet.

5.3.4 Soil Corrosivity

The soil resistivity at this site was tested in the laboratory on a sample collected during the field
investigation. The results of the testing indicate that the on-site soils are considered “corrosive”
(4,221 ohm-cm) (Roberge, 2000) to buried ferrous metal in accordance with current standards
used by corrosion engineers. Recommendations for protection of buried ferrous metal should
be provided by a corrosion engineer. Additional corrosion testing should be performed at the

time of site grading to assess the corrosion of potential of the as-graded soils.
5.3.5 Soil Sulfate Content

The sulfate content was determined in the laboratory on a sample collected during the field
investigation. The results indicate that the water-soluble sulfate result is less than 0.1 percent
by weight, which is considered “negligible” as per Table 4.2.1 of ACI 318. Based on the test
results and Table 4.3.1 of ACI 318, no special recommendations for concrete are required for
this project due to soil sulfate exposure.

5.4 RETAINING AND GARDEN WALL DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

5.4.1.1 General Design Criteria

Recommendations presented in this report apply to typical masonry or concrete vertical
retaining walls to a maximum height of up to six (6) feet. Additional review and
recommendations should be requested for higher walls. These are typical design criteria and
are not intended to supersede the design by the structural engineer.

Retaining wall foundations should be embedded a minimum of 18 inches into engineered fill.
Retaining wall foundations should be designed in accordance with Section 5.3 of this report.
Structural needs may govern and should be evaluated by the project structural engineer.

All earth retention structure plans, as applicable, should be reviewed by this office prior to
finalization.

Earthwork considerations, site clearing and remedial earthwork for all earth retention
structures should meet the requirements of this report, unless specifically provided otherwise,
or more stringent requirements or recommendations are made by the designer. The backfill
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material placement for all earth retention structures should meet the requirement of Section
5.2.4 in this report.

In general, cantilever earth retention structures, which are designed to yield at least 0.001H,
where H is equal to the height of the earth retention structure, may be designed using the
“active” condition. Rigid earth retention structures (including but not limited to rigid walls,
and walls braced at top, such as typical basement walls) should be designed using the “at-rest”
condition.

In addition to the design lateral forces due to retained earth, surcharges due to improvements,
such as an adjacent building or traffic loading, should be considered in the design of the earth
retention structures. Loads applied within a |:lI (horizontal:vertical) projection from the
surcharge on the stem of the earth retention structure should be considered in the design.

Final selection of the appropriate design parameters should be made by the designer of the
earth retention structures.

5.4.1.2 Cantilevered Walls

The recommendations presented below are for cantilevered retaining walls up to six (6) feet
high. Active earth pressure may be used for retaining wall design, provided the top of the wall
is not restrained from minor deflections. An equivalent fluid pressure approach may be used
to compute the horizontal pressure against the wall. Appropriate fluid unit weights are given
below for specific slope gradients of the retained material. These do not include other
superimposed loading conditions such as traffic, structures, seismic events, or adverse geologic
conditions.

ACTIVE EARTH PRESSURES

Surface Slope of Retained Equivalent Fluid Pressure
Materials (pcf)
(horizontal:vertical) Select Backfill* and Native Soils
Level 40
2:1 65

*The design pressures assume the backfill material has an expansion index less
than or equal to 20. Backfill zone includes area between back of the wall to a
plane (I:1 horizontal : vertical) up from bottom of the wall foundation (on the

backside of the wall) to the ground surface.
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For walls with a retained height greater than 6 feet, an incremental seismic pressure should be
included into the wall design. Where needed, it is recommended that an equivalent fluid
pressure of 20 pcf be included into the wall design to account for seismic loading conditions.
This pressure may be applied as an inverted triangular distribution.

5.4.1.3 Retaining Wall Backfill and Drainage

The wall backfill should also include a minimum one (1) foot wide section of ¥%s- to |-inch clean
crushed rock (or an approved equivalent). The rock should be placed immediately adjacent to
the back of the wall and extend up from a back drain to within approximately 24 inches of the
finish grade. The upper 24 inches should consist of compacted on-site materials. The rock
should be separated from the earth with filter fabric. The presence of other materials might
necessitate revision to the parameters provided and modification of the wall designs. The
backfill materials should be placed in lifts no greater than eight (8) inches in thickness and
compacted to a minimum of 90% relative compaction as determined by ASTM D 1557 test
procedures. Proper surface drainage needs to be provided and maintained.

