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1.4.2 - Surrounding Land Uses  
The surrounding land uses include: 

North The project site is adjacent to Magnolia Street and residential development. These uses are 
designated Single-Family Residential Base Density (SFR) by the General Plan and zoned 
Estate Residential (ER-3).  

South The project site is adjacent to vacant parcels that include proposed development for a 95-
unit workforce housing project and future residential development. These uses are 
designated Multiple-Family Residential Base Density (MFR) and zoned Multi-Family 1 
Residential (MF-1). Further south, the area is zoned Multi-Family 2 Residential (MF-2). 

East The project site is adjacent to a single-family residence with associated outbuildings. This 
use is designated MFR and zoned MF-1.  

West The project site is adjacent to Washington Avenue and the MVHS campus. These uses are 
designated and zoned as Civil/Institutional (C/I). 

1.5 - Required Discretionary Approvals 

As mentioned previously, the City of Murrieta has discretionary authority over the proposed project 
and is the CEQA Lead Agency for the preparation of this Draft IS/MND. In order to implement the 
proposed project, the applicant would need to secure the following permits/approvals:  

• Approval of the IS/MND and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
• Approval of Development Plan Permit  
• Approval of Conditional Use Permits for car wash, gas station, and convenience store with 

beer and wine sales operations in the NC Zoning District.  
 

1.6 - Intended Uses of this Document 

This document will also serve as a basis for soliciting comments and input from members of the 
public and public agencies regarding the proposed project. The Draft IS/MND will be circulated for a 
minimum of 30 days, during which comments concerning the analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND 
should be sent to: 

Farrah Bulacan, AICP, Senior Planner 
Development Services Department, Planning Division 
City of Murrieta 
1 Town Square 
Murrieta, CA 92562 
Phone: 951.461.6083 
Email: Fbulacan@MurrietaCA.gov 
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Exhibit 7
Murrieta Zoning Map
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SECTION 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
EVALUATION 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

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

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards/Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities/Services Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

Environmental Determination 

 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

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

Date:  Signed:   
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic building within a State 
Scenic Highway? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The General Plan discusses the City’s ridgelines, views, and vistas in the Recreation and Open Space 
Element and in the General Plan Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR) Section 5.3, 
Aesthetics. The City further addresses aesthetics in portions of the Parks and Recreation Master 
Plan.  

Scenic Vistas 

As indicated in Section 5.3 of the General Plan EIR, a “scenic vista is generally defined as a view of 
undisturbed natural lands exhibiting a unique or unusual feature that comprises an important or 
dominant portion of the viewshed. Scenic vistas may also be represented by a particular distant view 
that provides visual relief from less attractive views of nearby features.” Scenic vistas that are visible 
from the project site include the east wall of the Santa Ana Mountains’ Santa Rosa Plateau to the 
west, including undisturbed ridgelines that extend to the north and south of the Plateau, combined 
with hillside areas supporting chaparral habitat. Additionally, the Santa Margarita and Agua Tibia 
ranges are visible to the south. 

-
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Scenic Resources and Views 

West of the I-15 in the project vicinity, the City consists of mostly built-up and developed land, with 
dispersed undeveloped lots and parks. The Santa Rosa Plateau and related ridgelines and hillsides 
are located directly to the west. The central portion of the City, between I-15 to the west and I-215 
to the east, is highly developed with less park area but containing significant tall ridgelines and hill 
slopes that provide valuable scenic vistas. East Murrieta—east of I-215—contains a mix of built-up 
land, scenic open space and parks, with significant scenic hillsides in and around Los Alamos Hills 
Sports Park and the Hogbacks ridgeline. Other scenic resources are found in various parks, hill 
slopes, valleys, and streams in East Murrieta. 

Views from the project site include rolling hillsides and ridgelines of the Santa Ana Mountains’ Santa 
Rosa Plateau to the west, and the Santa Margarita and Agua Tibia ranges to the south, which are 
considered primary aesthetic resources (Exhibit 3).3 

Scenic Highways 

The intent of the California Scenic Highway program is to enhance the State’s natural beauty and 
protect California’s economic and social resources. Scenic Highways are transportation corridors 
where visual intrusions would impact views of natural beauty from the highway. State highways 
nominated for scenic designation must be included on the list of highways eligible for scenic 
designation in the State Scenic Highway System. Scenic highways are typically located within an 
unspoiled native habitat that showcases the unique aspects of the landscape. I-15 is eligible for 
designation as a State Scenic Highway. However, there are no officially designated State Scenic 
Highways in the City. 

Lighting 

The project site is located approximately 25 miles northwest of the Palomar Observatory, which falls 
under the City’s Dark Sky Zone that establishes a 30-mile radius around the observatory to facilitate 
the observatory’s operation. Lighting under the Dark Sky Zone is required to be fully shielded, and 
outdoor lighting is additionally required to be “constructed so that light rays emitted by the fixtures 
are projected below the horizontal plane passing through the lowest point on the fixture from which 
light is emitted.”4 

Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less than significant impact. As noted above, the General Plan EIR describes the distant views and 
vistas of the rolling hillsides and natural mountain slopes of the Santa Ana Mountains and its Santa 
Rosa Plateau, which are visible to the west of the project site, and the Santa Margarita and Agua 
Tibia ranges, which are visible to the south of the project site, as among the City’s primary distant 

 
3  City of Murrieta. 2011. Murrieta General Plan 2035 Final EIR Aesthetics Section 5.3. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/785/05-03---Aesthetics-PDF. Accessed September 29, 2026. 
4  City of Murrieta. 2004. Murrieta Municipal Code, 16.18.110 Mount Palomar Lighting Standards. Website: 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/murrieta/latest/murrieta_ca/0-0-0-25204. Accessed September 29, 2026. 
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scenic vistas. The City considers the Santa Ana Mountains, located six miles west of the project site, 
to be the most dominant and significant visual feature, offering distant vistas from within the City, 
including from the project site. Additionally, according to the General Plan EIR, oak woodland habitat 
and canyons along the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains contribute to the scenic vistas. As shown 
in Exhibit 3, these features are visible to the west, south, and north of the project site. Other 
significant scenic vistas to the east of the project site are not visible due to distance and intervening 
development. 

The project site is characterized as flat and vacant, but is surrounded by multi-family residential 
development, single-family residential development, and Murrieta Valley High School. Trees of 
various heights are also found on Magnolia Street and residential development north of the site, 
inhibiting views from the site to the San Jacinto Mountains. As shown in Exhibit 3, partial views of 
the foothills and canyons on the extreme western boundary of the City are available from 
Washington Avenue and from the project site; however, those views would not be affected by the 
proposed project because the project site itself is not considered a scenic vista or a public viewshed 
for a scenic vista, and there are no scenic resources located on or immediately adjacent to the 
project site. Furthermore, although views are visible from the project site, the building height would 
be limited to 25 feet, which would be similar to surrounding existing development and would be 
consistent with the zoning code allowance. Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly 
affect public viewpoints of scenic vistas, there would be a less than significant impact, and no 
mitigation would be required.  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 
and historic building within a State Scenic Highway? 

No impact. The General Plan indicates that there are no officially designated State Scenic Highways 
that traverse the City. The General Plan recognizes the closest eligible State Scenic Highway as the I-
15 route at approximately 0.65 mile from the project site. I-215 is an eligible County Scenic Highway 
according to the General Plan and is approximately 2.7 miles east of the project site. Additionally, 
the proposed project is in the vicinity of Old Highway 395 (Washington Avenue). The proposed 
project’s building height would be approximately 25 feet and thus would be similar to adjacent 
buildings. Thus, I-15 would not be inhibited, and I-215 would be too far from the project site to be 
impacted. Additionally, there are no scenic resources located on the project site. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not damage scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway, there would be 
no impact and no mitigation would be required.  

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project is within a built-up, urbanized area. According to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15387, an urbanized area means a central city or group of contiguous cities 
with a population of 50,000 or more, together with adjacent densely populated areas having a 
population density of at least 1,000 per square mile. Presently, the project site is vacant but is zoned 
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NC. The proposed project consists of the development of three commercial structures and eight gas 
pumps and would satisfy existing zoning requirements. For example, Municipal Code Section 16.10 
restricts building heights to 35 feet within the NC Zone; the development of the proposed project 
would result in building heights of up to 25 feet, consistent with the NC Zone building height limit. 
Other development standards in the NC Zone require a minimum of 15 percent of the site for 
landscaping and a street setback of 15 feet.5 The proposed project would satisfy these requirements. 
Additionally, the General Plan establishes regulations and guidelines intended to diminish conflicts 
between urban development and visual resources. For example, LU-3.2 aims to protect residential 
areas from the effects of potentially incompatible uses. Policy LU-3.2 states that where new 
commercial or industrial development is allowed adjacent to residentially zoned districts, standards 
for circulation, noise, setbacks, buffer areas, landscaping, and architecture which ensure 
compatibility between the uses must be established and/or maintained. Policy LU-11.5 aims to 
improve the appearance and function of regional commercial centers through improved site design, 
landscaping, and architectural integrity. The proposed project would include appropriate setbacks 
and landscaping. The area surrounding the site does not otherwise contain any regulations 
governing scenic quality. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. The project site is currently vacant and thus provides no lighting. New 
lighting sources would be created by the proposed project in the form of wall and cylinder exterior 
lighting and parking lot lighting. As noted above, the project site is located in the Dark Sky Zone, 
which sets additional lighting standards and restrictions. The proposed project would be required to 
comply with the Dark Sky Zone standards, other applicable regulations and standards provided in the 
Mount Palomar Lighting Standards, other applicable regulations and standards in Municipal Code 
Chapter 16.18.100 Lighting, applicable goals, policies, and actions in the General Plan and the City’s 
Building Standards Code, California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), and Title 24 
requirements.  

To ensure compliance with the Dark Sky Zone standards, the proposed project would be designed to 
ensure that exterior lighting would have zero direct-beam illumination that would leave the project 
site. Therefore, although the proposed project is anticipated to operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week, lighting after normal business hours would be limited to the fast-food restaurant with drive 
through, convenience store, and a 16-vehicle fueling pump canopy. Compliance with Municipal Code 
Section 16.18.110, Mount Palomar Lighting Standards, which restricts the use of certain light fixtures             
that could emit undesirable light rays into the night sky that could have a detrimental effect on 
astronomical observation and research. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

 
5  City of Murrieta. 2018. Murrieta Municipal Code 16.10.020 Commercial District General Development Standards. Website: 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/murrieta/latest/murrieta_ca/0-0-0-24528. Accessed September 28, 2026. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

2.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation (DOC) as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, 
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
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Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). 

Setting 

Information and analysis for Agricultural and Forestry Resources impacts are based on the General 
Plan Land Use Element,General Plan EIR Section 5.11, Agricultural Resources, and the DOC Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). The project site is classified as Farmland of Local 
Importance, and is adjacent to, and surrounded by, Urban and Built-Up Land, according to the DOC 
FMMP.6 The site was previously used for farming or ranching but has not been in use recently. 
Presently, the project site is undeveloped and does not contain any existing agricultural uses. Would 
the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. The project site does not contain any Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. The site is classified as Farmland of Local 
Importance and is adjacent to Urban and Built-Up Land. However, Farmland of Local Importance is 
not considered Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. The 
nearest relevant Farmland, classified as Unique Farmland, is located approximately 3.1 miles south 
of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not create any impacts on these farmlands 
and would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
nonagricultural uses. Thus, impacts would be less than signifcant. 

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

No impact. The project site is currently zoned as NC, and would not be rezoned as a part of the 
proposed project.7 The project site is not currently zoned for agricultural uses, nor is it currently in 
agricultural production. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any existing zoning 
for agricultural use. The site is not under a Williamson Act Contract. According to the General Plan 
EIR, the City contains lands enrolled in the Williamson Act within its sphere of influence, but not 
within the City boundary. The nearest land enrolled in the Williamson Act is over 7 miles away from 
the project site. lAs such, the proposed project would not conflict with a Williamson Act Contract.8 

Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

 
6 California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2012. Important Farmland Finder. Website: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed January 23, 2026. 
7 City of Murrieta. 2023. Murrieta Zoning Map. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12447/Murrieta-

Zoning-Map. Accessed June 27, 2026. 
8 City of Murrieta. City of Murrieta General Plan 2035 Final EIR Section 5.11: Agricultural Resources. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/756/05-11---Agricultural-Resources-PDF. Accessed January 23, 2026. 
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

No impact. The project site is currently zoned as NC, and would not be rezoned. The City does not 
have any land zoned for forest land.9 The project site is not zoned as forest land or timberland and is 
not zoned for Timberland Production. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. No impacts 
would occur. 

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

No impact. The project site is currently undeveloped and is located in an urbanized area. 
Additionally, the project site is zoned as NC and does not contain any land zoned for or currently 
supporting forestry uses. No forestry resources occur on-site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in any impacts related to loss or conversion of forest land. Thus, there would be no 
impacts. 

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

Less than significant impact. As previously discussed, the proposed project would be developed on 
land classified as Farmland of Local Importance; however, the project site is currently undeveloped 
and does not support any argricultural or forestry uses. Additionally, the proposed project is 
otherwise surronded by Urban and Built-Up Land. Therefore, the proposed project would not result 
in changes to the environment that would result in the loss of adjacent agricultural and forest uses. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

 
9 City of Murrieta. 2023. Murrieta Zoning Map. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12447/Murrieta-

Zoning-Map. Accessed January 23, 2026. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

    

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment under an applicable 
federal or State Ambient Air Quality Standard? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

The following analysis is based, in part, on the Air Quality (AQ) Impact Analysis report and Health 
Risk Assessment prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc., dated January 7, 2026, and found in Appendix 
A.1 and A.2, respectively .  

Setting 
The project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) within the jurisdiction of SCAQMD.  
The SCAQMD was created by the 1977 Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, which merged 
four county air pollution control bodies into one regional district. Under the Act, the SCAQMD is 
responsible for bringing air quality in areas under its jurisdiction into conformity with federal and 
state air quality standards. As stated, the Project site is located within the SCAB, a 6,745-square-mile 
subregion of the SCAQMD, which includes the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange County.  

The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San 
Jacinto Mountains to the north and east, and the San Diego Air Basin to the south. The annual 
average temperatures throughout the SCAB vary from the low to middle 60s degrees Fahrenheit (°F). 
Due to a decreased marine influence, the eastern portion of the SCAB shows greater variability in 
average annual minimum and maximum temperatures. All portions of the SCAB have recorded 
maximum temperatures above 100°F. 
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Wind patterns across the south coastal region are characterized by westerly and southwesterly 
onshore winds during the day and easterly or northeasterly breezes at night. Winds are 
characteristically light although the speed is somewhat greater during the dry summer months than 
during the rainy winter season. 

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. The project site is located within the SCAB. The SCAQMD, which has 
jurisdiction over the SCAB, has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to 
achieve and maintain State and federal ambient air quality standards in this air basin. Based on the 
analysis by Urban Crossroads, the proposed project would not conflict with criteria used to 
determine consistency with the 2022 AQMP (see Appendix A). The proposed project’s construction 
and operational-source emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional or LST, meaning that the 
proposed project’s emissions would not cause or materially contribute to exceedances of National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). 
Further, development of the proposed project would be consistent with growth projections in the 
General Plan, meaning that development of the proposed project would also be consistent with 
regional growth forecasts utilized to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Based on 
these considerations, the proposed project is consistent with the AQMP, and impacts associated with 
conflicting with or obstructing implementation of the AQMP would therefore be less than significant. 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or State Ambient Air Quality Standard? 

Less than significant impact. This impact is related to the cumulative effect of a project’s regional 
criteria pollutant emissions. If a project exceeds the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds of significance, its 
emissions would be considered cumulatively considerable and could result in significant adverse air 
quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions. The analysis considers construction and 
operation period impacts separately, as described below.  

Construction Impacts 
The proposed project’s regional construction-related air pollutant emissions were modeled using 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2022.1.1.36. Construction of the proposed 
project would result in emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOX), sulfur 
oxides (SOX), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter 10 microns in diametere or less (PM10), and 
particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less (PM2.5) from sources such as site preparation, 
grading, building construction paving, and architectural coating activities and the construction 
vehicles associated with these activities. The proposed project’s estimated construction emissions 
and detailed construction modeling outputs are itemized in Tables 3-2 through 3-5 and Appendix 3.1 
of Urban Crossroad’s report (Appendix A). Urban Crossroads determined that the proposed project’s 
construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds of significance (see 
Table 3-5 of the AQ Impact Analysis report). Therefore, construction of the proposed project would 
result in a less than significant impact to regional air quality. 
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The Urban Crossroads AQ Impact Analysis Report (Appendix A.1) also evaluated localized, 
construction-related impacts (the LST analysis). As shown in Table 3-8 of Appendix A.1, construction 
emissions would not exceed the LST thresholds. Therefore, construction of the proposed project 
would result in a less than significant impact to localized air quality. 

Operational Impacts 
Regional operational emissions for the proposed project were also modeled utilizing CalEEMod 
Version 2022.1.36. Operations of the proposed project would result in emissions of VOCs, NOX, SOX, 
CO, PM10, and PM2.5 from area, energy, and mobile sources. The proposed project’s estimated 
operational emissions from these sources are summarized in Section 3.5.4 of Urban Crossroad’s AQ 
Impact Analysis Report (Appendix A). Urban Crossroads determined that the proposed project’s 
operational emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds of significance. 
Therefore, operations of the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to 
regional air quality (see Table 3-5 of the AQ Impact Analysis Report).  

The Urban Crossroads AQ Impact Analysis Report (Appendix A.1) also evaluated localized, 
operational-related impacts (the LST analysis). As shown in Table 3-10 of Appendix A.1, operational 
emissions would not exceed the LST thresholds. Therefore, operations of the proposed project 
would result in a less than significant impact to localized air quality. 

In summary, neither construction nor operations of the proposed project would result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) 
performed by Urban Crossroads evaluated the potential health risk impacts to sensitive receptors 
(residents and school children) and adjacent workers associated with the development of the 
proposed project, specifically health risk impacts as a result of exposure to toxic air contaminants 
(TACs), including diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a result of heavy-duty diesel trucks accessing the 
site as well as TAC emissions resulting from gasoline dispensing. The results of the HRA indicated 
that neither construction nor operations of the proposed project would expose nearby sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentrations of pollutants that could cause or materially contribute to 
unacceptable cancer or non-cancer risks at nearby sensitive receptors or exceed thresholds of 
significance established by SCAQMD.  