As an alternative to the drain, rock and fabric, a pre-manufactured wall drainage product
(example: Mira Drain 6000 or approved equivalent) may be used behind the retaining wall. The
wall drainage product should extend from the base of the wall to within two (2) feet of the
ground surface. The subdrain should be placed in direct contact with the wall drainage product.

Retaining walls should be provided with an adequate pipe and gravel back drain system to help
prevent buildup of hydrostatic pressures. Backdrains should consist of a four (4)-inch diameter
perforated collector pipe (Schedule 40, SDR 35, or approved equivalent) embedded in a
minimum of one (l) cubic foot per linear foot of %~ to I-inch clean crushed rock or an
approved equivalent, wrapped in filter fabric (Mirafi 140N or an approved equivalent). The
drain system should be connected to a suitable outlet. Waterproofing of site walls should be
performed where moisture migration through the walls is undesirable.

5.4.1.4 Restrained Retaining Walls

Retaining walls that will be restrained at the top that support level backfill or that have
reentrant or male corners, should be designed for an equivalent at-rest fluid pressure of 65 pcf,
plus any applicable surcharge loading. For areas of male or reentrant corners, the restrained
wall design should extend a minimum distance of twice the height of the wall laterally from the
corner, or a distance otherwise determined by the project structural engineer.
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5.4.1.5 Other Design Considerations

. Wall design should consider the additional surcharge loads from superjacent slopes
and/or footings, where appropriate.

. No backfill should be placed against concrete until minimum design strengths are
evident by compression tests of cylinders.

. The retaining wall footing excavations, backcuts, and backfill materials should be
approved by the project geotechnical engineer or their authorized representative.

. Positive separations should be provided in garden walls at horizontal distances not
exceeding 20 feet.

5.5 CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION

5.5.1 General

Concrete construction should follow the 2019 CBC and ACI guidelines regarding design, mix
placement and curing of the concrete. If desired, GeoTek could provide quality control testing
of the concrete during construction.

5.5.2 Concrete Mix Design

As discussed in Section 5.3.5, no special recommendations for concrete are required for this
project due to soil sulfate exposure. Additional testing should be performed during grading so
that specific recommendations can be formulated based on the as-graded conditions.

5.5.3 Concrete Flatwork

Exterior concrete flatwork is often one of the most visible aspects of site development. They
are typically given the least level of quality control, being considered “non-structural”
components. Cracking of these features is common due to various factors. While cracking
usually does not affect the structural performance of the concrete, it is unsightly. It is
recommended that the same standards of care be applied to these features as to the structure
itself.

Flatwork should consist of a minimum four-inch (actual) thick concrete and the use of
temperature and shrinkage control reinforcement is suggested. The project structural
engineer should provide final design recommendations.
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5.5.4 Concrete Performance

Concrete cracks should be expected. These cracks can vary from sizes that are hairline to
more than 1/8 inch in width. Most cracks in concrete while unsightly do not significantly impact
long-term performance. While it is possible to take measures (proper concrete mix,
placement, curing, control joints, etc.) to reduce the extent and size of cracks that occur, some
cracking will occur despite the best efforts to minimize it. Concrete undergoes chemical
processes that are dependent on a wide range of variables, which are difficult, at best, to
control. Concrete, while seemingly a stable material, is subject to internal expansion and
contraction due to external changes over time.

One of the simplest means to control cracking is to provide weakened control joints for
cracking to occur along. These do not prevent cracks from developing; they simply provide a
relief point for the stresses that develop. These joints are a widely accepted means to control
cracks but are not always effective. Control joints are more effective the more closely spaced
they are. GeoTek suggests that control joints be placed in two orthogonal directions and
located a distance apart approximately equal to 24 to 36 times the slab thickness.

5.6 PLAN REVIEW AND CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATIONS

It is recommended that site grading, specifications, and foundation plans be reviewed by this
office prior to construction to check for conformance with the recommendations of this
report. It is also recommended that GeoTek representatives be present during site grading
and foundation construction to observe and document for proper implementation of the
geotechnical recommendations. The owner/developer should have GeoTek perform at least
the following duties:

= Observe site clearing and grubbing operations for proper removal of all unsuitable
materials.