Construction Impacts 
The land use with the greatest exposure to proposed project construction-related DPM emissions is 
Location R8, which represents a future residence on an undeveloped parcel immediately southeast 
of the proposed project site (see Table ES-1). At this location, the maximum incremental cancer risk 
without mitigation is estimated at 14.16 in 1 million, which would exceed the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of 10 in 1 million. With implementation of MM HRA-1, the cancer risk would be reduced to 
1.51 in 1 million, which would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds of 10 in 1 million. At this 
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same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to be 0.07 without mitigation and <0.01 with 
mitigation, neither of which would exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in 1 million. 
Emissions calculations and assumptions for the construction-related health risks are presented in the 
HRA provided in Appendix A.2.  

Operational Impacts 
The residential land use with the greatest potential exposure to proposed project operational-source 
DPM emissions is also Location R8, which represents a future residence on an undeveloped parcel 
immediately southeast of the proposed project site (see Table ES-2). At this location, operational-
source cancer risks are estimated at 3.76 in 1 million, which is less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of 10 in 1 million. At the same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to be 0.143, 
which would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD threshold of 1. Potential health risks to nearby 
workers and children at the nearby Murrieta Valley High School were also evaluated, and 
operational-related cancer risks would not exceed applicable thresholds for cancer and non-cancer. 

Construction and Operational Impacts 
The land use with the greatest potential exposure to proposed project construction and operational 
DPM emissions is location R8 (see Table ES-3). At this location, without mitigation, the maximum 
incremental cancer risk attributable to proposed project construction and operational TAC emissions 
(combined) is estimated at 17.94 in 1 million, which would exceed the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of 10 in 1 million. With implementation of MM HRA-1, combined construction and 
operational cancer risk is estimated at 5.27 which is less than the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
10 in 1 million. At this same location, combined non-cancer risks were estimated to be 0.160 without 
mitigation and 0.143 with mitigation, neither of which would exceed the applicable threshold of 1. 
Accordingly, the proposed project would not cause a significant health or cancer risk to adjacent land 
uses as a result of proposed project construction and operation.  

Concerning the proposed project’s potential to result in CO “hot spots,” Urban Crossroads 
demonstrated that the proposed project would not generate the traffic volumes necessary to result 
in CO “hot spots.” With implementation of MM HRA-1, the proposed project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact would be less than 
significant. 

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

Less than significant impact. As explained in the Urban Crossroads AQ Impact Analysis (Appendix 
A.1), the proposed project does not propose land uses that are frequently associated with odor 
complaints. Potential sources of odors associated with the proposed project may include 
construction equipment exhaust, asphalt paving, architectural coating, and waste storage (i.e., 
garbage). However, standardized construction requirements would minimize construction odor 
impacts, making any odors temporary, short-term, and intermittent. The proposed project’s waste 
would be stored and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the City’s solid waste 
regulations and would comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent public nuisances from occurring. 
Given these considerations, the proposed project’s potential to result in odors adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people would be less than significant. 



City of Murrieta–Washington Plaza Project Environmental Checklist and 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Evaluation 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 31 
Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5731/57310001/ISMND/57310001 Murrieta Washington Plaza Project ISMND.docx 

Mitigation Measures 

Unmitigated proposed project construction emissions have the potential to exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold for cancer risk. With implementation of MM HRA-1, proposed project 
construction emissions would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

MM HRA-1 All diesel-fueled offroad construction equipment shall comply with Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 Final offroad 
emissions standards or equivalent. The Lead Agency shall conduct an on-site 
inspection to verify compliance with construction mitigation and to identify other 
opportunities to further reduce construction impacts.  
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2.4 Biological Resources 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The following analysis is based, in part, on the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Consistency Analysis report prepared by FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS), 
dated July 7, 2022. The proposed project is located on three undeveloped parcels that contain a few 
scattered trees. The site was previously used for farming or ranching but has not been in use 
recently. Parcels to the east and south include additional undeveloped lands and older, single-family 
residences previously associated with farms in the area. This small area of undeveloped land with a 
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remnant rural landscape is surrounded by more recently developed residential neighborhoods that 
comprise the eastern portion of Murrieta. 

The project site is completely covered by a non-native grassland community. This community is 
dominated by red brome (Bromus rubens), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and common fiddleneck 
(Amsinckia intermedia). The non-native grassland community on the project site best matches the 
Wild Oats and Annual Brome Grasslands Alliance (Avena sp.–Bromus spp. Herbaceous Semi-Natural 
Alliance; Manual of California Vegetation [MCV]). The project site contains several native and non-
native trees scattered throughout the non-native grassland, including several blue elderberry 
(Sambucus niger), tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), Chinaberry (Melia azedarach), and silk oak 
(Grevillea robusta) trees. The site appears to be maintained by regular disking. 

The project site is located within the Western Riverside County MSHCP area, but is not located 
“within or adjacent to” a Criteria Cell. Because of its location outside of any Criteria Cells or Cell 
Groups, the project is not subject to Reserve Assembly Analysis requirements under the MSHCP.  

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 United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The literature search found that one 
special-status lichen, 62 special-status plant species, and 61 special-status animal species have been 
recorded within the regional (9-quad) vicinity of the project site (Appendix B). Of these, 23 special-
status plants and 30 special-status animal species have been recorded within 5 miles of the project 
site (Exhibit 6; Appendix B). None of these species are expected to occur due to the lack of suitable 
habitat on the project site and extensive urbanization and habitat modification in the surrounding 
area.  

The project area supports vegetation communities, land cover types, trees, and other habitat 
features that provide nesting habitat for avian species covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and Fish and Game Code, including common, native species. To ensure that project-related 
impacts to nesting bird species do not occur during implementation of the proposed project, a pre-
construction nesting bird clearance survey shall be conducted prior to ground disturbance, as 
described under MM BIO-1. With implementation of the pre-construction nesting bird clearance 
survey, impacts to the nesting bird species would be less than significant.  

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

No impact. The site does not contain any naturally occurring vegetation communities that could be 
considered as sensitive, including riparian habitat. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

No impact. No wetlands or other hydrological features that meet criteria as waters of the United 
States or waters of the State are present within the project site. Additionally, the project site is not 
located adjacent to any known potentially jurisdictional water body. The nearest jurisdictional 
feature is Murrieta Creek, located approximately 0.6 mile west of project site. No impact would 
occur. 

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 
wildlife nursery sites? 

No impact. The project site has not been identified as occurring in a wildlife corridor or linkage. 
Proposed Constrained Linkage 13 would link the Santa Rosa Plateau Ecological Reserve to the Santa 
Margarita Ecological Reserve, located approximately 8.1 miles to the south of the project site.10 The 
proposed project would be confined to existing areas that have been heavily disturbed and are 
isolated from regional wildlife corridors and linkages as there are no riparian corridors, creeks, or 
useful patches of steppingstone habitat (natural areas) within or connecting the site to a recognized 
wildlife corridor or linkage. The site is surrounded by urban development. As such, implementation 
of the proposed project is not expected to impact wildlife movement opportunities. No impacts to 
wildlife corridors or linkages are expected to occur and use of wildlife nursery sites will not be 
impeded. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

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

Less than significant impact. The project site contains several native and non-native trees scattered 
throughout the non-native grassland, including several blue elderberry, tree of heaven, Chinaberry, 
and silk oak trees. The City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (Municipal Code § 16.42) defines 
protected trees under the ordinance as: 

a) Mature Native Oak Tree, defined as a living Native Oak Tree with a DSH of 4.0 inches or more; 

b) Mature Native Tree, defined as a living Native Tree with a DSH of 4.0 inches or more; 

c) Mature Tree, defined as a living tree of any species, other than Native Oak Tree or Native 
Tree, with a DSH of 9.5 inches or more; 

d) Historically Significant Tree; or, 

e) Any tree required to be planted or preserved as environmental mitigation, or condition of 
approval for a discretionary permit. 

 

 
10  Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA). 2026. RCA MSHCP Information Map. Website: 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/379b037fb33b4cc0ad8849c5dca76db6. Accessed March 3, 2026. 
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Project implementation would require removal of existing trees on the project site. Accordingly, prior 
to removal of existing trees, in compliance with the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, the project 
applicant would engage a certified Arborist to survey existing trees on-site to determine whether 
they meet the City’s definition of protected trees. If it is determined that protected trees are present 
on-site, the applicant would obtain a tree removal permit and comply with the Protected Tree 
Replacement Standards provided under Municipal Code Section 16.42. Following compliance with 
the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, the proposed project would have less than significant 
impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. As previously mentioned, the project site is 
located within the Western Riverside County MSHCP area, but is not located “within or adjacent to” 
a Criteria Cell. Because of its location outside of any Criteria Cells or Cell Groups, the proposed 
project is not subject to Reserve Assembly Analysis requirements under the MSHCP. Because the 
project site is not within or adjacent to any MSHCP Conservation Areas, the proposed project is not 
subject to Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface or other requirements under the 
MSHCP pertaining to projects or actions implemented within or adjacent to a Conservation Area. 
Furthermore, the project site is not mapped within any required survey areas for amphibians, 
burrowing owl, mammals, Narrow Endemic Plants or other Criteria Area Species. Therefore, with 
implementation of MM BIO-1 to protect nesting bird species, the proposed project would not 
conflict with the MSHCP and impacts to locally protected species would be less than significant. No 
further mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM BIO-1 Protection of Active Bird Nests (includes pre-construction survey and 
implementation of avoidance buffer, if found). 

A. If construction or tree removal is proposed during the breeding/nesting season 
for migratory birds (typically February 15 through August 31), a qualified Biologist 
shall conduct pre-construction surveys for special-status birds, special-status 
bats, and other migratory birds and roosting bats within the construction area 
including a 300-foot survey buffer, no more than 3 days prior to the start of 
ground-disturbing activities in the construction area.  

B. If an active nest is located during pre-construction surveys, the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) (as appropriate) shall be notified regarding the status of the nest. 
Furthermore, construction activities shall be restricted as necessary to avoid 
disturbance of the nest until it is abandoned, or a qualified Biologist deems 
disturbance potential to be minimal. Restrictions may include establishment of 
exclusion zones (no ingress of personnel or equipment at a minimum radius of 
300 feet around an active raptor nest and a 50-foot radius around an active 
migratory bird nest) or alteration of the construction schedule.  
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C. A qualified Biologist shall delineate the buffer using nest buffer signs, 
Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing, pin flags, and/or flagging tape. The buffer 
zone shall be maintained around the active nest site(s) until the young have 
fledged and are foraging independently. 
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2.5 Cultural Resources 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

This section describes the existing cultural resources setting and potential effects from project 
implementation on the project site and its surrounding area. Descriptions and analysis in this section 
are based, in part, on information provided by the California Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), Eastern Information Center (EIC), National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), California Historical Landmark (CHL) list, California Points of 
Historical Interest (CPHI) list, California Built Environment Resource Directory (BERD), and the 
California Historical Resources Inventory, and a pedestrian survey of the project site conducted by 
FCS.  

Eastern Information Center 

On May 4, 2022, a records search was conducted at the EIC located at University of California, 
Riverside, for the project site and a 1-mile radius beyond the project boundaries. The current 
inventories of the NRHP, the CRHR, the CHL list, the CPHI list, and the BERD for Riverside County 
were also reviewed to determine the existence of previously documented local historic resources. 
The results of the records search indicate that 10 cultural resources have been recorded within a 1-
mile search radius, one of which (a single-family property) is within the project boundaries. In 
addition, 36 area-specific survey reports are on file within a 1-mile radius and one survey report 
addresses the proposed project, indicating that the project site has been surveyed for cultural 
resources.  

Pedestrian Survey 

On June 15, 2022, FCS Archaeologist Kweku A. Williams MA, RPA, conducted a pedestrian survey for 
unrecorded cultural resources at the project site. The survey covered the subject property wherever 
possible, beginning in the northwest corner of the project site and moving southwest, using north–
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south transects spaced at 15-meter intervals. Because of paved areas and exposed surface soil 
associated with faunalturbation the surface of the ground has been disturbed substantially. The 
northern portion of the survey area was overgrown with tall grasses and tumble weeds. The 
southern portion was more hardscaped gravel with portions of exposed soil and modern debris. Soil 
visibility was therefore moderate across the site, ranging from 30 to 60 percent in particular sections. 
Observed soils were largely composed of light sandy soil, with scared quartz and granite. To the 
extent possible, all areas of the project site were inspected for culturally modified soils or other 
indicators of potential historic or prehistoric resources. No additional prehistoric or historic 
resources or raw materials commonly used in the manufacture of tools (e.g., obsidian, Franciscan 
chert, etc.) were found within the project site. Particular attention was paid to the previously 
recorded historic resource (a single-family property); however, it was determined during the 
pedestrian survey that the historic resource has been removed and/or demolished and is no longer 
located within the project boundaries. It is unknown when the historic resource was removed.  

Survey conditions were documented using digital photographs and field notes. During the survey, 
Mr. Williams examined all areas of the exposed ground surface for prehistoric artifacts (e.g., fire-
affected rock, milling tools, flaked stone tools, toolmaking debris, ceramics), soil discoloration and 
depressions that might indicate the presence of a cultural midden, faunal and human osteological 
remains, and features indicative of the former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., postholes, 
standing exterior walls, foundations) or historic debris (e.g., glass, metal, ceramics). No additional 
resources were encountered.  

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 defines “historical resources” as 
resources listed in the CRHR, a local register, determined significant by the Lead Agency, or 
determined to be eligible by the California Historical Resources Commission for listing in the CRHR. 
The criteria for eligibility are generally set by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, which 
established the NRHP, and which recognizes properties that are significant at the federal, State, and 
local levels. To be eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR, a district, site, building, structure, or 
object must possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association relative to American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. In 
addition, unless the property possesses exceptional significance, it must be at least 50 years old to 
be eligible. 

The results from the EIC records search indicate that there are nine historical resources recorded 
within the 1-mile surrounding radius and one historic resource (single-family residence) was 
recorded within the project boundaries; however, the historic resource has been 
removed/demolished and is no longer located within the project boundaries. The pedestrian survey 
did not identify any remnants of the previously recorded built environment historic resource, and no 
additional historical resources were identified. Impacts to historical resources would be less than 
significant.  
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines 
defines significant archaeological resources as resources that meet the criteria for historical 
resources, as discussed above, or resources that constitute unique archaeological resources. A 
project-related significant adverse effect could occur if a project were to affect archaeological 
resources that fall under either of these categories. 

The records search conducted at the EIC for the project site identified nine historic resources and 
one prehistoric resource in the project’s 1-mile radius, as well as one historic resource (single-family 
residence) recorded within the project boundaries. The results of the pedestrian survey did not 
locate or identify any archaeological resources, additionally, the previously recorded historic 
resource is no longer located within the project boundaries. Nevertheless, it is possible that 
earthmoving activities associated with project construction could encounter previously undiscovered 
archaeological resources. Archaeological resources can include, but are not limited to, stone, bone, 
wood or shell artifacts or features, including hearths and structural elements. Damage or destruction 
of these resources would be a potentially significant impact. Implementation of MM CUL-1 through 
MM CUL-3 and MM CUL-5 would ensure that this potential impact is reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No human remains or cemeteries are known to 
exist within or near the project site. Although human remains within the project site are unlikely, 
there is always the possibility that earthmoving activities associated with project construction could 
potentially damage or destroy previously undiscovered human remains. This would be a potentially 
significant impact.  

In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and Public Resources Code Sections 
5097.94 and 5097.98 must be followed. MM CUL-4 further specifies the procedures to follow in the 
event human remains are uncovered. Along with compliance with these guidelines and statutes, 
implementation of MM CUL-4 would reduce potential impacts related to human remains to a less 
than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM CUL-1 Cultural Resource Monitoring Plan (CRMP). The Project Archaeologist, in 
consultation with consulting tribes, the permittee/owner, and the City, shall develop 
an Archaeological Monitoring Plan to address the details, timing, and responsibility 
of all archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project site. Details 
in the plan shall include: 

a. Project grading and development scheduling; 
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b. The development of a monitoring schedule in coordination with the 
permittee/owner during grading, excavation and ground-disturbing activities on 
the site: including the scheduling, safety requirements, duties, scope of work, 
and Monitors’ authority to stop and redirect grading activities in coordination 
with all project archaeologists; and, 

c. The protocols and stipulations that the permittee/owner, City, Tribes, 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.  

MM CUL-2 Archaeological Monitoring. At least 30-days prior to grading permit issuance and 
before any grading, excavation, and/or ground-disturbing activities on the site take 
place, the project permittee/owner shall retain a Riverside County-certified 
archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an effort to 
identify any unknown archaeological resources. Prior to grading, the project 
permittee/owner shall provide to the City verification that a certified archaeological 
monitor has been retained. Any newly discovered cultural resource deposits shall be 
subject to a cultural resources evaluation. 

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. 

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; 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 
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Tribe(s) shall make themselves available to provide the training on an as-needed 
basis 

1. A final report documenting the monitoring activity and disposition of any 
recovered cultural resources shall be submitted to the City of Murrieta, Eastern 
Information Center and the consulting tribe(s) within 60 days of completion of 
monitoring. 

MM CUL-3 Archeology Report–Phase IV. At the completion of grading, excavation, and ground 
disturbing activities on-site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the 
City documenting monitoring activities conducted by the Project Archaeologist and 
Native American Tribal Monitors within 60 days of completion of grading. This report 
shall document the impacts to the known resources on the property; describe how 
each mitigation measure was fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources 
recovered and the disposition of such resources; provide evidence of the required 
cultural sensitivity training for the construction staff held during the required pre-
grade meeting; and, in a confidential appendix, include the daily/weekly monitoring 
notes from the archaeologist. All reports produced will be submitted to the City of 
Murrieta, Eastern Information Center and Consulting tribes.  

MM CUL-4 Human Remains. If human remains are encountered, California 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 
California Public Resources 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 must be contacted 
within 24 hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately 
identify the "most likely descendants(s)" for purposes of receiving notification of 
discovery. The most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations and 
engage in consultation concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  

MM CUL-5 Inadvertent Archeological Find. If during ground disturbance activities, unique 
cultural resources are discovered that were not assessed by the archaeological 
report(s) and/or environmental assessment conducted prior to project approval, the 
following procedures shall be followed.  Unique cultural resources are defined, for 
this condition only, as being multiple artifacts in close association with each other, 
but may include fewer artifacts if the area of the find is determined to be of 
significance due to its sacred or cultural importance as determined in consultation 
with the Native American Tribe(s). 

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

ii. 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. 

iii. 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. 

iv. 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. 

v. If the find is determined to be significant and avoidance of the site has not been 
achieved, a Phase III data recovery plan shall be prepared by the project 
archeologist, in consultation with the Tribe, and shall be submitted to the City for 
their review and approval prior to implementation of the said plan.  

vi. 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.” 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.6 Energy 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The following analysis is based, in part, on the Energy Analysis report by Urban Crossroads, Inc., 
dated January 7, 2026, and found in Appendix A.3.   