= Observe and test bottom of removals prior to fill placement.

= Evaluate the suitability of on-site and import materials for fill placement and collect soil
samples for laboratory testing where necessary.

= Observe the fill for uniformity during placement, including utility trench excavation
backfill. Also, test the fill for density, relative compaction and moisture content.

= Observe and probe foundation excavations to confirm suitability of bearing materials
with respect to density.

If requested, a construction observation and compaction report can be provided by GeoTek
which can comply with the requirements of the governmental agencies having jurisdiction over
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the project. It is recommended that these agencies be notified prior to commencement of
construction so that necessary grading permits can be obtained.

6. INTENT

It is the intent of this report to aid in the design and construction of the proposed
development. Implementation of the advice presented in this report is intended to reduce risk
associated with construction projects. The professional opinions and geotechnical advice
contained in this report are not intended to imply total performance of the project or
guarantee that unusual or variable conditions will not be discovered during or after
construction.

The scope of GeoTek’s evaluation is limited to the area explored that is shown on the Boring
Location Map (Figure 2). This evaluation does not and should in no way be construed to
encompass any areas beyond the specific area of the proposed construction as indicated to
GeoTek by the client. Further, no evaluation of any existing site improvements is included.
The scope is based on GeoTek’s understanding of the project and the client’s needs, GeoTek’s
proposal (Proposal No. P-1106121-CR) dated November 19, 202| and geotechnical
engineering standards normally used on similar projects in this region.

7. LIMITATIONS

GeoTek’s findings are based on site conditions observed and the stated sources. Thus,
GeoTek’s comments are professional opinions that are limited to the extent of the available
data.

GeoTek has prepared this report in a manner consistent with that level of care and skill
ordinarily exercised by members of the engineering at this time and location and science
professions currently practicing under similar conditions in the jurisdiction in which the services
are provided, subject to the time limits and physical constraints applicable to this report.

Since GeoTek’s recommendations are based on the site conditions observed and encountered
at the stated times and laboratory testing. Thus, GeoTek’s conclusions and recommendations
are professional opinions that are limited to the extent of the available data. Observations
during construction are important to allow for any change in recommendations found to be
warranted. These opinions have been derived in accordance with current standards of practice
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and no warranty of any kind is expressed or implied. Standards of care/practice are subject to
change with time.
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A - FIELD TESTING AND SAMPLING PROCEDURES

The Modified Split-Barrel Sampler (Ring)

The Ring sampler is driven into the ground at various depths in accordance with ASTM D 3550 test
procedures. The sampler, with an external diameter of 3.0 inches, is lined with I-inch long, thin brass
rings with inside diameters of approximately 2.4 inches. The sampler is typically driven into the ground
12 or 18 inches with a [40-pound hammer free falling from a height of 30 inches. Blow counts are
recorded for every 6 inches of penetration as indicated on the log of boring. The samples are removed
from the sample barrel in the brass rings, sealed, and transported to the laboratory for testing.

Bulk Samples (Large)
These samples are normally large bags of earth materials over 20 pounds in weight collected from the
field by means of hand digging or exploratory cuttings.

Bulk Samples (Small)

These are plastic bag samples which are normally airtight and contain less than 5 pounds in weight of
earth materials collected from the field by means of hand digging or exploratory cuttings. These
samples are primarily used for determining natural moisture content and classification indices.

B - BORING LOG LEGEND

The following abbreviations and symbols often appear in the classification and description of soil and
rock on the log of borings:

SOILS

USCS Unified Soil Classification System
f-c Fine to coarse

f-m Fine to medium

GEOLOGIC

B: Attitudes Bedding: strike/dip

J: Attitudes Joint: strike/dip

C: Contact line
........... Dashed line denotes USCS material change
Solid Line denotes unit / formational change
Thick solid line denotes end of boring

(Additional denotations and symbols are provided on the boring logs)



GeoTek, Inc.