Information from the CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.36 outputs for the Air Quality Impact Analysis 
(Appendix A.1) was utilized in this analysis, detailing project-related construction equipment, 
transportation energy demands, and facility energy demands. For purposes of the Energy Analysis, 
construction was expected to commence in July 2026 and last through January 2027. The 
construction schedule utilized in the analysis represents a “worst-case” analysis scenario. The 
duration of construction activity and associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation 
of the expected construction fleet as required per CEQA Guidelines.  

The Energy Analysis demonstrates that the proposed project would not result in any significant 
impacts related to energy. Urban Crossroads’ findings are presented below.  

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. As supported by the analyses provided within the Energy Analysis 
report (Appendix A.3), the proposed project’s construction and operation would not result in the 
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not cause or result in the need for additional energy production or transmission facilities. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would be subject to all relevant provisions of the 
most recently updated energy plans including Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 

I □ □ [8] I □ I 
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(ISTEA), Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), the 2023 Integrated Energy Policy 
Report (IEPR), the California Energy Plan, California Code Title 24, Part 6, California Code Title 24, 
Part 11, Assembly Bill (AB) 1493, the RPS,and Senate Bill (SB) 350. These plans ensure that the 
proposed project would consume energy efficiently through the incorporation of energy-efficient 
features, such as door and window interlocks, direct digital controls for heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning systems, and high efficiency outdoor lighting. Supported by the Energy Analysis report 
(Appendix A.3), t, compliance with the listed plans would ensure that building energy use associated 
with the proposed project would not be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with any local or state plans for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.7 Geology and Soils 
Would the project: 

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

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The analysis in this section is based, in part, on the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation prepared 
by Krazan & Associates Inc. in January 2021, for the proposed project. The report is included in 
Appendix D of this Draft IS/MND and is summarized below. Additionally, this section references the 
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Paleontological Records Search prepared for the proposed project by Kenneth L. Finger, PhD, on April 
29, 2022, which is also included in Appendix D of this report. 

According to the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the project site is located within Temecula 
Valley in the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province, a series of ranges separated by northwest 
trending valleys subparallel to faults branching from the San Andreas Fault. Locally, the site is located 
within Temecula Valley. The Santa Rosa Plateau and Elsinore Mountains are located about 1.5 miles 
to the southwest of the subject site. The Elsinore Fault is located approximately 0.4 mile northeast of 
the project site.  

The near-surface deposits in the area near the project site generally consist of soil deposits that are 
fine to medium grained, silty sand and sandy silt to the explored depth of 50 feet below the ground 
surface. The bedrock underlying the near-surface deposits consists of Quaternary-age alluvium. 
Numerous moderate to large earthquakes have affected the area within historic time. The area is 
considered subject to relatively high seismicity. The nearest significant active faults are the Elsinore 
(0.4 mile northeast), San Jacinto (20 miles northeast), and Chino Hills fault zone(s) (26 miles 
northwest), of the site. There are no mapped faults on-site according to maps prepared by the 
California Geologic Survey and published by the International Conference of Building Officials 
(ICBO).11 

Would the project: 

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

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

Less than significant impact. Several fault branches are located the region surrounding the project 
site. The Elsinore Fault is located 0.4 miles northeast of the project, the San Jacinto Fault is located 
20 miles northeast, and the Chino Hills fault zone is located 26 miles northwest.  

As indicated in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the project site showed no mapped faults 
on-site or evidence of surface faulting at the time of the field survey. In addition, the project site is 
not within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zone.12 The nearest Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zone is the 
Elsinore Fault zone, 0.4 miles to the northeast. Accordingly, the potential for fault surface rupture on 
the subject site is very low, and impacts would therefore be less than significant.  

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The project site is located in Southern 
California, which is a seismically active area. The type and magnitude of seismic hazards affecting a 

 
11  Krazan & Associates, Inc. 2021. Geotechnical Engineering Investigation. 
12  Ibid. 
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site are dependent on the distance to the causative fault and the intensity and magnitude of the 
seismic event. The seismic hazard may be primary, such as surface rupture and/or ground shaking, or 
secondary, such as liquefaction and/or ground lurching.  

The most significant known active fault zones that are capable of seismic ground shaking and can 
impact the City are the Elsinore Fault Zone, San Jacinto Fault Zone, Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone, 
and the San Andreas Fault Zone.13 Additionally, active fault zones as defined by Riverside County 
travel throughout the City, particularly in the areas shown in the General Plan Map of Riverside 
County Earthquake Fault Zones.14 There are several fault zone as defined by Riverside County located 
near the project site, including a small unnamed fault that is part of the County Fault Zone, located 
0.28 miles south of the project site, and the Elsinore Fault Zone, located 0.4 mile northeast of the 
project site. Therefore, the proposed project could be at risk of strong seismic ground shaking 
hazards caused by earthquakes along active regional faults.15  

The 2025 California Building Standards Code (CBC) requires use-modified spectral accelerations and 
velocities for most structural designs. The proposed project would comply with the seismic design 
parameters using soil profile types identified in the 2025 CBC, including Section 1613 Earthquake 
Loads, which would minimize the risk of adverse effects from strong seismic ground shaking. 
Furthermore, the seismic design parameters outlined in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation 
would be enforced through the implementation of MM GEO-1. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than significant impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon where earthquake-induced ground 
vibrations increase the pore pressure in saturated, granular soils until it is equal to the confining, 
overburden pressure. When this occurs, the soil can completely lose its shear strength and enter a 
liquefied state. For liquefaction to occur, a project site must be subject to three factors: underlying 
loose, coarse-grained (sandy) soils, a groundwater depth of approximately 25 feet, and a potential 
for seismic shaking from nearby large-magnitude earthquakes. 

According to both the DOC and the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the project site is located 
within a liquefaction hazard zone.16 The project site also has a “moderate” susceptibility to 
liquefaction according to the General Plan.17 According to the Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation, however, groundwater was not found at the explored depth of 50 feet below the 
ground surface, and groundwater has historically been found within the Murrieta Quadrangle at a 
depths over 40 feet below current site grades. The Geotechnical Engineering Investigation found that 

 
13  City of Murrieta. 2011. Murrieta General Plan 2035 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – Geology and Seismic Hazards. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/790/05-08---Geology-and-Seismic-Hazards-PDF. Accessed October 18, 2025.  
14  City of Murrieta. 2011. Murrieta General Plan 2035 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – Exhibit 5.8-4, Riverside County Fault Hazard 

Map. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/790/05-08---Geology-and-Seismic-Hazards-PDF. Accessed 
October 18, 2025. 

15  Ibid. 
16  California Department of Conservation. 2025. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Map. Website: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/. Accessed July 1, 2026. 
17  City of Murrieta. 2011. General Plan 2035 – Safety Element. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4366/12---Safety-Element.pdf. Accessed July 1, 2022.  
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the potential for seismically induced soil liquefaction within the project site is low. Therefore, due to 
the low potential for liquefaction the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause 
potential risk of loss, injury or death involving liquefaction. Nonetheless, implementation of the 
recommendations in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation as MM GEO-1 would further reduce 
any potential for liquefaction. Impact would be less than significant.  

iv) Landslides? 

No impact. Landslides can occur when ground shaking and/or heavy rainfall disturb areas of steep 
slopes consisting of unstable soils. According to the General Plan, earthquake-induced landslides 
have been mapped in areas along the Santa Ana Mountains’ eastern slopes and the hills along the 
northern side of the City.18 The proposed project is located in a relatively flat area and therefore 
minimal potential for landslide potentials. The closest Landslide Zone, as mapped by the DOC, is 
located 0.8 mile north of the project site at 23590 Jefferson Avenue. An additional Landslide Zone is 
located near Cole Canyon 1.14 mile west of the project site.19 Furthermore, according to the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the project site is relatively flat and level, and there are no 
significant slopes proposed as part of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in impacts related to landslides. There would be no impact.  

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

Less than significant impact. Grading and construction of the project could expose large amounts of 
soil and could result in soil erosion if effective erosion control measures are not used. Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control are required under National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) regulations pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act (CWA). NPDES 
requirements for construction projects 1 acre or more in area are set forth in the General 
Construction Permit issued by the California State Water Resources Control Board (State Water 
Board Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). As discussed in further detail in Section 2.10 Hydrology and 
Water Quality, project grading would also be managed through the preparation and implementation 
of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and the implementation of BMPs to achieve 
concurrent water quality controls after construction is completed and the proposed project is in 
operation. Furthermore, the proposed project’s land clearing, grading, and construction activities 
would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rules 403 and 403.2 regulating fugitive dust emissions, 
thus minimizing wind erosion from ground-disturbing activities. Once the project is developed, the 
potential for soil erosion would be lower than during construction, due to the presence of new 
structures, concrete, asphalt, and landscaping. Therefore, overall compliance with applicable 
regulations and implementation of the required project-specific SWPPP would ensure that impacts 
related to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil would be less than significant.  

 
18  City of Murrieta. 2011. General Plan 2035 – Safety Element. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4366/12---Safety-Element.pdf. Accessed July 1, 2022. 
19  California Department of Conservation. 2021. EQ Zapp: California Earthquake Hazards Zone Application. Website: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/. Accessed July 1, 2026. 
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. As discussed in Impact a-iii above, the 
project site is located in a liquefaction zone as identified by both the DOC and the General Plan; 
however, it is at low risk of liquefaction according to the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation. As 
discussed previously, the project site is not located in a Landslide Zone. 

Subsidence occurs when the withdrawal of ground water, oil, or natural gas vertically displaces a 
large portion of land. Soils that are particularly subject to subsidence include those with high silt or 
clay content. The General Plan identifies that the project site is located within an active subsidence 
zone. According to the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the surface soils at the project site 
consist of approximately 6 to 12 inches of very loose silty sand. These soils are disturbed, have low 
strength characteristics, and are highly compressible when saturated, including during irrigation.  

To address potential impacts from unstable soil conditions and consistent with the Geotechnical 
Engineering Investigation MM GEO-1 requires implementation of the Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation’s recommendations, which include over-excavation and recompacting to a depth of 5 
feet below the bottom of building grades and three feet below the bottom of bearing grades for 
building and foundation areas, and 12 inches below existing grades for parking areas. In addition, 
any fill soil present in the building area should be removed and replaced as compacted engineered 
fill. The Geotechnical Engineering Investigation recommends that a representative from Krazan & 
Associates be present at the site during earthwork activities to confirm that actual subsurface 
conditions are consistent with the exploratory fieldwork. These recommendations are included in 
MM GEO-1. With the implementation of MM GEO-1, impacts related to the potential for on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse would be less than significant.  

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? 

Less than significant impact. Expansive soils shrink or swell as the moisture content decreases or 
increases, which can shift, crack, or break structures built on such soils. According to the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the samples taken from the project site were tested to 
determine the potential for expansion on the project site. Based on the results, it is anticipated that 
the majority of materials on-site are “low” in expansion potential. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

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

No impact. The proposed project would connect to the existing sanitary sewer system for 
wastewater disposal and would not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  
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f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. According to the Paleontological Records 
Search, it is unlikely that significant paleontological resources are present at the project site because 
the surficial deposits are too young to be fossiliferous, and paleontological monitoring is not 
recommended. However, in the highly unlikely event that project construction activities uncover 
previously undiscovered paleontological resources, MM GEO-2 would be implemented. MM GEO-2 
identifies actions that the Owner/Developer would be required to implement in such an event. 
Implementation of MM GEO-2 would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to a less 
than significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM GEO-1 The Owner/Developer shall implement the recommendations provided in the 
Conclusions and Recommendations section of the Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation prepared by Krazan & Associates Inc., dated January 24, 2021. These 
include earthwork requirements for site preparation, soil removal, fill material, 
grading, foundation, design, and all relevant construction permit requirements 
related to structural design and pavement design. The Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation is incorporated herein by reference as fully set forth in this mitigation 
measure.  

MM GEO-2 In the unlikely event that fossils or fossil-bearing deposits are discovered during 
construction activities, excavations within a 15-foot radius of the find shall be 
temporarily halted or diverted, and the Owner/Developer shall retain a qualified 
Paleontologist to examine the discovery. The Paleontologist shall document the 
discovery in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards. The 
Paleontologist shall determine procedures to be followed before construction 
activities are allowed to resume at the location of the find. If the Owner/Developer 
determines that avoidance is not feasible, the Paleontologist shall prepare an 
excavation plan for mitigating the effect of construction activities on the discovery. 
The plan shall be submitted to the City of Murrieta for review and approval prior to 
implementation, and the Owner/Developer shall adhere to the recommendations in 
the plan. 
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2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The following analysis is based, in part, on the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Analysis report prepared by 
Urban Crossroads, Inc., dated March 19, 2026. The Urban Crossroads report demonstrates that the 
proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to GHG emissions. Urban 
Crossroads’ findings are presented in Appendix A.4 and are summarized below. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with regulations imposed by the federal and 
State agencies that regulate energy use and consumption through various means and programs. 
Those that are directly and indirectly applicable to the proposed project and that would assist in the 
reduction of energy usage include:  

• Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32) California Air Resources Board, 
2006). 

• Regional GHG Emissions Reduction Targets/Sustainable Communities Strategies (Senate Bill 
[SB] 375). 

• Pavley Fuel Efficiency Standards (AB 1493). Establishes fuel efficiency ratings for new vehicles. 

• California Building Code (Title 24 California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Establishes energy 
efficiency requirements for new construction.  

• Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 20 CCR). Establishes energy efficiency 
requirements for appliances. 

• Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). Requires carbon content of fuel sold in California to be 10 
percent (%) less by 2020. 

• Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368). Requires energy 
generators to achieve performance standards for GHG emissions.  

• Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS). Requires electric corporations to increase the amount of 
energy obtained from eligible renewable energy resources to 20% by 2010 and 33% by 
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2020. SB 350 mandated a 50% RPS by 2030. SB 100 increased the RPS requirements to 60% by 
2030 with new interim targets of 44% by 2024 and 52% by 2027.  

• California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (SB 32). Requires the state to reduce 
statewide GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, a reduction target that was first 
introduced in Executive Order B-30-15.  

 
Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. Project construction activities would generate carbon dioxide (CO2) and 
methane (CH4) emissions from site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and 
architectural coating. For construction phase project emissions, GHGs are quantified and amortized 
over the life of the project. The amortized GHG emissions associated with the construction of the 
proposed project are summarized in Table 3-3 of the Urban Crossroad’s GHG Report (Appendix A.4). 
The results demonstrate that the proposed project would generate approximately 7.87 MT CO2e per 
year. A project’s construction emissions are averaged over 30 years and are added to the project’s 
operational emissions. If a project’s emissions are below 3,000 metric tons (MT) carbon dioxide 
equivalent (CO2e) per year for residential and commercial land uses, then the project’s impacts 
would be less than significant. Therefore, construction impacts associated with the generation of 
GHG emissions would be less than significant.  

Operational activities associated with the proposed project would result in emissions of CO2, CH4, 
and N2O from sources such as area, energy, and mobile source emissions. The annual GHG emissions 
associated with the operation of the proposed project are summarized in Table 3-4 of the Urban 
Crossroad’s GHG Report (Appendix A.4). The results demonstrate that the proposed project would 
generate approximately 2,175.16 MT CO2e per year. These levels do not exceed levels of GHG 
thresholds of 3,000 MT CO2e per year that would significantly impact the environment and are in 
compliance with the Murrieta Climate Action Plan (CAP) as discussed below. Therefore, operational 
impacts associated with GHG emissions would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. Urban Crossroads assessed the proposed project’s consistency with the 
Murrieta Climate Action Plan (CAP) Update, which provides guidance for analyzing and determining 
the significance of proposed development projects during CEQA review. The Murrieta CAP Update 
addresses GHG emissions reductions and is consistent with the requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 
32, SB 32, and international efforts to reduce GHG emissions. In addition, the ARB recommends the 
use of a CAP to determine a project’s impacts with respect to GHG and states that projects that are 
consistent with a CAP are presumed to be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan. Compliance with 
the Murrieta CAP Update fulfills the requirements for GHG analysis outlined in the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 
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As demonstrated in Table 3-5 of Urban Crossroads GHG Analysis (Appendix A.4), the proposed 
project would be consistent with, or otherwise would not conflict with, the CAP. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be considered to have a less than significant impact with respect to GHG 
emissions. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The analysis in this section is based, in part, on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I 
ESA) prepared by Krazan & Associates, Inc., on November 1, 2021, included as Appendix E of this 
document. Based on historical aerial photographs, the project site has been vacant since 2009 but 
contained residential uses from at least 1938 to approximately 2006. As discussed in Section 2.5, 
Cultural Resources, multiple residential dwellings were historically present on the site, and a City of 
Murrieta Building Department demolition permit is on file for 24070 Washington Avenue, date 
unspecified. 
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Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. Construction of the proposed project would include the transport, use, 
and disposal of limited quantities of hazardous materials necessary for construction, including fuel 
and solvents. The use of these hazardous materials would be short-term and would be handled in 
accordance with standard construction practices, as well as with applicable federal, State, and local 
regulations. The primary regulatory requirements include SCAQMD Rule 1166 (volatile organic 
compound emissions) and Rule 1466 (fugitive dust-TACs). Furthermore, regulatory requirements 
would include California Code of Regulations Title 22, Division 4.5 for appropriate management of 
hazardous materials, as well as the requirements of the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA), 
and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Compliance with the applicable hazardous 
material laws and regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not create a hazard to 
the public or the environment through transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, 
construction impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would include commercial development, eight gas pumps, and vehicle washing 
operations. Hazardous materials used during operation would likely be limited to vehicle fuels, 
vehicle cleaning agents, and materials used for maintenance and operation of the proposed 
commercial facilities. Vehicle fuel would be safely stored on-site in underground storage tanks 
covered with reinforced concrete. Vehicle fuels and cleaning agents would be safely transported, 
stored, and used according to applicable federal, State, and local regulations. The primary regulatory 
requirements include those mentioned in the paragraph above, as well as Municipal Code Hazardous 
Materials Storage Section 16.18.070. Thus, compulsory compliance with regulatory requirements 
would ensure operation of the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
Therefore, operational impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. As discussed previously, the Phase I ESA determined that the project 
site was used for residential purposes until approximately 2006 and has remained undeveloped 
since. Krazan & Associates identified no evidence that Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) 
in connection with current and historical uses of the project site are present, including lack of 
evidence for the presence of lead-based paint, mold and moisture intrusion, radon, wetlands, 
environmental non-compliance, or activity and use limitations. Based on these results, historical 
residential use does not represent a REC or a human health risk in connection to the proposed 
project. Additionally, as discussed in the Phase I ESA, no RECs, Historical Recognized Environmental 
Conditions (HRECs) or de minimis conditions were identified at or near the project site.  
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As discussed in Impact 2.9(a), federal, State, and local laws and regulations address the storage, use, 
handling, and disposal of any hazardous materials that might be used during construction. 
Compliance with applicable laws and regulations would reduce the risk of hazardous material 
incidents during construction to a less than significant level. Therefore, project construction activities 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or to the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment.  

During operation, the proposed project would not generate or facilitate the generation of hazardous 
materials resulting in the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The proposed project 
would involve the transport and use of materials associated with business operations and routine 
maintenance of the project site; however, the materials used and stored on-site would be safely 
transported, stored, and used according to applicable federal, State, and local regulations, and 
vehicle fuel would be safely stored on-site in underground storage tanks covered with reinforced 
concrete. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than significant impact. The nearest schools to the project site are MVHS (42200 Nighthawk 
Way), approximately 100 feet (0.02 mile) across Washington Avenue from the project site, and 
Thompson Middle School (24040 Hayes Avenue), approximately 0.35 mile west of the project site. 
Localized air quality impacts, including the potential for hazardous emissions, were evaluated at 
MVHS at 42200 Nighthawk Way, approximately 126 feet south of the project site. As discussed in 
Appendix A, the proposed project’s construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional 
thresholds of significance. The proposed project’s estimated operational emissions from these 
sources are summarized in Table 3-5 of Appendix A. The proposed project’s operational emissions 
would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds of significance. Therefore, operations of the 
proposed project would result in less than significant emissions.  

As discussed in Impact 2.9(a), construction of the proposed project would include limited use of 
hazardous materials, such as fuel and solvents, to operate construction activity. Use of these 
hazardous materials would be in compliance with all applicable local, State, and federal regulations. 
During operation, the proposed project would involve the transport and use of materials associated 
with business operations and routine maintenance of the project site; however, the materials used 
and stored on-site would be safely transported, stored, and used according to applicable federal, 
State, and local regulations. The proposed project would include installation of a gas station with 
gasoline and diesel within 0.25 mile of MVHS. However, the gas station would not result in 
hazardous emissions or hazardous materials, substances, or waste because the proposed project 
would comply with all applicable regulations and safety standards. For example, vehicle fuel would 
be safely stored on-site in underground storage tanks covered with reinforced concrete. As 
previously discussed, the proposed project would be required to comply with Municipal Code 
Hazardous Materials Storage Section 16.18.070, SCAQMD Rule 1166 (volatile organic compound 
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emissions) and Rule 1466 (fugitive dust-TACs), California Code of Regulations Title 22, Division 4.5, 
requirements of the EPA, RCRA, DTSC, Cal/OSHA, and Caltrans. 

Thus, with compliance with the applicable regulations, the proposed project would not generate 
hazardous materials in significant quantities that would have an impact to surrounding schools. 
Therefore, the schools close to the project site would not be affected by hazardous emissions or 
materials. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary.  

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

No impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 refers to the Hazardous Waste and Substances Site 
List, commonly known as the Cortese List, maintained by the DTSC. The Cortese List contains 
hazardous waste and substance sites as well as hazardous substance sites selected for remedial 
action; historic Cortese sites; and sites with known toxic material identified through the abandoned 
site assessment program. The proposed project would not be located on a site which is included on a 
hazardous materials site list compiled pursuant to California Government Code Section 65962.5. The 
closest sites recognized by the Cortese List are 24250 Adams Avenue approximately 0.35 mile 
northeast, a State Response site with a certified cleanup status as of 2002, and an active permitted 
underground storage tank at 23751 Washington Avenue approximately 0.4 mile northwest.20, 21 None 
of the activities occurring at these sites would be close enough to the project site to have an impact. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. No impact would occur.  

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

No impact. The airports nearest to the project site are French Valley Airport, approximately 5 miles 
to the east, followed by Perris Valley Airport, approximately 13 miles to the north. The project site is 
not within an airport influence area and is not located within an airport land use plan. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people working at the 
project site. No impact would occur. 

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

Less than significant impacts. The City’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), adopted in 2017, 
establishes a comprehensive framework of policy and guidance for emergency and disaster response 

 
20 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). 2026. EnviroStor Crossroads Investors III, LLC Site. Website: 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=33990004. Accessed January 23, 2026. 
21 California State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board). 2026. Ralph’s Fuel Center #118 Permitted Underground 

Storage Tank GeoTracker Map. Website: 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?myaddress=California&from=header&cqid=1435849845. Accessed January 23, 2026. 
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operations.22 The EOP provides comprehensive policy and guidance for emergency and response 
operations, and details the responsibilities of residents, organizations, and City departments. The 
EOP does not contain specific evacuation routes. Additionally, the City’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 
(LHMP), adopted in 2023, identifies the City’s hazards and goals related to hazard mitigation.23 The 
LHMP does not contain specific evacuation routes or an emergency response plan, however, it does 
inform City planning with a focus on hazard mitigation. The City uses the California Governor’s Office 
of Emergency Services’ Emergency Digital Information System, and the Riverside County Operational 
Area Emergency Alert System to contact residents immediately during emergencies to provide 
information regarding evacuations.  

Project construction activities would be temporary in nature and would not require the complete 
closure of Washington Avenue, Magnolia Street, or any other public or private streets. Thus, 
construction of the proposed project would not impede the use surrounding roadways for 
emergencies or access for emergency response vehicles. Operation of the proposed project would 
not interfere with the implementation of the EOP or roadways and would provide internal circulation 
for emergency ingress and egress. Therefore, the proposed project would not impair implementation 
of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. As discussed in Section 2.19, Wildfire, the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has mapped fire threat potential throughout California, 
identifying areas of no fire threat, as well as moderate, high, and very high fire severity. According to 
the CAL FIRE Hazard Severity Zone Map, the project site is not within a State Responsibility Area 
(SRA). The project site is not in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and is located within 
a Local Responsibility Area (LRA). Additionally, the City does not consider the project site to be a 
High Fire Zone, according to the General Plan. However, the site is approximately 0.5 mile from the 
nearest identified LRA VHFHSZ, which is found southwest of the project site on the Washington 
Street and Hayes Avenue intersection, by Thompson Middle School.24 The project site is 
characterized by flat ground covered in low-height grasses and some trees. The project site is 
surrounded primarily by urban, built-up lands with interspersed undeveloped lands. In 1956, the 
project site was involved in the Sandia fire, which originated from unknown causes.25 There have 
also been two wildfires recorded near the City between 1984 and 2023, including the 2019 Tenaja 
Fire, which was located approximately 1.25 miles west of the project site.26 

 
22 City of Murrieta. 2017. Emergency Operations Plan Part 1: Basic Plan. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/324/Emergency-Operations-Plan-PDF?bidId=. Accessed January 23, 2023. 
23 City of Murrieta. 2023. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/13621/City-of-

Murrieta-LHMP-Final-2024. Accessed September 23, 2026. 
24  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2026. Fire Hazard Severity Zone online viewer. Website: 

https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/. Accessed September 20, 2026. 
25  Anderson, L., Zentner E., Nagy, V. California. 2020. Wildfire History map. Website: https://projects.capradio.org/california-fire-

history/#13.23/33.57045/-117.22839. Accessed September 20, 2026. 
26  City of Murrieta. 2023. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/13621/City-of-

Murrieta-LHMP-Final-2024. Accessed September 23, 2026. 
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As discussed in Section 2.15, fire protection for the project site is provided by the Murrieta Fire 
Department. Section 2.15 determined that impacts related to fire protection services would be less 
than significant. The proposed project would replace existing on-site vegetation with hardscape and 
irrigated landscaping thereby reducing on-site vegetative fuel. The proposed project would be 
required to comply with applicable provisions of the California Fire Code with regard to access, water 
supply and building materials consistent with the CBC. Handling and storage of flammable materials 
on-site, such as gasoline, would be conducted in accordance with applicable local, State and federal 
regulations. General Plan 2035 Safety Element Goal SAF-7 and the related policies specifically 
address wildland fires. In addition, Mitigation Measures FP-1 through FP-4 of the General Plan 2035 
EIR require the preparation of fuel modification plans and sufficient water supply and access during 
construction. As such, the proposed project would incorporate fire safety features and comply with 
the applicable fire safety provisions of the CBC, thereby reducing the risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site; 

    

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site; 

    

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff; or 

    

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The information in this section is based on the Preliminary Hydrology Report prepared for the 
proposed project by Kimley-Horn on May 26, 2022, and the Preliminary Water Quality Management 
Plan (WQMP), prepared by Kimley-Horn on January 31, 2023. These reports are provided in 
Appendix F and are summarized below.  

The site is currently undeveloped and consists of mostly grasses and some trees. Existing drainage 
consists of one drainage area that is ultimately a tributary to the Santa Ana River. Stormwater flows 
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on-site from northeast to southwest toward Washington Avenue. On Washington Avenue there is an 
existing curb inlet located near the southeast corner of the intersection of Washington Avenue and 
Magnolia Street, as well as two existing curb inlets located approximately 950 feet south of the 
project site at the northeast corner of Washington Avenue and Petra Street. The project site does 
not accept any off-site flows from the adjacent residential properties located along the southern and 
eastern edges of the site, nor from Washington Avenue or Magnolia Street.27 

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Project impacts related to water quality 
could occur over three different periods:  

• During the earthwork and construction phase, where the potential for erosion, siltation, and 
sedimentation would be the greatest; 

• Following construction, before the establishment of ground cover, when the erosion potential 
may remain relatively high; and  

• After project completion, when impacts related to sedimentation would decrease markedly 
but those associated with urban runoff would increase.  

 
Polluted runoff can have harmful effects on drinking water, recreational water, and wildlife. Urban 
runoff pollution includes a wide array of environmental, stormwater characteristics depending on-
site conditions (e.g., land use, impervious cover, and pollution prevention practices), rain events 
(duration, amount of rainfall, intensity, and time between events), soil type and particle sizes, the 
amount of vehicular traffic, and atmospheric deposition. Major pollutants typically found in runoff 
from urban areas include sediments, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, heavy metals, 
petroleum hydrocarbons, pathogens, and bacteria. Most urban stormwater discharges are non-point 
sources. The nearest jurisdictional feature is Murrieta Creek, located approximately 0.6 mile west of 
project site. 

Construction 
As discussed under Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, construction of the proposed project would 
include grading and earthwork which could expose large amounts of soil and result in soil erosion. 
Short-term impacts related to water quality could occur during the earthwork and construction 
phases when the potential for erosion, siltation, and sedimentation would be the greatest. 
Additionally, impacts could occur prior to the establishment of ground cover when the erosion 
potential may remain relatively high. Construction activities could produce common pollutants such 
as nutrients, heavy metals, pesticides and herbicides, and chemicals related to construction and 
cleaning and waste materials such as wash water, paints, wood, paper, concrete, food containers, 

 
27 Kimley-Horn. 2022. Preliminary Hydrology Report, Lemon Street, Riverside, CA. May. 
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sanitary wastes, fuel, and lubricants. Impacts to stormwater quality could occur from construction, 
associated earthmoving activities, and increased pollutant loading.  

Operations 
The following is a list of materials anticipated to be used or generated during project operations, 
which would potentially contribute to pollutants, other than sediment, to stormwater runoff.  

• Vehicle fluids, including oil, grease, petroleum, and coolants from personal vehicles; 

• Landscaping materials and wastes (topsoil, plant materials, herbicides, fertilizers, mulch, 
pesticides); and 

• General trash debris and litter. 
 
Similar to existing conditions, the post-developed project site would predominantly drain from north 
to south in order to maintain the existing flow pattern to the maximum extent possible. The 
proposed project would include seven drainage areas (DAs). Runoff from DA-1 through DA-6 sheet 
would flow before being intercepted by inlets located at low points. Drainage for DA-7 would flow 
via an earthen swale along the eastern and southern property line before being intercepted by an 
area drain located at a low point near the south corner of the site. All drainage would then be 
conveyed by a proposed storm drain system into two modular wetland systems (MWS) for treatment 
before being routed to the underground storage system located on the west side of the project for 
stormwater mitigation. All of the proposed on-site DAs would be tributary to the existing storm drain 
system currently installed in Washington Avenue.  

According to the Preliminary Hydrology Report, the underground detention system would provide 
43,805 cubic feet of retention volume, allowing it to easily accommodate 9,890 cubic feet of 
required retention volume. Ultimately, all the proposed on-site DAs are tributary to the existing 
storm drain system located within Washington Avenue that leads to the Santa Ana River.  

The proposed project is located within the planning area of the San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (San Diego RWQCB). To regulate water quality, the City of Murrieta operates the storm 
drain system under the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit issued by the San 
Diego RWQCB. Under this MS4 Permit, all discharges, including over-irrigation, is considered an 
illegal discharge, unless there is coverage under a separate permit, or the discharge is regulated. All 
illegal discharges contain pollutants and are subject to enforcement actions under the City of 
Murrieta’s Storm Water and Runoff Management and Discharge Controls Ordinance, Chapter 8.36.28  

The proposed project would be required to ensure that the site development implements a WQMP 
and SWPPP in adherence with the NPDES to control potential sources of water pollution that could 
violate any standards or discharge requirements during construction. The SWPPP would specify 
BMPs that the proposed project would be required to implement during construction activities to 
ensure that all potential water pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise 
appropriately treated prior to being discharged from the subject property, and is subject to approval 

 
28  City of Murrieta. 2026. Stormwater Management. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/256/Storm-Water-Management. Accessed 

October 31, 2022. 
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by the City. The WQMP that was prepared for the proposed project (Appendix F) includes Low 
Impact Design (LID) measures incorporated into the project designs to help minimize impacts during 
project operation, which includes the two MWS and biofiltration systems described above. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would include MM GEO-1, which would require the applicant to 
implement the recommendations related to site preparation and grading contained within the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation that would prevent impacts to water quality by minimizing 
soil erosion. With implementation of these mandatory plans and their BMPs, as well as MM GEO-1, 
the development would not cause a violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements. Impacts would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation. 

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

Less than significant impact. The water supply in the City comes from local sources of groundwater 
and surface water, imported water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(MWD) Colorado River Aqueduct and the State Water Project (SWP), recycled water reclamation 
facilities, and water transfers and exchanges to meet its demands. The City receives water from four 
districts, including Rancho California Water District (RCWD), Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
(EVMWD), Western Municipal Water District (WMWD), and Eastern Municipal Water District 
(EMWD). The district boundaries of these water districts are shown in Exhibit 6-1 of the General Plan 
Infrastructure Element. The project site is located in the service area boundary of WMWD.29 The 
WMWD uses groundwater supply from the San Bernadino Basin Area, the Chino Basin, Riverside-
Arlington Basin, Temescal Basin, Bedford-Coldwater Basin, Elsinore Valley Basin, and the Temecula 
Valley Basin, and does not pump water from within its own jurisdiction. Each of these basins is either 
adjudicated and managed by a Watermaster or managed by a Groundwater Sustainability Agency to 
ensure long-term reliably supply, even in dry years. WMWD plays a key role in the management of 
the groundwater basins it relies on to meet retail demands and participates in ongoing water 
conservation measures and regional recharge projects to enhance and protect the reliability of local 
groundwater.30 The reliability of WMWD’s groundwater supply will be proactively managed by 
WMWD and its local partners through the Riverside-Arlington Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency. Development of the Arlington Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) is ongoing. The 
GSP will determine the sustainable water budget for the basin, accounting for the effects of climate 
change, develop sustainable management criteria, undesirable results, and minimum thresholds to 
evaluate groundwater conditions, and implement a monitoring network and identify supplemental 
projects to ensure the basin is reliable and can support demands throughout the future.31 

The proposed project would affect groundwater supplies if the basin recharge would be impacted. 
Typically, basin recharge occurs through either the natural percolation of rainwater through the 
ground or the artificial recharge that occurs at spreading grounds, modular wetlands, etc., which 
results in the percolation of that captured water into the ground. WMWD’s Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) identifies sufficient water resources to meet demand in its service area. 

 
29 City of Murrieta. 2018. General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – Section 5.15: Water Supply. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/760/05-15---Water-Supply-PDF. Accessed July 15, 2026.  
30 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. May. 
31  Ibid. 
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The total supply for WMWD in 2020 for retail customers was 26,741 acre-feet per year (AFY), while 
the total demand was 25,134 AFY. As further discussed in Section 2.19, Utilities and Service Systems, 
by 2045, the total supply for retail customers is projected to be 52,900 AFY, while the total demand 
for retail customers is projected to be 46,940 AFY.32 As discussed in Section 2.19, Utilities and Service 
Systems, the proposed project’s total water demand would be 648 gallons per day (gpd), or 0.73 AFY, 
which is a nominal percentage of the anticipated water supply.33 Furthermore, as discussed in 
Section 2.19, Utilities and Service Systems, there is water supply available for the City, and the water 
supply demanded by the proposed project can be accommodated by the existing supply. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not decrease groundwater supplies. 

Presently, the existing project site is composed of pervious surfaces. The proposed project would 
cover the majority of the project site with impervious surfaces, drastically reducing the amount of 
pervious area available for groundwater recharge through the percolation of rainwater. However, as 
discussed above, the proposed project would include two MWS and an underground storage system 
for stormwater treatment. Per the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation (Appendix D), 
partial/incidental infiltration is not feasible for the proposed site due to the average infiltration rate. 
According to the WQMP, infiltration testing indicated infiltration rates of approximately 0.54, 0.66, 
and 0.69 inch per hour. According to the Geotechnical Investigation, the project site has very 
minimal infiltration capacity. Proposed BMPs include a biofiltration facility with no infiltration and 
underground detention systems. Furthermore, the proposed project would include landscaping and 
would be approximately 24 percent pervious. Runoff would be directed either to landscape areas or 
to the MWS for biofiltration, and existing drainage patterns would be maintained to the maximum 
extent possible. 

During storm events that produce a runoff volume greater than the underground system, 
stormwater would be transferred directly to the storm drain system in place on Washington Avenue. 
This is highly unlikely, however, as the estimated retention volume required for stormwater retention 
is 9,890 cubic feet while the proposed underground retention volume is 43,805 cubic feet. This 
system would easily accommodate the stormwater from the project site, and thus only in extreme 
cases would there be a need to divert to the storm drain system. 

Groundwater is anticipated to be encountered at a depth of 260 feet below ground surface, and the 
proposed project does not require extensive excavation. Therefore, the potential to intercept 
groundwater during grading of the project site is considered to be less than significant. The 
groundwater basin would not be physically altered or impacted as a result of the proposed project. 