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

CLIENT: Empire Construction Management DRILLER: 2R Dirilling, Inc. LOGGED BY: D
PROJECT NAME: Cypress Sand Apartment DRILL METHOD: HSA OPERATOR: Jeff
PROJECT NO.: 2978-CR HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in RIG TYPE: CME 75
LOCATION: Menifee, CA DATE: 12/16/2021
SAMPLES Laboratory Testing
= 5 3 o
€ ¢ ¢ £ BORING NO.: B-1 E 2 .
N - Z @ Sg &% g
8 2 H ] 9 % o0& s
E 5 3 3 iz S
4 S MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS 2
Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits:
15 RI SM/ML Silty f SAND to Sandy SILT, red-brown, moist, very dense to hard
30 6.9
50
50-6" R2 83 1.9
5
20 R3 SM  Silty f-c SAND, red-brown, moist, dense
30 9.7 1134
42
35 R4 ML  Sandy SILT, red-brown, moist, hard
50-4"
10 . . )
14 R5 Sandy SILT, with clay, light red-brown, moist, hard
23 20.1 100.8
45
15 50-4" Ré6  ML/SM
) Sandy SILT to Silty f SAND, with clay, light red-brown, moist, hard to very dense
20 N ) . .
50-5 R7 SM  Silty f-c SAND, light red-brown to grey-brown, moist, very dense 186 1167
2 15 N
50-6"
30 30 S2 with clay
50-5" 153
% Sample type: ---Ring ---SPT ---Small Bulk ---Large Bulk ---No Recovery ---Water Table
6 . AL = Atterberg Limits El = Expansion Index SA = Sieve Analysis RV = R-Value Test
W Lab testing: o o ; ’
- SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test SH = Shear Test HC= Consolidation MD = Maximum Density



GeoTek, Inc.
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

CLIENT: Empire Construction Management DRILLER: 2R Drrilling, Inc. LOGGED BY: D
PROJECT NAME: Cypress Sand Apartment DRILL METHOD: HSA OPERATOR: Jeff
PROJECT NO.: 2978-CR HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in RIG TYPE: CME 75
LOCATION: Menifee, CA DATE: 12/16/2021
SAMPLES Laboratory Testing
— 5 3 o
s & £ £ E BORING NO.: B-1 (cont.) §E 2 .
g [ © E} A S~ 5 & 5]
g 5 2 z « og 2% 2
[a) o 3 ) 9 . 0¢s 5
e : 3 3 Pz S
4 3 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS 2

Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits (cont.):

3 12 S3 SM  Silty f-c SAND, with clay, red-brown, moist, dense
21 Water seepage at 35.6 feet 18.7
21
40 . )
20 S4 SC  Clayey f-c SAND, light grey, very moist, very dense
50-6"
45 N . . )
50-6 S5 SM/ML Silty f SAND to Sandy SILT, light grey, moist, very dense to hard 16.8
50
25 Sé SM  Silty f-c SAND, light grey, moist, very dense
50-6"
BORING TERMINATED AT 51 FEET
Water seepage encountered at 35.6 feet
Boring backfilled with soil cuttings
55
60
% Sample type: ---Ring ---SPT ---Small Bulk ---Large Bulk ---No Recovery ---Water Table
6 . AL = Atterberg Limits El = Expansion Index SA = Sieve Analysis RV = R-Value Test
W Lab testing: o L ] !
- SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test SH = Shear Test HC= Consolidation MD = Maximum Density



CLIENT:
PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT NO.:
LOCATION:
SAMPLES
£ o .
= 3 £
§ % %
& B 3
&_‘“ o
19
29
43
35
5 50-6
13
18
30
27
0 50-6
3 50-6"
20 50-6"
25
30
[a] .
> Sample type:
w
8 Lab testing:
4

GeoTek, Inc.

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

Empire Construction Management

Sample Number

RI

R3

R4

R5

Ré6

Cypress Sand Apartment
2978-CR
Menifee, CA

USCS Symbol

DRILLER: 2R Dirilling, Inc.
DRILL METHOD: HSA
HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in

BORING NO.: B-2

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS
Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits:

SM/ML Silty f SAND to Sandy SILT, red-brown, moist, dense to hard

SM  Silty f SAND, some gravel, red-brown, moist, very dense

Silty f-c SAND, with clay, red-brown, moist, dense

Silty f-c SAND, light grey-brown, moist, very dense

Silty f-c SAND, light red-brown, moist, very dense

BORING TERMINATED AT 20.5 FEET

No groundwater encountered
Boring backfilled with soil cuttings

---Ring ---SPT

AL = Atterberg Limits
SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test

---Small Bulk

El = Expansion Index
SH = Shear Test

---Large Bulk

SA = Sieve Analysis
HC= Consolidation

LOGGED BY:
OPERATOR:
RIG TYPE:
DATE:

Water Content
©

7.3

9.5

135

16.8

---No Recovery

RV = R-Value Test

D
Jeff
CME 75
12/16/2021

Laboratory Testing

Dry Density
(pcf)

106.2

105.1

108.3

Others

---Water Table

MD = Maximum Density



CLIENT:
PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT NO.:
LOCATION:
SAMPLES
£ o .
= 3 £
§ % %
& B 3
&_‘“ o
12
15
15
12
20
18
3 9
18
33
36
50-3"
10 27
50-4"
3 50-5"
20 50-4"
25
30
[a] .
> Sample type:
w
8 Lab testing:
4

GeoTek, Inc.

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

Empire Construction Management DRILLER: 2R Drilling, Inc.
Cypress Sand Apartment DRILL METHOD: HSA
2978-CR HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in
Menifee, CA
5 3
E & BORING NO.: B-3
s ¢
& 3
S MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS
Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits:
RI ML Sandy SILT, red-brown, moist, very stiff
R2 SM  Silty f SAND, red-brown, moist, medium dense
R3 CL  Sandy CLAY, red-brown, moist, hard
R4 SM  Silty f-c SAND, with gravel, red-brown, moist, very dense
R5
Ré6 Silty f-c SAND, red-brown, moist, very dense
R7 brown

BORING TERMINATED AT 20.5 FEET

No groundwater encountered
Boring backfilled with soil cuttings

---Ring ---SPT ---Small Bulk ---Large Bulk

AL = Atterberg Limits El = Expansion Index SA = Sieve Analysis
SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test SH = Shear Test HC= Consolidation

LOGGED BY:
OPERATOR:
RIG TYPE:
DATE:

Water Content
(%)

52

7.3

14.2

8.0

6.2

---No Recovery

RV = R-Value Test

D
Jeff
CME 75
12/16/2021

Laboratory Testing

Dry Density
(p<f)

104.0

120.5

108.5

Others

HC

SR

---Water Table

MD = Maximum Density



GeoTek, Inc.
LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

CLIENT: Empire Construction Management DRILLER: 2R Drrilling, Inc. LOGGED BY: D
PROJECT NAME: Cypress Sand Apartment DRILL METHOD: HSA OPERATOR: Jeff
PROJECT NO.: 2978-CR HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in RIG TYPE: CME 75
LOCATION: Menifee, CA DATE: 12/16/2021
SAMPLES Laboratory Testing
—_ 5 3 o
€ ¢ ¢ £ BORING NO.: B-4 E 2 .
a = ©° 2 o S 5 < 5]
F 2 % Z 3 dg 8% 2
- R - iz 8
4 3 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS 2

Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits:

14 RI SM  Silty f-c SAND, red-brown, moist, dense

24 9.8 1146 HC
33
18 R2 with gravel
5 50-6" 103 1142
50-6" R3 1.9 1122
23 R4 SM/ML Sjity f SAND to Sandy SILT, red-brown, moist, very dense to hard
50-5" 162 1125
10
15 "
50-6 R5 brown
20
25 Ré SM  Silty f-c SAND, red-brown, moist, very dense 144 114.1
50-3"
BORING TERMINATED AT 21 FEET
No groundwater encountered
Boring backfilled with soil cuttings
25
30
% Sample type: ---Ring ---SPT ---Small Bulk ---Large Bulk ---No Recovery ---Water Table
6 . AL = Atterberg Limits El = Expansion Index SA = Sieve Analysis RV = R-Value Test
W Lab testing: o o ) ’
- SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test SH = Shear Test HC= Consolidation MD = Maximum Density



CLIENT:
PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT NO.:
LOCATION:
SAMPLES
£ o .
= 3 £
§ % %
88 2
&_‘“ o
5
12
24
12
22
22
3 12
20
30
12
22
45
10 s
18
20
15 2
50-6"
20 50-3"
25
30
[a] .
> Sample type:
w
8 Lab testing:
4

GeoTek, Inc.