Thus, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the proposed project would impede the basins’ 
sustainable groundwater management. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 

 
32  Western Municipal Water District. 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. May. 
33 (14,106 square feet)/(43,560 square feet/acre) x (2000 gpd/acre) = 648 gpd, or 0.73 AFY 
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. As discussed in Impact 2.10(a), the proposed 
project could result in erosion and siltation during construction demolition and grading. However, 
the proposed project would comply with the General Construction Permit and the NPDES 
requirements, which require the use of BMPs to reduce the project’s impact on water quality. Thus, 
the proposed project would prepare an SWPPP and implement erosion controls, sediment controls, 
wind erosion controls, tracking controls, non-stormwater management, and waste and materials 
management. Further, the proposed project would comply with MM GEO-1 requiring the applicant 
to implement the recommendations related to site preparation and grading contained within the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, which would help minimize soil erosion. The nearest 
jurisdictional feature is Murrieta Creek, located approximately 0.6 mile west of project site. The 
proposed project would not result in alterations this stream. Thus, impacts to erosion and siltation 
would be less than significant with the implementation of MM GEO-1. 

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site; 

Less than significant impact. As discussed above, the proposed project would increase the amount 
of impervious surfaces on the project site. However, per the Preliminary Hydrology Study, the 
proposed project would be graded to convey all surface runoff to two MWS for treatment. This 
system would move the water to an underground storage system or, in the event of larger flows, to 
the existing storm drain on Washington Avenue. The proposed project would preserve existing 
drainage patterns and would include an underground detention system for stormwater mitigation. 
The volume of storage provided in the underground system and associated infrastructure would 
restrict peak flows in the proposed condition to levels equal to or less than the existing condition. 
Therefore, with the implementation of the MWS, the proposed project would not contribute to any 
on- or off-site flooding, and impacts would be less than significant.  

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;  

Less than significant impact. As discussed in Impact 2.10(a), the proposed project would include two 
MWS and an underground storage system within the proposed site. Pre-treatment of the runoff 
would be provided by the proposed MWS prior to entering the underground system. As previously 
discussed, during storm events that produce a runoff volume greater than the underground system, 
stormwater would be transferred directly to the storm drain system in place on Washington Avenue. 
This is highly unlikely, however, as the estimated retention volume required for stormwater retention 
is 9,890 cubic feet while the proposed underground retention volume is 43,805 cubic feet. This 
system would easily accommodate the stormwater from the project site, and thus only in extreme 
cases would there be a need to divert to the storm drain system. According to the Hydrology Study, 
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with the proposed underground system, the proposed development is not expected to cause a 
significant impact to downstream systems for storms up to the 100-year condition. Therefore, with 
the implementation of the underground storage system, the proposed project would not create or 
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide additional sources of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.  

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than significant impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 06065C2705G, the project site is located within Zone X, which 
represents an area with minimal flood hazard. Furthermore, development of this site is not 
anticipated to redirect or impede flood flows at the project site, particularly given that surface flows 
on the site would be directed to on-site drainage features which would be capable of intercepting 
the peak 100-year flow rate from the project site or otherwise be detained on-site and discharged in 
conformance with Riverside County requirements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. As previously discussed, according to the FEMA FIRM rate map Number 
06065C2705G, the site is located within the flood Zone X. General Plan Safety Element Exhibit 12-6 
and 12-7 depict FEMA flood zones and dam failure inundation areas for the City, respectively. 
Exhibits 12-6 and 12-7 of the General Plan Safety Element indicate the project site is outside of the 
flood hazard area and the inundation zones zone associated with dam failure.34 

Tsunamis are sea waves that are generated in response to large-magnitude earthquakes. When 
these waves reach shorelines, they sometimes produce coastal flooding. Seiches are the oscillation 
of large bodies of standing water, such as lakes, that can occur in response to ground shaking. The 
project site is approximately 23.48 miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean and approximately 7.6 miles 
north of Lake Elsinore, the nearest standing body of water. These distances preclude the potential 
for tsunamis and seiches from impacting the project site.  

The project site is not in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone, and therefore would not risk the 
release of pollutant due to inundation. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

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

Less than significant impact. As discussed above in Impact 2.10(b), the City’s main source of water is 
imported water and surface water from four districts. The proposed project would generate a water 
demand of approximately 6438 gpd, or approximately 0.73 AFY.35 According to the UWMP, the total 
water supply for the City is approximately 34,104 AFY. The proposed project’s additional water 
demand constitutes approximately 0.002 percent of the total supply. The City’s main source of water 
is local groundwater, which is managed by the WMWD. According to the UWMP, each of the 

 
34 City of Murrieta. 2011. Murrieta General Plan Chapter 12 Safety Element.  
35 Albert A. Webb Associates. 2014. Western Municipal Water District Murrieta Division Water Master Plan. June. 
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groundwater sources are adjudicated and closely managed by Watermasters and/or Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies. WMWD plays a key role in the management of the ground water basins on 
which it relies, and it participates in ongoing water conservation measures.  

Based on estimates using the WMWD Murrieta Division Water Master Plan,36 the proposed project 
would create a total demand of 0.72 AFY. According to the UWMP, WMWD sources approximately 
5,000 AFY from pumping groundwater.37 However, the City projects a total supply of 52,900 AFY by 
2045. The water demand generated by the proposed project would be approximately 0.002 percent 
of the total demand. Thus, in comparison to the total supplies available, the water supply demanded 
by the proposed project would be negligible. Furthermore, there is water supply available for the 
City, and the water supply demanded by the proposed project can be accommodated by the existing 
supply. Therefore, the proposed project would not decrease groundwater supplies. Additionally, 
because the proposed project is consistent with the existing land use designation, the proposed 
project would be considered planned growth, and the anticipated water use has been planned for. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of MM GEO-1. 

 
36  Albert A. Webb Associates. 2014. Western Municipal Water District Murrieta Division Water Master Plan. June. 
37 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. May. 
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2.11 Land Use and Planning 
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

Information and analysis for Land Use and Planning impacts are based, in part, on the General Plan 
Land Use Element and the Municipal Code. The project site is not located in an area with a specific 
plan. The project site is currently vacant and is designated C by the General Plan. The project site is 
zoned NC. The project site has residential communities to the north, south, and east. MVHS is 
located just west of the project site across Washington Avenue  

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No impact. The project site is in a developed and urbanized area. Surrounding land uses include 
multi-family and single-family residential buildings to the north, south, east, and MVHS to the west.  

The proposed project is not large enough or otherwise configured in such a way that would create a 
physical barrier within an established community. A typical example of such a barrier would be a 
project that involved a continuous right-of-way, such as a roadway, which would divide a community 
and impede access between parts of the community. The proposed project would not create such a 
feature or a feature with similar effects. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically divide 
an established community. No impacts would occur.  

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? 

Less than significant impact. The project site is zoned NC, which is applied to areas appropriate for 
convenience shopping, including individual retail and service uses and small destination centers on 
sites generally three to ten acres in size. The proposed project is consistent with this description. The 
NC zoning district is consistent with the Commercial land use designation of the General Plan. 
According to the Municipal Code, development standards in the NC Zone include a maximum 
building height of 35 feet, a minimum of 15 percent of the site for landscaping, and a street setback 
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of 15 feet.38 The proposed project would be consistent with these zoning development standards 
with approval of pertinent CUPs for alcohol sales, service station use, and car wash use. 

A review of the General Plan Land Use Element indicates that the proposed project would be 
consistent with Goals LU-1, LU-3, LU-6, LU-7, LU-8, LU-9, LU-10, and LU-20.  An example of the 
proposed project’s adherence to the General Plan Land Use Element goals and policies would be its 
adherence to Policy LU3.2, which states that areas are to be protected from the effects of adjacent 
commercial and industrial development. To comply with this, the proposed project would be 
constructed and operated with similar levels of circulation and noise as the surrounding land uses. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would comply with design standards for setbacks, buffer areas, 
landscaping, and architecture to ensure use compatibility with the residential neighborhood. The 
General Plan also encourages the focus of pedestrian-oriented and mixed-use development, and for 
the covering of off-street parking with active retail. The proposed project would adhere to these 
principles by surrounding available off-street parking with three retail buildings, and by constructing 
walkable paths between the street sidewalks and the proposed retail buildings on the property. The 
proposed project would not interfere with existing bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and vehicle mobility on 
Washington Avenue and Magnolia Street. Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with the 
General Plan Land Use Element, zone classification and the Municipal Code.  

The proposed project would be consistent with Municipal Code Section 16.18.120 A: Screening 
Between Different Land Uses. The proposed project would include 6-foot-tall concrete block 
screening walls along the boundary of the project site where the proposed project is adjacent to 
residential uses.  

Furthermore, as discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would be 
consistent with the 2020-2045 Connect SoCal Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). As discussed in Section 2.17, Transportation, the proposed project 
would not conflict with the County of Riverside Congestion Management Program (CMP) or any 
other transportation or circulation plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any 
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. Impacts are therefore considered less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

 
38  City of Murrieta. 2016. Murrieta Municipal Code 16.10.020 Commercial District General Development Standards. Website: 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/murrieta/latest/murrieta_ca/0-0-0-24528. Accessed January 5, 2026. 
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2.12 Mineral Resources 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The information and analysis for Mineral Resources impacts is based on the General Plan EIR, and 
the DOC Mineral Land Classification studies. The proposed project falls under the Temescal Valley 
Production Area of Riverside County and falls under the Mineral Resource Zone 1 (MRZ-1) 
designation.39 The project site is located in an urbanized area in the City, and no known mineral 
resources are present on-site.  

Would the project: 

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

No impact. According to the General Plan EIR, the closest mineral resource site is approximately 0.5 
mile away from the project site and contains sand and gravel. The project site and surrounding area 
is mapped as MRZ-1 by the DOC.40 The MRZ-1 designation represents, “Areas where adequate 
information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little 
likelihood exists for their presence.” Additionally, the project site is and would continue to be zoned 
NC, which does not permit mineral extraction; therefore, project implementation would not result in 
the loss of availability of a known mineral resource. No impacts would occur.  

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

No impact. The City’s Zoning Map currently designates the project site as NC, which according to the 
Municipal Code, does not permit mineral extraction. Furthermore, the project site is in an urbanized 

 
39  California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2014. Update of Mineral Land Classification for Portland Cement Concrete-Grade 

Aggregate in the Temescal Valley Production Area, Riverside County, California. Accessed July 5, 2026.  
40  Ibid. 
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area and does not support mineral extraction operations; therefore, no impacts would occur, and no 
mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.13 Noise 
Would the project result in: 

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

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

The following analysis is based in part on the Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis report prepared by 
Urban Crossroads, Inc., dated August 12, 2026, contained in Appendix G.  

Setting 

Characteristics of Noise 

Noise is defined as “unwanted sound.” Sound levels are usually measured and expressed in decibels 
(dB), with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing. Most of the sounds that we hear 
in the environment do not consist of a single frequency but rather a broad band of frequencies, with 
each frequency differing in sound level. The intensities of each frequency add together to generate a 
sound. Noise is typically generated by transportation, specific land uses, and ongoing human activity.  

The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the dB. The 0 point on the dB scale is 
based on the lowest sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect. Changes of 3 dB 
or less are only perceptible in laboratory environments. A change of 3 dB is the lowest change that 
can be perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. While a change of 5 A-weighted 
decibel (dBA) is considered to be the minimum readily perceptible change to the human ear in 
outdoor environments.  

Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, the dBA scale was derived to 
relate noise to the sensitivity of humans, it gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to which 
the human ear is most sensitive. The A-weighted sound level is the basis for a number of various 
sound level metrics, including the day/night sound level (Ldn) and the Community Noise Equivalent 
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Level (CNEL), both of which represent how humans are more sensitive to sound at night. In addition, 
the equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) is the average sound energy of time-varying noise over a 
sample period and the Lmax is the maximum instantaneous noise level occurring over a sample 
period. 

Existing Noise Ambient Noise Conditions 

To assess the existing noise level environment, six 24-hour noise level measurements were taken at 
sensitive receiver locations in the Project study area. The measurement locations were selected to 
describe and document the existing noise environment within the project study area, and are 
identified in Exhibit 5-A of Appendix G. To fully describe the existing noise conditions, noise level 
measurements were collected by Urban Crossroads, Inc. on Tuesday, April 19, 2022. The long-term 
noise level measurements were positioned as close to the nearest sensitive receiver (e.g. existing 
single-family residences to the northeast and northwest and Murietta Valley High School to the 
southwest) locations as possible to assess the existing ambient hourly noise levels surrounding the 
project site.  

Table 2 identifies the average hourly daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.) noise levels at each noise measurement location. The noise measurements presented 
below focus on the average or equivalent sound levels (Leq), which represents a steady state sound 
level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over a given sample period.  

Table 2: 24-hour Ambient Noise Level Measurements 

Location1 Description 

Energy Average 
Noise Level 
(dBA Leq)2 

Daytime Nighttime 

L1 Located north of the Project site near single-family residence at 23958 
Timothy Avenue. 

57.2 52.9 

L2 Located northeast of the Project site near single-family residence at 41900 
Magnolia Street. 

53.0 52.7 

L3 Located northeast of the Project site near single-family residence at 24061 
Grafton Avenue. 

50.0 53.7 

L4 Located east of the Project site near Lennar at Solera at 24117 Dolcetto 
Avenue. 

52.2 53.6 

L5 Located south of the Project site near Murrieta Valley High School at 42200 
Nighthawk Way. 

58.7 53.8 

L6 Located southwest of the Project site near single-family residence at 23995 
Jonathan Place. 

60.2 54.1 

Notes: 
1  See Appendix G, Exhibit 5-A for the noise level measurement locations. 
2  Energy (logarithmic) average levels. The long-term 24-hour measurement worksheets are included in Appendix 5.2 of Appendix G. 

"Daytime" = 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.; "Nighttime" = 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
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Regulatory Framework 

General Plan Noise Element  

The Noise Element identifies the City’s approach to managing noise levels to minimize exposure to 
excessive noise. The goals, policies and standards of the Noise Element that are applicable to the 
proposed project are listed below: 

Goals 
GOAL N-1 Noise sensitive land uses are properly and effectively protected from excessive noise 

generators. 

GOAL N-4 Reduced noise levels from construction activities. 

Policies 
N-1.2 Protect schools, hospitals, libraries, churches, convalescent homes, and other noise 

sensitive uses from excessive noise levels by incorporating site planning and project 
design techniques to minimize noise impacts. The use of noise barriers shall be 
considered after all practical design-related noise measures have been integrated 
into the project. In cases where sound walls are necessary, they should help create 
an attractive setting with features such as setbacks, changes in alignment, detail and 
texture, murals, pedestrian access (if appropriate), and landscaping. 

N-4.1 Regulate construction activities to ensure construction noise complies with the City’s 
Noise Ordinance. 

N-4.2 Limit the hours of construction activity in residential areas to reduce intrusive noise 
in early morning and evening hours and on Sundays and holidays. 

N-4.3 Employ construction noise reduction methods to the maximum extent feasible. 
These measures may include, but not limited to, shutting off idling equipment, 
installing temporary acoustic barriers around stationary construction noise sources, 
maximizing the distance between construction equipment staging areas and 
occupied sensitive receptor areas, and use of electric air compressors and similar 
power tools, rather than diesel equipment. 

N-4.6 Ensure acceptable noise levels are maintained near schools, hospitals, convalescent 
homes, churches, and other noise-sensitive areas. 

City of Murrieta Noise Ordinance 

The City of Murrieta’s regulations with respect to noise are included in Chapter 16.30 of the 
Development Code, also known as the Noise Ordinance. Construction-related and operational noise 
restrictions are discussed below. 
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Construction Noise 
Section 16.30.130 of the City of Murrieta Noise Ordinance regulates construction noise. The Noise 
Ordinance prohibits noise generated by construction activities between the hours of 7:00 PM and 
7:00 AM and on Sundays and holidays. Construction activities shall be conducted in a manner that 
the maximum noise levels at the affected structures will not exceed those listed in Table 3, City of 
Murrieta Construction Noise Standards. 

Table 3: City of Murrieta Construction Noise Standards 

Equipment Type 
Single-Family 
Residential 

Multi-Family 
Residential Commercial 

Mobile Equipment 

Daily, except Sundays and holidays, 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM 75 dBA 80 dBA 85 dBA 

Daily, except Sundays and holidays, 8:00 PM to 7:00 AM 60 dBA 64 dBA 70 dBA 

Stationary Equipment 

Daily, except Sundays and holidays, 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA 

Daily, except Sundays and holidays, 8:00 PM to 7:00 AM 50 dBA 55 dBA 60 dBA 

Source: City of Murrieta, City of Murrieta Development Code Section 16.30.130. 

 

Operational Noise 
Section 16.30.090 of the Noise Ordinance identifies limits on noise levels from operational activities 
as shown on Table 4 for exterior and interior.  The nearest noise-sensitive receivers to the project site 
consist of existing multi-family residential homes.  For multi-family residential development, 
operational exterior noise levels may not exceed 50 dBA during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m.) and may not exceed 45 dBA during the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The 
City’s exterior noise level limits between properties are presented in Table 4, City of Murrieta 
Exterior and Interior Noise Limits. 

Table 4: City of Murrieta Exterior and Interior Noise Limits 

Noise Zone Land Use (Receptor Property) Time Period 
Allowed Exterior 
Noise Level (dBA) 

Exterior Noise Limits 

I Noise-sensitive area Anytime 45 

II Residential properties 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 45 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 50 

Residential properties within 500 feet of a 
kennel(s) 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 70 

III Commercial properties 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 55 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 60 

i 
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Noise Zone Land Use (Receptor Property) Time Period 
Allowed Exterior 
Noise Level (dBA) 

IV Industrial properties Anytime 70 

Interior Noise Limits 

All noise 
zones 

Multi-family residential 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 40 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 45 

Source: City of Murrieta, City of Murrieta Development Code Section 16.30.090. 

 

Section 16.30.090(B) of the Development Code further restricts noise levels. Section 16.30.090(B) 
states, in part: 

No person shall operate or cause to be operated any source of sound at any location within the 
city or allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise 
controlled by a person that causes the noise level, when measured on any other property to 
exceed the following exterior noise standards: 

1. Standard No. 1 shall be the exterior noise level which shall not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than thirty (30) minutes in any hour. Standard No. 1 may be the applicable 
noise level from Table 4 above. 

2. Standard No. 2 shall be the exterior noise level which shall not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than fifteen (15) minutes in any hour. Standard No. 2 shall be the applicable 
noise level from Table 4 above, plus five dB.  

3. Standard No. 3 shall be the exterior noise level which shall not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than five minutes in any hour. Standard No. 3 shall be the applicable noise 
level from Table 4 above plus ten dB. 

4. Standard No. 4 shall be the exterior noise level which shall not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than one minute in any hour. Standard No. 4 shall be the applicable noise 
level from Table 4 above plus fifteen (15) dB.  

5. Standard No. 5 shall be the exterior noise level which shall not be exceeded for any period of 
time. Standard No. 5 shall be the applicable noise level from Table 4 above plus twenty (20) 
dB. 

 
Section 16.30.090(C) of the Development Code further clarifies noise level limits between different 
zones. Section 16.30.090(C) states, in part:  

Noise at Zone Boundaries. If the measurement location is on a boundary property between two 
different zoning districts, the exterior noise level utilized in subsection B of this chapter to 
determine the exterior standard shall be the arithmetic mean of the exterior noise levels as 
specified in [Table 4] of the subject zones. 

I I 
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Vibration Standards 

Section 16.30.130(K) of the City’s Development Code states that operating or permitting the 
operation of any device that creates a vibration that is above the vibration perception threshold of 
an individual at or beyond the property boundary of the source if on private property or at one 150 
from the source if on public space or public right-of-way is prohibited.  The Municipal Code defines 
the vibration perception threshold to be a motion velocity of 0.01 root mean square (RMS) in/sec 
(in/sec) over the range of one to 100 Hz. An RMS of 0.01 in/sec is equivalent to 0.04 PPV in/sec. 

Would the project result in: 

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

Less than significant impact. Urban Crossroads evaluated the potential for construction and 
operations of the proposed project to generate substantial temporary or permanent increases in 
ambient noise levels at the aforementioned noise-sensitive receptors.  

Construction Noise 
A significant impact would occur if implementation of the proposed project would expose persons 
working or residing at the project site or in the project vicinity to noise anytime other than between 
the permitted hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. daily, or on Sundays or holidays; or create noise levels 
that exceed the mobile 75 dBA Lmax or stationary 60 dBA Lmax equipment noise level limits at an 
affected structure (City of Murrieta Municipal Code, Section 16.30.130 (A)).  

According to the Noise Impact Analysis (provided in Appendix G), noise generated by the project 
construction equipment would include a combination of heavy equipment, trucks, power tools, 
concrete mixers, and portable generators that when combined can reach high levels.  The number 
and mix of construction equipment are expected to occur in the following stages:  

• Site Preparation 
• Grading 
• Building Construction  
• Paving 
• Architectural Coating 

 
Construction impacts were based on the highest noise level calculated at each receiver location. The 
Noise Report determined that highest construction noise levels are expected to range from 59.3 to 
74.1 dBA Leq at the nearest receiver locations. The construction noise analysis presents a 
conservative approach by using the highest noise-level-producing equipment for each stage of 
project construction to determine impacts. The scenario where only the highest noise-level-
producing equipment is active at all times is unlikely to occur during typical construction activities 
and likely overstates the construction noise levels that will be experienced at each receiver location. 
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To evaluate whether the proposed project would generate potentially significant short-term noise 
levels at nearest receiver locations, a construction-related daytime noise level threshold of 75 dBA 
Leq is used as a reasonable threshold to assess the daytime construction noise level impacts. Based 
on the results of the construction noise analysis, the nearest receiver locations would not exceed the 
daytime 75 dBA Leq significance threshold during construction activities. Therefore, the noise impacts 
due to project construction would be less than significant.  

Operational Noise 
Off-site Transportation Noise Impacts 
For the purposes of this analysis, a significant impact would occur if the off-site traffic noise levels: 

• are less than 60 dBA CNEL and the project creates a readily perceptible 5 dBA CNEL or greater 
project-related noise level increase; or 

• are greater than 60 dBA CNEL and the project creates a barely perceptible 3 dBA CNEL or 
greater project-related noise level increase. 

 
Table 7-1 of Appendix G presenst the existing without project CNEL noise levels for road segments 
within the project area. Existing noise levels range from approximately 57.5 to 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
without accounting for any noise attentuation features such as noise barriers or topography. Based 
on the results of the Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix G), the proposed project would result in an 
increase in the cumulative traffic noise level ranging from approximately 0.3 to 2.5 dBA CNEL. 
Accordingly, the proposed project would not exceed the significance criteria for off-site traffic noise 
and land uses adjacent to the study area roadway segments would not experience a substantial 
noise level increases due to project-related traffic noise level increases. Therefore, mobile source 
noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Stationary Source Operational Noise 
Stationary sources of operational noise associated with the proposed project would include sources 
such as rooftop air conditioning units, parking lot vehicle movements, drive-through speakers, trash 
enclosure activity, car wash vacuums, and the car wash tunnel activities.  

According to the City’s significance criteria, project stationary noise impacts would be considered 
significant if the noise levels: 

• Exceed the exterior noise standards of the City’s Municipal Code 16.30.090, Exhibit 3-C, for 
adjacent land uses; and 

 
If the existing noise levels: 

• Are less than 60 dBA CNEL and the proposed project creates a readily perceptible 5 dBA CNEL 
or greater project-related noise level increase; or 

• Are greater than 60 dBA CNEL and the proposed project creates a barely perceptible 3 dBA 
CNEL or greater project-related noise level increase. 
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To estimate the Project operational noise impacts, reference noise levels were taken from 
manufacturers' specifications for proposed equipment (e.g. air conditioning units, car wash 
vacuums, etc.), or measurements were collected from similar types of activities to represent the 
noise levels expected with the development of the proposed project. To provide a worst-case 
assessment of operational noise levels, the Noise Impact Analysis assumed simultaneous operation 
of roof-top air conditioning units, parking lot vehicle movements, drive through speakerphones, 
trash enclosure activity, car wash vacuums, and the car wash tunnel activities. 

Urban Crossroads, Inc. calculated the operational source noise levels that are expected to be 
generated at the project site and the project-related noise level increases that would be experienced 
at each of the sensitive receiver locations. Table 5 shows expected operational noise levels during 
the daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. The daytime hourly noise levels at the off-site receiver 
locations are expected to range from 35.5 to 47.4 dBA Leq. 

Table 5: Daytime Project Operational Noise Levels 

Noise Source1 
Operational Noise Levels by Receiver Location (dBA Leq) 

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 

Roof-Top Air Conditioning Units 42.8 45.8 36.6 35.8 38.9 40.3 33.6 31.4 44.2 

Parking Lot Vehicle Movements 35.4 33.9 22.7 21.5 31.4 26.9 23.5 26.0 33.8 

Drive Through Speakerphone 30.2 22.2 22.0 20.2 25.2 22.7 15.5 19.2 37.1 

Trash Enclosure Activity 32.5 25.4 27.7 26.0 27.8 22.6 22.3 29.7 34.6 

Car Wash Vacuum 33.1 24.9 21.4 17.3 34.0 29.2 26.9 21.7 31.7 

Car Wash Tunnel 43.5 29.2 35.8 26.9 42.2 34.1 44.2 39.6 34.2 

Total (All Noise Sources) 47.0 43.5 39.8 37.0 44.7 41.8 44.7 40.8 46.1 

Notes: 
1  See the Exhibit 9-A of Appendix G for the noise source locations. CadnaA noise model calculations are included in 

Appendix 9.5 to Appendix G. 

 

Table 6 shows the project operational noise levels during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m. The nighttime hourly noise levels at the off-site receiver locations are expected to range from 
33.3 to 43.1 dBA Leq. The differences between the daytime and nighttime noise levels are largely 
related to the duration of noise activity. 

Table 6: Nighttime Project Operational Noise Levels 

Noise Source1 

Operational Noise Levels by Receiver Location (dBA Leq) 

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 

Roof-Top Air Conditioning Units 41.9 41.7 35.7 34.9 37.9 39.4 32.6 30.4 43.2 

Parking Lot Vehicle Movements 34.4 32.9 21.8 20.5 30.4 26.0 22.5 25.0 32.9 

Drive Through Speakerphone 29.9 21.3 21.0 19.2 24.3 21.7 14.5 18.2 36.1 
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Noise Source1 

Operational Noise Levels by Receiver Location (dBA Leq) 

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 

Trash Enclosure Activity 31.5 24.4 26.7 25.1 26.8 21.6 21.3 28.7 33.7 

Car Wash Vacuum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Car Wash Tunnel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total (All Noise Sources) 43.1 42.3 36.5 35.6 39.0 39.7 33.3 33.5 44.7 

Notes: 
1  See the Exhibit 9-A of Appendix G for the noise source locations. CadnaA noise model calculations are included in 

Appendix 9.5 to Appendix G. 

 

Table 7 shows the operational noise levels associated with the project will satisfy the City’s 55 dBA 
Leq daytime and 50 dBA Leq nighttime exterior noise level standards at all nearby residential receiver 
locations and the City’s 50 dBA Leq anytime exterior noise level standards at the school (designated 
“noise-sensitive”).  Therefore, the operational noise level will comply with the City noise standards at 
the nearby receiver locations. 

Table 7: Operational Noise Level Compliance 

Receiver Location1 

Project Operational 
Noise Levels (dBA Leq)2 

Noise Level Standards 
(dBA Leq)3 

Noise Level Standards Exceeded?4 

Daytime Nighttime Daytime Daytime Nighttime Daytime 

R1 47.0 43.1 50 45 No No 

R2 43.5 42.3 50 45 No No 

R3 39.8 36.5 50 45 No No 

R4 37.0 35.6 50 45 No No 

R5 44.7 39.0 45 45 No No 

R6 41.8 39.7 50 45 No No 

R7 44.7 33.3 50 45 No No 

R8 40.8 33.5 50 45 No No 

R9 46.1 44.7 50 45 No No 

Notes: 
1 See Exhibit 8-A of the Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix G) for the receiver locations. 
2 Proposed Project operational noise levels as shown in 5 and 6, above. 
3 Based on the City of Murrieta Development Code, Section 16.30.090(c), exterior noise level standards between two 

zones are the arithmetic mean between different zones. 
4 Do the estimated Project operational noise source activities exceed the noise level standards? 
5 City-designated noise-sensitive areas under Development Code Section 16.30.030 include schools."Daytime" = 7:00 

a.m. - 10:00 p.m.; "Nighttime" = 10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m. 
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Operational Noise Level Increases 
To describe the project operational noise level increases, the noise levels are combined with the 
existing ambient noise levels measurements for the nearby receiver locations potentially impacted 
by project operational noise sources. Since the units used to measure noise, decibels (dB), are 
logarithmic units, the project-operational and existing ambient noise levels cannot be combined 
using standard arithmetic equations. Instead, they must be logarithmically added using the following 
base equation: 

SPLTotal = 10log10[10SPL1/10 + 10SPL2/10 + … 10SPLn/10] 

Where “SPL1,” “SPL2,” etc. are equal to the sound pressure levels being combined, or in this case, 
the project-operational and existing ambient noise levels.  The difference between the combined 
project and ambient noise levels describes the project noise level increases to the existing ambient 
noise environment. Receivers R7 and R8 are excluded from this analysis since there are no existing 
receivers that would experience an increase in existing noise levels.  

Using the aforementioned calculation, the proposed project would generate a daytime and 
nighttime operational noise level increase ranging from less than 0.1 to 0.6 dBA Leq at the nearby 
receiver locations. Accordingly, project-related operational noise level increases would satisfy the 
operational noise level increase significance criteria presented in Table 5-7 of the City’s General Plan 
EIR and shown in Table 4 above. Therefore, the incremental increase in ambient noise levels from 
project operations is considered less than significant at all receiver locations. Therefore, the 
proposed project’s operations-related noise impact would be less than significant.  

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. For the purposes of this analysis, a 
significant impact would occur if short-term project-generated construction vibration levels could 
exceed the City of Murrieta maximum acceptable vibration standard of 0.01 RMS in/sec (0.04 in/sec 
PPV) at sensitive receiver locations (City of Murrieta Municipal Code, Section 16.30.130 (K)).  For 
clarity, this report uses the PPV threshold to be consistent with the reference levels.  

Construction Vibration Impacts 

Construction vibration assessment methodology published by State and federal agencies, such as 
Caltrans and the FTA, were used to estimate the project vibration impacts.  Table 8 presents the 
expected typical construction vibration levels at the nearby existing receiver locations that would 
experience vibrations from project construction, R7 and R8 are excluded from this analysis as no 
structures exist there, and vibrations at outdoor locations are typically not noticeable.   
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Table 8: Project Construction Vibration Levels 

Receiver 
Location1 

Distance to 
Construction 

Activity (feet)2 

Typical Construction Vibration Levels in PPV (in/sec)3 
Daytime 

Thresholds in 
PPV (in/sec)4 

Thresholds 
Exceeded?5 

Small 
Bulldozer 

Jack-
hammer 

Loaded 
Trucks 

Large 
Bulldozer 

Highest 
Vibration 

Level 

R1 81 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.30 No 

R2 7 0.01 0.14 0.31 0.36 0.36 0.30 Yes 

R3 273 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.30 No 

R4 383 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 No 

R5 126 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.30 No 

R6 160 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.30 No 

R7 10 0.01 0.40 0.21 0.24 0.24 0.50 No 

R8 10 0.01 0.10 0.21 0.24 0.24 0.50 No 

R9 76 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.30 No 

Notes: 
1  See Exhibit 8-A of the Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix G) for the receiver locations. 
2  Proposed Project operational noise levels as shown in 5 and 6, above. 
3  Based on the City of Murrieta Development Code, Section 16.30.090(c), exterior noise level standards between two 

zones are the arithmetic mean between different zones. 
4  Do the estimated Project operational noise source activities exceed the noise level standards? 
5  City-designated noise-sensitive areas under Development Code Section 16.30.030 include schools. "Daytime" = 7:00 

a.m. - 10:00 p.m.; "Nighttime" = 10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m. 

 

At distances ranging from 7 to 383 feet from typical project construction activities, construction 
vibration velocity levels are estimated to range from 0.60 to 0.01 PPV in/sec.  Based on maximum 
acceptable continuous vibration threshold of 0.30 PPV in/sec for older residential structures and 
0.50 PPV in/sec for new residential stuctures, the typical project construction vibration levels would 
not satisfy the City’s thresholds at one receiver location, R2 and vibration impacts would be 
potentially significant.  

Therefore, to reduce construction vibration impacts, Mitigation Measure (MM) NOI-1 would be 
included in project construction plans to limit the equipment that would operate along the 
northeastern property line.  With implementation of MM NOI-1, vibration levels would be reduced 
to less than 0.27 in/sec PPV, and vibration levels during construction would be reduced to less than 
significant. 

Operational Vibration Impacts 
Implementation of the proposed project would not include any new permanent sources that would 
expose people in the project vicinity to groundborne vibration levels that could be perceptible 
without instruments at any receiving property line. In addition, there are no existing significant 
permanent sources of groundborne vibration in the project vicinity to which the proposed project 
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would be exposed. Therefore, project operational groundborne vibration level impacts would be less 
than significant. 

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

Less than significant impact. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels for a project located within 
the vicinity of a private airstrip or an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport.  

The airports nearest to the project site are French Valley (Rancho California) Airport, approximately 5 
miles to the east, followed by Perris Valley Airport, approximately 13 miles to the north. At this 
distance, the project site is not within an ALUC boundary, nor is it located within 2 miles of a public 
airport. Implementation of the proposed project would not expose persons residing or working in 
the project vicinity to noise levels from aircraft that are in excess of normally acceptable standards 
for land uses. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM NOI-1 During construction activities, large, loaded trucks and dozers (greater than or equal 
to 80,000 pounds) shall not be used within 30 feet of the proposed project’s 
northeast property line. Instead, smaller, rubber-tired bulldozers (less than 80,000 
pounds) shall be used within this area during construction of the proposed project. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.14 Population and Housing 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts page, the City has an estimated population of 
112,315 people as of January 2026.41 The approximate persons per household as of 2026 is 
estimated to be 3.03.42 The project site has been vacant since 2009 but contained residential uses 
from at least 1938 to approximately 2006.  

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would not generate any new housing and thus 
would not induce housing-based population growth. The proposed project would introduce 
approximately 14,106 square feet of retail uses, including a fast-food restaurant with drive-through, 
a car wash, convenience store with attached food retail use, and a 16-vehicle fueling pump canopy. 
As such, the proposed project has the potential to indirectly induce minor population growth 
through the creation of jobs. However, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan 
designation of Commercial land use. Additionally, the General Plan EIR estimated in 2011 that 
Murrieta’s population would increase to 127,962 people by 2035 and, therefore, recognizes the 
potential for growth as a result of development. Future employees of the proposed project would be 
expected to reside within or near the City. The RTP/SCS projects that employment would grow from 
31.300 in 2016 to 52,200 by 2045.43 The jobs created by the proposed project would provide local 

 
41  California Department of Finance. 2026. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2021-

2026. May. 
42  Ibid. 
43  Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 2020. 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Demographics and Growth Forecast. September. 
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employment opportunities to accommodate the projected population growth. The Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) Demographics and Growth Technical Report, included 
as part of the RTP/SCS, updated this projection and forecasted that the City’s population would 
increase to 127,700 people and 42,300 households by 2045. Therefore, any minor indirect growth 
resulting from the proposed project would not be considered unplanned. The proposed project 
would also not modify any existing infrastructure or roads. The proposed project would not induce 
substantial unplanned population growth in the City, either through new housing or proposing new 
businesses or indirectly through extension of roads or other infrastructure. Therefore, a less than 
significant impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.  

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

No impact. The existing project site is vacant and does not contain any residential dwelling units. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not displace any people or housing. No impact would occur, 
and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.15 Public Services 
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

a) Fire protection?     

b) Police protection?     

c) Schools?     

d) Parks?     

e) Other public facilities?     

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The information in this section is based, in part, on correspondence with City of Murrieta public 
service providers, included in Appendix H of this report. Correspondence consisted of responses to 
an inquiry sent via email to public service providers on May 16, 2022. Responses were provided to 
FCS between May 25, 2022, and June 22, 2022. 

The City had an unemployment rate of approximately 5.3 percent in August 2026.44 It is highly 
anticipated that the proposed project would employ current residents of Murrieta and the vicinity 
due to the nature and scale of employment being generated. This is consistent with the General 
Plan’s projection population increase of 127,962 new residents by 2035, and with SCAG’s 
Demographics and Growth Technical Report estimated population growth of 127,700 new residents 
in Murrieta by 2045.  

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

a) Fire protection? 

Less than significant impact. Murrieta Fire & Rescue provides fire protection services to the project 
site. Murrieta Fire & Rescue consists of 20 floor personnel operating four engine companies staffed 

 
44 State of California Employment Development Department (EDD). 2026. Labor Force and Unemployment Rate for Cities and Census 

Designated Places. Website: https://labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/data/labor-force-and-unemployment-for-cities-and-census-
areas.html. Accessed September 29, 2026. 
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at three staff per engine, one Advanced Life Support (ALS) Truck company staffed at three staff per 
engine, and two ALS Medic Patrol units staffed at two staff per engine.45 The closest station to the 
project site is Murrieta Fire Station 5, located 1.20 miles west of the project site at 38391 Vineyard 
Parkway; the second closest station to the project site is located 1.22 miles southeast at 41825 
Juniper Street. Murrieta Fire & Rescue has an average response time of 6 minutes and 31 seconds, 
and Stations 1 and 5 have average response times of 6 minutes and 12 seconds, and 7 minutes and 
43 seconds, respectively.46 

Station Address Equipment  

Fire Station No. 1 41825 Juniper Street ALS engine 

Fire Station No. 2 40060 California Oaks Road ALS Truck Company; ALS Medical Patrol 

Fire Station No. 3 39985 Whitewood Road ALS engine; ALS Medical Patrol 

Fire Station No. 4 28155 Baxter Road ALS engine 

Fire Station No. 5 38391 ALS engine 

Source: Murrieta Fire & Rescue. 2022.  