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

Empire Construction Management DRILLER: 2R Drilling, Inc.
Cypress Sand Apartment DRILL METHOD: HSA
2978-CR HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in
Menifee, CA

H 3

£ & BORING NO.: B-5
s ¢

g— o]
& MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits:

R1 ML Sandy SILT, dark red-brown, very moist, very stiff

LOGGED BY:
OPERATOR:
RIG TYPE:
DATE:

Water Content
(%)

13.7

R2  SC/CL Clayey f SAND to Sandy CLAY, red-brown, moist, medium dense to very stiff

R3  ML/SM Sandy SILT to Silty f SAND, red-brown, moist, hard to dense

R4  SC/CL Clayey f SAND to Sandy CLAY, red-brown, moist, dense to hard

R5

Ré6 SM  Silty f-c SAND, red-brown, moist, very dense

R7 with gravel

BORING TERMINATED AT 20.5 FEET

No groundwater encountered
Boring backfilled with soil cuttings

---Ring ---SPT ---Small Bulk

AL = Atterberg Limits El = Expansion Index
SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test SH = Shear Test

---Large Bulk

SA = Sieve Analysis

HC= Consolidation

135

12.3

15.1

12.1

---No Recovery

RV = R-Value Test

D
Jeff
CME 75
12/16/2021

Laboratory Testing

Dry Density
(p<f)

120.1

113.00

118.0

117.0

118.3

Others

MD, El, SH

HC

---Water Table

MD = Maximum Density



CLIENT:
PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT NO.:
LOCATION:
SAMPLES
2 ) 5
g 5 s Z
S B 5 32
8 a 3
a
5
10
15
20
25
30
[a] .
> Sample type:
)
W Lab testing:
4

GeoTek, Inc.

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

Empire Construction Management

Cypress Sand Apartment

2978-CR
Menifee, CA

USCS Symbol

DRILLER: 2R Dirilling, Inc.
DRILL METHOD: HSA
HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in

BORING NO.: I-I

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits:

ML/SM Sandy SILT to Silty f SAND, red-brown, moist

BORING TERMINATED AT 5 FEET

No groundwater encountered
Boring set with pipe, sock, and gravel

---Ring ---SPT

AL = Atterberg Limits
SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test

---Small Bulk

El = Expansion Index

SH = Shear Test

---Large Bulk

SA = Sieve Analysis

HC= Consolidation

LOGGED BY: D
OPERATOR: Jeff
RIG TYPE: CME75
DATE: 12/16/2021
Laboratory Testing
E 2
& PN 2
og 8% £
g °©
3
---No Recovery ---Water Table

RV = R-Value Test
MD = Maximum Density



CLIENT:
PROJECT NAME:
PROJECT NO.:
LOCATION:
SAMPLES
2 ) 5
g 5 s Z
S B 5 32
8 a 3
a
5
10
15
20
25
30
[a] .
> Sample type:
)
W Lab testing:
4

GeoTek, Inc.

LOG OF EXPLORATORY BORING

Empire Construction Management

Cypress Sand Apartment

2978-CR
Menifee, CA

USCS Symbol

DRILLER: 2R Dirilling, Inc.
DRILL METHOD: HSA
HAMMER: 140 Ibs - 30 in

BORING NO.: I-2

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

Very Old Alluvial Fan Deposits:

ML/SM Sandy SILT to Silty f SAND, red-brown, moist

becomes light brown

BORING TERMINATED AT 10 FEET

No groundwater encountered
Boring set with pipe, sock, and gravel

---Ring ---SPT

AL = Atterberg Limits
SR = Sulfate/Resisitivity Test

---Small Bulk

El = Expansion Index

SH = Shear Test

---Large Bulk

SA = Sieve Analysis

HC= Consolidation

LOGGED BY: D
OPERATOR: Jeff
RIG TYPE: CME75
DATE: 12/16/2021
Laboratory Testing
E 2
& PN 2
og 8% £
g °©
3
---No Recovery ---Water Table

RV = R-Value Test
MD = Maximum Density
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SUMMARY OF LABORATORY TESTING
Classification
Soils were visually classified in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System
(ASTM Test Method D 2487). The soil classifications are shown on the Logs of Borings in Appendix A.

Direct Shear

Shear testing was performed in a direct shear machine of the strain-control type in general accordance
with ASTM D 3080 test procedures. The rate of deformation was approximately 0.035 inch per minute.
The sample was sheared under varying confining loads in order to determine the coulomb shear
strength parameters, angle of internal friction and cohesion. The tests were performed on soil samples
remolded to approximately 90 percent of maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D 1557 test
procedures. The shear test results are presented in Appendix B.

Expansion Index

Expansion Index testing was performed one soil sample collected during the subsurface exploration.
Testing was performed in general accordance with ASTM D 4829 test procedures. The results of the
testing are provided below.

Boring No. Depth (ft.) Description Expansion Index Classification
B-5 0-5 Clayey Silt (ML) 69 “Medium”

In-Situ Moisture and Density

The natural water content of sampled soils was determined in general accordance with ASTM D 2216
test procedures on samples of the materials recovered during the subsurface exploration. In addition,
in-place dry density of the sampled soils was determined in general accordance with ASTM D 2937 test
procedures on relatively undisturbed samples to measure the unit weight of the subsurface soils.
Results of these tests are shown on the Logs of Borings in Appendix A.

Moisture-Density Relationship

Laboratory testing was performed on a bulk sample of the site soils collected during the subsurface
exploration. The laboratory maximum dry density and optimum moisture content was determined in
general accordance with ASTM D 557 test procedures. The results are presented in Appendix B.

Sulfate Content, Resistivity and Chloride Content

Testing to determine the water-soluble sulfate content was performed in general accordance with
ASTM D4327 test procedures. Resistivity testing was completed in general accordance with ASTM
G187 test procedures. Testing to determine the chloride content was performed in general accordance
with ASTM D4327 test procedures. The results of the testing are provided in Appendix B.

Depth H Chloride Sulfate Resistivity
Boring # P P ASTM D4327 ASTM D4327 (% by ASTM G187
(fc)  ASTM D4972 :
(mg/kg) weight) (ohm-cm)

B-3 0-5 84 13.6 0.0027 4,221



STRESS IN KIPS PER SQUARE FOOT
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CONSOLIDATION-PERCENT OF SAMPLE THICKNESS (%)

9.00

10.00

Seating Cycle

Loading Prior to Inundation
Loading After Inundation
Rebound Cycle

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 4546

COLLAPSE REPORT

Sample: B-3 @ 1 feet
Plate B-1
CHECKED BY: DA Lab: Corona Cypress Sands Apartments

PROJECT NO.: 2978-CR Date: 12/23/21 Menifee, California



STRESS IN KIPS PER SQUARE FOOT

0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0
0.00

1.00

2.00

3.00
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PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 4546

COLLAPSE REPORT

Sample: B-4 @ 2 feet
Plate B-2
CHECKED BY: DA Lab: Corona Cypress Sands Apartments

PROJECT NO.: 2978-CR Date: 12/23/21 Menifee, California



STRESS IN KIPS PER SQUARE FOOT

0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0
0.00

1.00

2.00

CONSOLIDATION-PERCENT OF SAMPLE THICKNESS (%)

3.00

Seating Cycle

Loading Prior to Inundation
Loading After Inundation
Rebound Cycle

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 4546

COLLAPSE REPORT

Sample: B-5 @ 5 feet
Plate B-3
CHECKED BY: DA Lab: Corona Cypress Sands Apartments

PROJECT NO.: 2978-CR Date: 12/23/21 Menifee, California



DIRECT SHEAR TEST

Project Name: Cypress Sand Apartments Sample Location: B-5 @ 0-5 feet
Project Number: 2978-CR Date Tested: 12/28/2021
4000.0
3500.0
3000.0
zsoo.o
n
n
w
[+
7
2000.0
<
w
T
n
1500.0
1000.0
500.0
0.0
0.0 500.0 1000.0 1500.0 2000.0 2500.0 3000.0 3500.0 4000.0
NORMAL STRESS (psf)
— o
Shear Strength: D= 29  C= 594 psf
Notes: | - The soil specimen used in the shear box was a ring sample remolded to approximately 90% relative compaction from a

bulk sample collected during the field investigation.
2 - The above reflect direct shear strength at saturated conditions.

3 - The tests were run at a shear rate of 0.0 in/min.
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Appendix F

Construction Noise Modeling Results



Appendix G

HVAC Unit Specifications
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Traffic Impact Assessment
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