 

Murrieta Fire & Rescue participates in the California Master Mutual Aid Agreement. In the event of a 
major fire, outside resources can be brought into the City as needed.47  

The proposed project could potentially increase the demand and frequency of requests of fire 
protection services. However, as a condition for the issuance of its building permit, the proposed 
project would be required to pay a Development Impact Fee (DIF). DIFs are fees applied to address 
the cumulative impact a project has on several public services including law enforcement, fire 
protection, traffic signals, storm drainage, park facilities, open space acquisition, community center, 
and public libraries.48 According to correspondence with Murrieta Fire & Rescue Fire Chief Bernard 
Molloy II, Murrieta Fire & Rescue has the resources in place to accommodate any increased demand 
from the proposed project, and the proposed project would not require any changes to Murrieta Fire 
& Rescue staffing or the construction of new Murrieta Fire & Rescue facilities.49 However, the 
proposed project would be required to pay the DIF and has the potential to be conditioned by City 
staff to participate in a Community Facilities District (CFD) which would further reduce any potential 
impacts. Therefore, impacts related to fire services would be less than significant.  

b) Police protection? 

Less than significant impact. The Murrieta Police Department (MPD) serves as the primary law 
enforcement agency for the City of Murrieta. MPD’s headquarters are located approximately 1.20 
miles south of the project site at 2 Town Square. MPD services are divided into three divisions: 

 
45 Molloy, Bernard II. Fire Chief. Murrieta Fire & Rescue. Personal communication: email. May 27, 2022.  
46 Ibid.  
47 City of Murrieta. General Plan Chapter 12 – Safety Element. Accessed June 28, 2022.  
48 City of Murrieta. 2020. Fees for Discretionary Permits. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/138/Fees-for-

Discretionary-Permits-IB-205?bidId=. Accessed June 29, 2022.  
49 Molloy, Bernard II. Fire Chief. Murrieta Fire & Rescue. Personal communication: email. May 27, 2022. 
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Administration Division, Operations Division (including Traffic Bureau, K9 Program, Reserve Police 
Officer Program, Parole/Probation Program Compliance Team, and the Crisis Response Unit), and 
Support Division.50 MPD is staffed by 102 sworn officers, 35 dispatchers, 25 professional staff, and 30 
volunteers and explorers. Murrieta is consistently ranked as one of the safest cities in the country 
among cities with a population over 100,000.51 MPD has a target response time of 6 minutes for 
Priority 1, 15 minutes for Priority 2, and 35 minutes for Priority 3.52 

The proposed project could potentially increase the demand and frequency of requests for police 
protection services. As a condition for the issuance of its building permit, however, the proposed 
project would be required to pay a DIF. DIFs are fees applied to address the cumulative impact a 
project has on several public services including law enforcement, fire protection, traffic signals, 
storm drainage, park facilities, open space acquisition, community center, and public libraries.53 
Additionally, police facilities are eligible under the City’s CFD, and priority for CFD funding is given to 
public facilities and services that directly benefit the City.54 In addition to DIF and CFD funds, MPD is 
fully funded through the General Fund and Measure T. Because of this, existing police department 
facilities would be sufficient to serve the additional demand associated with the proposed project 
along with the existing demand for the area. The proposed project would not result in a need for 
new or expanded police protection facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

c) Schools? 

Less than significant impact. The proposed project is within the jurisdiction of the Murrieta Valley 
Unified School District (MVUSD). The current district-wide enrollment is 23,475 students; the current 
capacity is 21,307.55 The project site is located within the boundaries of Murrieta Elementary School, 
Thompson Middle School, and MVHS. According to the General Plan EIR, MVUSD uses the following 
student generation rates: 

• Elementary School–0.19-0.9 students/dwelling unit (du) 
• Middle School–0.1517-0.3 students/du 
• High School–0.16-0.6071 students/du56 

 
According to Facilities Director Lori Noorigian, the MVUSD does not have the capacity to 
accommodate a student population increase as a result of new development; however, this 
condition pre-dates the proposed project and would not be trigged by the proposed project.57 The 
proposed project would nevertheless be very unlikely to increase demand on MVUSD, as it is 
commercial project that would most likely be staffed by local residents. However, the project 

 
50 City of Murrieta. 2021. Citywide Budged Summary Documents Fiscal Year 2021.2022, Fiscal Year 2022.2023. Accessed June 29, 2022.  
51 City of Murrieta. 2022. Murrieta Police Department. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/153/Police. Accessed June 9, 2022.  
52 City of Murrieta. General Plan Chapter 12 – Safety Element. Accessed June 28, 2022. 
53 City of Murrieta. 2020. Fees for Discretionary Permits. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/138/Fees-for-

Discretionary-Permits-IB-205?bidId=. Accessed June 29, 2026. 
54  City of Murrieta. 2023. Community Facilities District Goals and Policies. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15899/CFD-Goals-and-Policies?bidId=. Accessed September 24, 2026. 
55 Murrieta Valley Unified School District (MVUSD). 2020. Residential and Commercial/Industrial Development School Fee Justification 

Study. Accessed June 29, 2022. 
56 Ibid. 
57  Noorigan, Lori. Facilities Director. Murrieta Valley Unified School District. Personal communication: email. May 25, 2022. 
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applicant would be required to pay a MVUSD DIF to mitigate the potential increased demands placed 
on it. Therefore, because the project applicant would pay all applicable MVUSD development fees 
and would most likely not create an increased burden on the school district, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

d) Parks? 

The City of Murrieta’s citywide standard of parkland is 5 acres per 1,000 residents. Further discussed 
in Section 2.16, Recreation, the City has a deficit of 34 acres and plans to add 240.3 acres of parkland 
by 2035 to match its standard to its projected population increase.58 The closest park to the project 
site is Sykes Ranch Park, located 3,300 feet southwest of the project site at 24145 Hayes Avenue. The 
second closest park to the project site is Copper Canyon Park, located approximately 1.28 miles 
north of the project site at 23790 Via Alisol. 

As a condition for the issuance of its building permit, the proposed project would be required to pay 
a DIF to address the cumulative impact a project has on several public services including park 
facilities and open space acquisition.59 However, the proposed project would be a commercial 
development and would not include any new housing. According to correspondence with Parks and 
Community Services Director Lea Kolek, the demand for nearby recreation facilities would be 
nominal and not counted toward the City’s park acreage goal.60 Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

e) Other public facilities? 

Less than significant impact. As stated above, the proposed project would be responsible for paying 
a DIF. In addition to funding the public services described above, DIF also help to fund other public 
facilities such as traffic signals, storm drainage, community centers, and public libraries. Because of 
the commercial nature of the proposed project, the proposed project would not generate any new 
housing and would not induce housing-based population growth. As discussed in Section 2.14, 
Population and Housing, the proposed project has the potential to indirectly induce minor 
population growth through the creation of jobs. However, because the proposed project is 
consistent with the General Plan designation, the proposed project would create very little demand 
for these facilities, and the additional demand would be considered planned growth. Therefore, the 
low demand for other public facilities combined with payment of DIF would alleviate any increase in 
demand created, making impacts less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

 
58  City of Murrieta. 2011. General Plan Chapter 9 – Recreation and Open Space Element. Accessed June 29, 2022. 
59  City of Murrieta. 2020. Fees for Discretionary Permits. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/138/Fees-for-

Discretionary-Permits-IB-205?bidId=. Accessed June 29, 2026. 
60  Kolek, Lea. Services Direct, Murrieta Department of Parks & Community Services. Personal communication: email.  
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.16 Recreation 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The City encompasses 53 parks and recreational facilities, and approximately 1,350 acres of trails, 
open space, streetscape, slope, and parkland.61 Park facilities include one community pool, one 
skate park, three sports parks, two dog parks, two disc golf courses, and an equestrian park as well 
as a number of natural areas. According to the General Plan, the City has adopted a standard that 
requires new development to provide 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents with appropriate 
distribution.62 Other recreational facilities provided by the City include Joint Use Facilities between 
the MVUSD and the City, the Murrieta Community Center, the Senior Center, and various Community 
Event and Program Spaces. The nearest park to the project site is Montafino Park, located at 24146 
Huntridge Drive, which is approximately 0.4 mile northwest of the project site. Montafino Park is 
0.76 acre and is classified in the General Plan as a Neighborhood Play Area, containing open grass 
areas, a playground, and water fountains. Neighborhood residents are also close to Sykes Ranch 
Park, a 2.61-acre Special Use Park containing barbeque areas, bicycle and hiking trails, open grass 
areas, dog parks, exercise courses, a playground, multipurpose trails, and water fountains.63 
According to the General Plan, the City has a deficit of 34 acres and plans to add 240.3 acres of 
parkland by 2035 to match its standard to its projected population increase.64 

 
61  City of Murrieta. 2020. City of Murrieta Parks – Interactive Parks Map. Website: 

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/b1ccc365467f4225a39827ddb6686bc4. Accessed August 15, 2026. 
62  City of Murrieta. 2011. Murrieta General Plan 2035 Final EIR. July. 
63  City of Murrieta. 2020. City of Murrieta Parks – Interactive Parks Map. Website: 

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/b1ccc365467f4225a39827ddb6686bc4. Accessed August 15, 2026. 
64  City of Murrieta. 2011. General Plan Chapter 9 – Recreation and Open Space Element. Accessed June 29, 2026. 
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a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

No impact. As stated in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not 
include any residential development and would yield negligible employment-based population 
increases. Therefore, park use in the existing neighborhood and regional parks would not be 
impacted, and no mitigation is required.  

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? 

No impact. The proposed project does not include or propose the construction or expansion of 
public recreational facilities. Therefore, no impact would be observed, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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Potentially 
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Significant 
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No 
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2.17 Transportation 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

The analysis contained in this section is partially based on the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared 
by Urban Crossroads, Inc., in July 2024; the Drive-Thru Evaluation prepared by Urban Crossroads, 
Inc., in August 2024; and the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis also prepared by Urban 
Crossroads, Inc., in April 2022 included in Appendix I. 

Changes to the CEQA Guidelines were adopted in December 2018 to implement SB 743. CEQA 
Guideline 15064.3, which describes criteria for evaluating a project's transportation impacts, 
provides that VMT is generally "the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts," and that 
except for roadway capacity projects, a project's effect on traffic delays "shall not constitute a 
significant environmental impact." These provisions went into effect July 1, 2020. The VMT analysis 
evaluated the applicable City of Murrieta screening thresholds to determine whether the proposed 
project would be expected to create impacts related to VMT. Although Public Resources Code 
Section 21099 specifies that automobile delay as described solely by Level of Service (LOS) shall not 
be considered to have a significant impact on the environment, LOS is discussed in the General Plan 
and the County of Riverside CMP and is provided here as an impact analysis for consistency with the 
General Plan and County CMP requirements. 

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. The intent of a CMP is to link land use, transportation, and air quality, 
thereby prompting reasonable growth management programs that will effectively utilize new 
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transportation funds, alleviate traffic congestion and related deficiencies, and improve air quality. 
The County of Riverside CMP became effective with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990 and most 
recently updated in 2019 as part of the Riverside County Long Range Transportation Study. The 
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) adopted the 2019 CMP for the County of 
Riverside in December 2019.65 There are no study area intersections identified as a Riverside County 
CMP intersection. Therefore, there would be no impacts to the Riverside County CMP.  

Furthermore, the TIA evaluated six study area intersections based on consultation with City staff for 
three analysis scenarios: Existing (2022); Opening Year Cumulative (2025) Without Project 
Conditions; and Opening Year Cumulative (2025) With Project Conditions. The analysis concludes 
that all study area intersections are anticipated to operate at an acceptable LOS under all analysis 
scenarios. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Pedestrian facilities are built out along much of the study area, including Washington Avenue, 
Nighthawk Way, portions of Magnolia Street, and Adams Avenue. There is an existing Class I bike 
path (divided and separated from through traffic) along portions of Nighthawk Way and existing 
Class II bike lanes (on-street, striped bike lanes) along Washington Avenue and Jefferson Avenue. 
Both Magnolia Street (along the project’s frontage) and Adams Avenue are proposed Class II bike 
facilities.  

Section 16.34.030 of the Municipal Code describes off-street parking for land uses. Based on the City 
of Murrieta parking requirement, the proposed project would require a total of 83 parking stalls. The 
proposed project would provide 100 parking stalls and thus would meet the City’s parking 
requirements. A shared parking agreement would also be completed between the proposed uses.  

Section 16.44.080 of the City’s Municipal Code requires retail trade or service uses with drive-
through facilities to provide adequate on-site queueing distance to accommodate six cars (120 feet) 
before the first stopping point. Additionally, it requires that no portion of the queueing aisle would 
service as a double-duty parking aisle. The proposed project would be able to accommodate a 
maximum vehicle queue of 13 vehicles within the fast-food restaurant drive-through lane and 25 
vehicles within the car wash drive-through lane. Thus, the proposed drive-through lane for both the 
fast-food restaurant and car wash would provide sufficient capacity to meet the City’s Municipal 
Code requirements. 

The Drive-Thru Evaluation prepared for the proposed project included data from four drive-through 
fast-food restaurant locations. Based on this data, peak observed vehicle queue lengths ranged from 
nine to 14 vehicles, and the maximum number of total vehicles never exceeded 14 vehicles. During 
peak drive-through demands, the site plan can accommodate a total of 13 vehicles within the drive-
through, suggesting an overflow of on-site drive-through lane capacity approaching 1 vehicle. 
Potential excess peak queues can be accommodated on-site just before the drive-through entrance. 
Thus, the drive-through storage is anticipated to not support peak queueing within the drive-
through; however, peak queueing would be supported on-site. 

 
65  VRPA Technologies, Inc., for Riverside County Transportation Commission. Riverside County Long Range Transportation Study. 

County of Riverside: VRPA Technologies, Inc. December 2019. 
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The study area is currently served by Riverside Transit Agency (RTA). RTA Route 23 runs along 
Nighthawk Way and Washington Avenue. This RTA route could likely serve the proposed project. 
Transit service is reviewed and updated by RTA periodically to address ridership, budget, and 
community demand needs. Changes in land use can affect these periodic adjustments which may 
lead to either enhanced or reduced service where appropriate.  

The proposed project would not result in any adverse impacts to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. The City Guidelines provides details on “Project Type Screening” that 
can be used to identify when a proposed land use project is anticipated to result in a less than 
significant impact without conducting a project level assessment. Projects that meet project type 
screening are as listed: 

• Local-serving retail projects less than 50,000 square feet. 

• Projects generating less than 110 daily vehicle trips regardless of whether consistent with the 
General Plan or not. This generally corresponds to the following “typical” development 
potentials: 
- A residential parcel map 
- 11 single-family housing units 
- 16 multi-family, condominiums, or townhouse housing units 
- 10,000 square feet of office space 
- 15,000 square feet of light industrial space 
- 63,000 square feet of warehouse space 

• Local-serving retail that primarily serves the City and/or adjacent cities. 

• Office and other employment-related land uses reducing commutes outside the local area. 

• Local-serving day care centers, pre-K and K-12 schools. 

• Local parks and civic uses. 

• Local-serving gas stations, banks, and hotels (e.g., non-destination hotels). 

• Local-serving community colleges that are consistent with SCAG RTP/SCS assumptions. 

• Student housing projects. 
 
A land use project need only meet one of the above screening criteria to result in a less than 
significant impact. 

The City Guidelines identifies that local-serving projects shortens non-discretionary trips by putting 
those goods and services closer to residents and businesses, resulting in an overall reduction in VMT. 
The proposed project would develop a single tunnel 4,150-square-foot car wash structure, gas 
station with eight gas pumps and canopy, 4,456-square-foot building for fast-food with drive-
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through, and 5,500-square-foot convenience store. The proposed project intends to create retail 
uses that would serve the nearby community that would otherwise have to travel further distances 
to seek the proposed project’s provided services. Thus, the proposed project meets Local-Serving 
Retail that Primarily Services the City and/or Adjacent Cities screening criteria. As such, the project’s 
VMT impact would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Vehicles would access the project site via 
two driveways, including one full-access entry from Magnolia Street at the north side of the project 
site and one right-in/right-out restricted access from Washington Avenue on the west side of the 
project site. MM TRANS-1 is based on the minimum improvements needed to accommodate site 
access and maintain acceptable peak-hour operations for the proposed project.  

The proposed project would not include the use of any incompatible vehicles or equipment, such as 
farm equipment. The proposed project is surrounded by commercial and residential uses. Therefore, 
the proposed project’s commercial development would be compatible with the surrounding uses. 
Thus, the proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to design or incompatible 
uses, impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would provide emergency access via two 
driveways, including one full-access entry from Magnolia Street at the north side of the project site 
and one right-in/right-out restricted access from Washington Avenue on the west side of the project 
site. The proposed project would provide fire access lanes throughout the project site with turning 
radius compliant with City Building and Safety Division and Murrieta Fire & Rescue standards. This 
compliance includes that the project driveways and internal circulation would accommodate 
standard fire lane turning radius and hammerhead turnaround maneuvers. To ensure compliance, 
the Murrieta Fire & Rescue would review project plans for final approval prior to issuance of a 
building permit. Further, it is anticipated that construction of the proposed project would not require 
the closure of any public roadways. Temporary construction activities would not impede the use of 
the road for emergencies or access for emergency response vehicles. Thus, impacts are less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM TRANS-1 Site Adjacent and Site Access Recommendations 

On-site traffic signing and striping shall be implemented to conform with the 
provisions of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA-MUTCD) 
and in conjunction with detailed construction plans for the project site.  

Sight distance at each project access point shall be reviewed with respect to 
standard California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and City of Murrieta 
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sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, landscape, and 
street improvement plans. 

Washington Avenue/Driveway 1: The Owner/Developer shall install a stop control 
on the westbound approach (for egress traffic). The driveway shall be restricted to 
right-in/right-out traffic only. The Owner/Developer shall install a raised landscaped 
median along Washington Avenue to control right-in/right-out movements at 
Driveway 1. 

Magnolia Street/Driveway 2: The Owner/Developer shall install a stop control on 
the northbound approach (for egress traffic). The driveway shall allow full-access 
movements. The proposed project shall accommodate a westbound left turn lane 
with a minimum of 100 feet of storage. 

Washington Avenue: Washington Avenue is a north–south roadway along the 
project’s western boundary. The site adjacent roadway appears to be built to its 
ultimate General Plan curb-to-curb width adjacent to the project as a Secondary (88-
foot right-of-way). However, the Owner/Developer shall improve the curb-and-gutter, 
sidewalks, and landscape along the frontage in addition to accommodating 
improvements needed to facilitate site access at the proposed driveway (Driveway 1). 

Magnolia Street: Magnolia Street is an east–west roadway along the project’s 
northern boundary. The Owner/Developer shall construct Magnolia Street at its 
ultimate half-section width as a Collector Street per City Standard Drawing No. 105  
(66-foot right-of-way) from Washington Avenue to the eastern project boundary 
consistent with the City’s standards. 
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2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

This section describes the existing tribal cultural resources setting and potential effects from project 
implementation on the project site and its surrounding area. Descriptions and analysis in this section 
are based, in part, on information provided by the California Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), Eastern Information Center (EIC), and a pedestrian survey of the project site conducted by 
FCS.  

Native American Heritage Commission 

On April 25, 2022, FCS sent a request to the NAHC in an effort to determine whether any sacred sites 
are listed on its Sacred Lands File for the project site. A response was received on May 25, 2022, 
indicating that the Sacred Lands File search was positive for the presence of Native American cultural 
resources within the project site. The NAHC included a list of 20 tribal representatives available for 
consultation. To ensure that all Native American knowledge and concerns over potential Tribal 
Cultural Resources (TCRs) that may be affected by implementation of the proposed project are 
addressed, a letter containing project information and requesting additional information was sent to 
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each tribal representative on May 31, 2022. Responses from the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians, Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation, and the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians were 
received on May 31, 2022, July 14, 2022, and July 15, 2022, respectively. The Agua Caliente Band of 
Cahuilla Indians and the Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation tribes expressed no concern 
and deferred to local tribes. The Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians indicated that the project site is 
within their Traditional Use Area; however, they have no specific information to provide pertaining to 
TCRs. The Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians recommended inquiring with the Pechanga Band Indians 
as they may have pertinent information about the project area. No additional responses have been 
received to date. The Pechanga Band of Indians was sent a letter dated May 27, 2022; no response 
was received to date. 

Would the project: 

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

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The records search conducted at the EIC, which 
included a search of the CRHR, did not identify any listed or eligible TCRs that would be adversely 
affected by the proposed project. The NAHC Sacred Lands File produced a positive result for TCRs in 
the project vicinity and included a list of 20 tribal representatives that may offer additional 
information regarding the proposed project. As previously indicated, a letter containing project 
information and requesting additional information was sent to each tribal representative. Responses 
expressed no concern and deferred to local tribes and recommended inquiring with the Pechanga 
Band Indians. The Pechanga Band of Indians was sent a letter dated May 27, 2022; no response was 
received to date. The pedestrian survey conducted by FCS on June 15, 2022, did not identify any 
TCRs. The proposed project would include grading activities. Mass rough grade and utility work 
would be completed at the same time. The anticipated grade elevation for the proposed project 
would be similar to the existing site grades. As a result, only minor cuts and fills are anticipated at 
the site. Nevertheless, should any undiscovered TCRs be encountered during project construction, 
implementation of MM TCR-1 through TCR-3 , would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Tribal consultation efforts pursuant to AB 52 to 
identify additional significant TCRs meeting the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1 was initiated on May 4, 2023 The City sent AB 52 Notification letters 
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to tribes culturally and ethnographically affiliated with the project area. The City received a request 
to consult from the Pechanga Band of Indians on June 22, 2023. The City initiated consultation with 
Pechanga on August 3, 2023.  During consultation, Pechanga provided mitigation measures in 
relation to preparation of a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan (CRMP), cultural resources 
monitoring, and procedures for inadvertent discovery. Accordingly, these measures have been 
incorporated herein as MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-5 (provided under Section 2.5 above) and MM 
TCR-1 through TCR-3. With implementation of these mitigation measures, potential impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM TCR-1 Native American Monitoring. Native American Tribal monitors shall also participate 
in monitoring of ground-disturbing activity. At least 30 days prior to issuance of 
grading permits, agreements between the permittee/owner and a Consulting 
Tribe(s) shall be developed regarding prehistoric cultural resources and shall identify 
any monitoring requirements and treatment of Tribal Cultural Resources so as to 
meet the requirements of CEQA. The monitoring agreement shall address the 
treatment of known Tribal Cultural Resources; the designation, responsibilities, and 
participation of professional Native American Tribal monitors during grading, 
excavation, and ground-disturbing activities; project grading and development 
scheduling. 

MM TCR-2 Disposition of Tribal Cultural Resources. In the event that Native American cultural 
resources are inadvertently discovered during the course of grading for this project, 
one or more of the following treatments, in order of preference, shall be employed 
with the tribes. Evidence of such shall be submitted to the City of Murrieta Planning 
Division: 

1) Preservation-in-place means avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place 
where they were found with no development affecting the integrity of the 
resource.  

2) On-site reburial of the discovered items as detailed in the CRMP required 
pursuant to Mitigation Measure CUL-2. This shall include measures and 
provisions to protect the future reburial area from any future impacts in 
perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all legally required cataloging and basic 
recordation have been completed. No recordation of sacred items is permitted 
without the written consent of all Consulting Native American Tribal 
Governments. 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 Requests. 

MM TCR-3 Non-Disclosure of Reburials Location.  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 
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by public disclosure requirements of the California Public Records Act.  The Coroner, 
pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California Government Code 6254 
(r)., parties, and Lead Agencies, will be asked to withhold public disclosure 
information related to such reburial, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in 
California Government Code 6254 (r). 



City of Murrieta–Washington Plaza Project Environmental Checklist and 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Environmental Evaluation 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 101 
Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5731/57310001/ISMND/57310001 Murrieta Washington Plaza Project ISMND.docx 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.19 Utilities and Service Systems 
Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

According to the General Plan, the City’s water supply comes from local sources of groundwater and 
surface water, imported water from the MWD and SWP, recycled water reclamation facilities, and 
water transfers and exchanges. 66 Water is provided throughout most of the City by four water 
districts: 

• Western Municipal Water District 
• Eastern Municipal Water District 
• Rancho California Water District 
• Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 

 

 
66 City of Murrieta. 2018. General Plan 2035 - Infrastructure Element. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4360/06---Infrastructure-Element.pdf. Accessed July 15, 2026. 

L 

□ 

7 □ 

_J 
□ 

7 □ 

7 □ 

□ □ 

L, 
□ □ 

□ 1□ < 

□ 1□ < 



Environmental Checklist and City of Murrieta–Washington Plaza Project 
Environmental Evaluation Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
102 FirstCarbon Solutions 

Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/5731/57310001/ISMND/57310001 Murrieta Washington Plaza Project ISMND.docx 

According to Exhibit 6-1 of the General Plan Infrastructure Element, the project site is served by 
WMWD. In 2020, WMWD obtained approximately 68 percent of its water from local groundwater 
sources, 25 percent from imported water (predominantly from MWD), and the remaining 7 percent 
from local surface water and recycled water.67 WMWD’s supply sources are expected to meet 
projected demands and are sustainably managed to be drought resilient. 

The City’s wastewater system consists of both public and private facilities. Wastewater collection for 
the City is provided by the same four water districts that provide potable water listed above, 
although only RCWD and EMWD provide wastewater treatment. RCWD operates two water 
reclamation plants within the City, including the Western Water Recycling Facility (WRF) and the 
Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) Treatment Plant. Wastewater 
from the WMWD flows into RCWD and EMWD interceptors for treatment.68 

Southern California Edison (SCE) is currently the sole provider of electricity to the City. SCE provides 
electricity to approximately 13 million people, 180 cities and communities in 50,000 square miles of 
service area across Southern California. SCE has six existing substations within the service area, three 
of which are located within the city limits.69 Telecommunication services are provided to the City 
through various companies including AT&T, Spectrum, Cox Communications, and Frontier. 

Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, 
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would connect to existing water and sanitary 
lines and would include the installation of stormwater management systems on-site. 

Water 
The proposed project’s water demand and fire flow rate would be met by WMWD. The proposed 
project would connect to the existing 12-inch water main in Magnolia Street and would install two 
public fire hydrants, one located adjacent to the southwestern boundary of the project site on 
Washington Avenue and one located north of the project site along Magnolia Street.70 A hydraulic 
analysis was conducted by WMWD to determine whether the existing water system could 
accommodate the fire flow requirement of 3,000 gallons per minute (gpm). Based on the results of 
this analysis, WMWD determined that the current water system could accommodate the requested 
flow rate. Therefore, the proposed project would not require additional water infrastructure to be 
built or expanded. 

 
67 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. May. 
68 City of Murrieta. 2018. General Plan 2035 - Infrastructure Element. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4360/06---Infrastructure-Element.pdf. Accessed July 15, 2026.  
69 Ibid.  
70 Patton, Teri. Development Services Supervisor. Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). Personal communication: email. May 

22, 2025.  
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Further, as described in Impact 2.14(a), the proposed project would not generate a substantial 
increase in residents. As discussed in Section 2.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed 
project would not deplete local groundwater sources. According to the UWMP, commercial demand 
in the WMWD currently comprises approximately 5 percent of total retail water uses and is not 
predicted to increase beyond 2012-2020 historical averages by 2045.71 According to the UWMP 
Water Master Plan Report methodology,72 the proposed project would generate a total water 
demand of 648 gpd, or 0.73 AFY.73 This amounts to 0.002 percent of the City’s project 2025 water 
demand. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Wastewater 
As discussed above, the WMWD is responsible for the wastewater from the proposed project. The 
proposed project would connect to existing 16-inch Vitrified Clay Pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer drains 
lines in Magnolia Street and Washington Avenue, and the water would flow to the Temecula Valley 
Regional Water Reclamation Facility or the Santa Rosa Water Reclamation Facility (SRWRF).74 With 
continued planned growth expected to increase demand for wastewater treatment, both facilities 
are already planning to be expanded to increase the treatment and water recycling capacity of the 
facilities. This expansion would not be triggered by the implementation of the project, however, but 
rather by the increased demand for recycled water and alternative sources to reduce dependence on 
groundwater and imported water. Thus, the proposed project would not require, or result in, the 
construction of new sewer facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Stormwater 
The proposed project would include the installation of two MWS on-site. As discussed in Section 2.7, 
Geology and Soils, and Section 2.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would 
prepare and implement a WQMP and BMPs, which would ensure that impacts related to stormwater 
would be less than significant. Additionally, the proposed project would implement MM GEO-1 to 
further reduce the less than significant impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
substantially increase stormwater drainage such that new or expanded facilities or relocation would 
be required. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Electric Power, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications Facilities 
The project area is currently served by SCE and Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), and 
local telecommunications companies that operate and maintain transmission and distribution 
infrastructure in the area. Impacts associated with the proposed project’s electricity demand and 
natural gas demand are discussed in Section 2.6, Energy. Additionally, the project area is currently 
fully developed and served by telecommunications infrastructure to which the proposed project 
would connect. Therefore, the proposed project would not require the installation or development 
of new or improved electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities such that 
environmental impacts would occur. Impacts would be less than significant.  

 
71 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. May. 
72 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2014. Murrieta Division Water Master Plan. June. 
73 (14,106 square feet)/(43,560 square feet/acre) x (2000 gpd/acre) = 648 gpd, or 0.73 AFY 
74 Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. May. 
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less than significant impact. As discussed previously, the City relies on a combination of imported 
water, local groundwater, and a small amount of recycled water to meet its needs. As detailed above 
in Section 2.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the City works with four water districts, including 
RCWD, EVMWD, WMWD, and EMWD, to ensure a safe and reliable water supply that would 
continue to serve the community in periods of drought and shortage. The City’s main source of 
water supply is imported water from groundwater, from which it gets 68 percent of its supplies, 
along with imported water from MWD via the SWP and the Colorado River Aqueduct.75 Storage is 
also a major component of MWD’s dry year resource management strategy. MWD’s likelihood of 
having adequate supply capability to meet projected demands is highly dependent on its storage 
resources. 

The project site is located in the service area boundary of WMWD. Based on estimates using the 
WMWD Murrieta Division Water Master Plan,76 the proposed project would generate a water 
demand of 648 gpd, or approximately 0.73 AFY, which is approximately 0.002 percent of the total 
demand. Thus, there is water supply available for the City, and the water supply demanded by the 
proposed project can be accommodated by the existing supply.  

The UWMP describes the City’s plans to meet full service demands under all foreseeable hydrologic 
conditions, meeting single dry year and multiple dry year reliability. Table 4 below shows the 
comparison between the supply and demand projected years between 2025 and 2045 for different 
hydrologic scenarios. 

Table 9: City of Murrieta Water Supply and Demand Assessment 

Supply and Demand Assessment 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison 

Supply totals 34,104 38,265 42,650 47,540 52,900 

Demand totals 30,167 33,880 37,792 42,155 46,940 

Difference 3,937 4,385 4,858 5,385 5,960 

Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison 

Supply totals 34,104 38,265 42,650 47,540 52,900 

Demand totals 30167 33,880 37,792 42,155 46,940 

Difference 3,937 4,385 4,858 5,385 5,960 

First Year Supply totals 34,104 38,265 42,650 47,540 52,900 

Demand totals 30167 33,880 37,792 42,155 46,940 

Difference 3,937 4,385 4,858 5,385 5,960 

 
75  Western Municipal Water District (WMWD). 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. May. 
76  Albert A. Webb Associates. 2014. Western Municipal Water District Murrieta Division Water Master Plan. June. 
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Supply and Demand Assessment 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Second Year Supply totals 34,104 38,265 42,650 47,540 52,900 

Demand totals 30167 33,880 37,792 42,155 46,940 

Difference 3,937 4,385 4,858 5,385 5,960 

Third Year Supply totals 34,104 38,265 42,650 47,540 52,900 

Demand totals 30167 33,880 37,792 42,155 46,940 

Difference 3,937 4,385 4,858 5,385 5,960 

Fourth Year Supply totals 34,104 38,265 42,650 47,540 52,900 

Demand totals 30167 33,880 37,792 42,155 46,940 

Difference 3,937 4,385 4,858 5,385 5,960 

Fifth Year Supply totals 34,104 38,265 42,650 47,540 52,900 

Demand totals 30167 33,880 37,792 42,155 46,940 

Difference 3,937 4,385 4,858 5,385 5,960 

Source: City of Murrieta UWMP. 2020. 

 

City demands are projected to be met with groundwater, imported water, and recycled water 
supplies with available MWD surplus supplies. The proposed project’s water demand, including fire 
flow requirements as discussed above, would be accommodated in multiple dry year scenarios. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than significant impact. The WMWD is responsible for maintenance of the City’s sewer and 
storm drain lines, and the SRWRF is responsible for the treatment and disposal of the wastewater 
from the project site. On average, the SRWRF treats approximately 1 billion gallons of wastewater 
annually, or 2,739,726 gpd average. The treatment plant is a sequencing batch reactor treatment 
facility with a secondary treatment capacity of 5 million gallons per day (MGD) and a tertiary 
treatment capacity of 5 MGD.  

According to the General Plan EIR,77 the proposed project would generate approximately 972 gpd of 
wastewater, or 1.09 AFYA,78 which is approximately 0.012 percent of the total demand. Thus, the 
City has the capacity to treat the wastewater generated by the proposed project, and the proposed 
project would not require the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities. 

 
77  City of Murrieta. 2018. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – Water Supply Element. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/761/05-16---Wastewater-PDF. Accessed July 15, 2022.  
78  (14,106 square feet)/(43,560 square feet/acre) x (3000 gpd/acre) = 972 gpd, or 1.09 AFY 
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d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Less than significant impact. The City contracts with Waste Management of the Inland Empire to 
provide waste collection and recycling services. No other haulers are authorized within the City. 
Currently there are 10 active landfills used by the City, including Azusa Land Reclamation Co. Landfill, 
Badlands Sanitary Landfill, Bakersfield Metropolitan (Bena) Sanitary Landfill, California Street 
Landfill, El Sobrante Landfill, Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill, Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill, Prima 
Deshecha Sanitary Landfill, San Timoteo Sanitary Landfill, and Sycamore Sanitary Landfill. In order to 
ensure that the maximum permitted daily tonnage at a particular landfill is not exceeded, refuse 
trucks may have to transport material to one or the other. However, the majority of the waste is 
taken to El Sobrante Landfill, which is located in the City of Corona. According to the General Plan 
EIR, the landfills that serve the City have the following capacities, described in Table 5. 

Table 10: City of Murrieta Landfill Availability 

Landfill Landfill Address  Closure Date 

Maximum 
Daily 

Permitted 
Throughput 

(tons per day) 

Maximum 
Permitted 
Capacity 

(cubic yards) 

Remaining 
Capacity  

(cubic yards) 

Badlands Sanitary 
Landfill 

31125 Ironwood Avenue 
Moreno Valley, CA 

1/1/2026 4,800 34,000,000 7,800,000 

Bakersfield 
Metropolitan (Bena) 
Sanitary Landfill 

2951 Neumarkel Road 
Caliente, CA 

4/1/2046 4,500 53,000,000 32,808,260 

California Street 
Landfill 

2151 Nevada Street 
Redlands, CA 92373 

1/1/2042 829 11,400,000 5,168,182 

El Sobrante Landfill 10910 Dawson Canyon 
Road, Corona, CA 91719 

1/1/2051 16,054 209,910,000 143,977,170 

Lamb Canyon Sanitary 
Landfill 

16411 State Highway 79 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

4/1/2032 5,000 39,681,513 19,242,950 

Olinda Alpha Sanitary 
Landfill 

1942 North Valencia 
Avenue, Brea, CA 92823 

12/31/2036 8,000 148,800,000 17,500,000 

Prima Deshecha 
Sanitary Landfill 

32250 Avenida La Pata, 
San Juan Capistrano, CA 
92675 

12/31/2102 4,000 172,100,000 134,300,000 

San Timoteo Sanitary 
Landfill 

San Timoteo Canyon 
Road, Redlands, CA 
92373 

12/1/2039 2,000 23,685,785 12,360,396 

Sycamore Sanitary 
Landfill 

8514 Mast Boulevard at 
West Hills Parkway, San 
Diego, CA 92145 

12/31/2042 5,000 147,908,000 113,972,637 

Source: City of Murrieta General Plan 2035 EIR – Solid Waste Section. 
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The proposed project would generate demand for solid waste services through its commercial 
businesses’ uses. According to the solid waste generation rates included in the General Plan EIR, 
commercial uses such as those of the proposed project can generate 6 pounds (lbs) per 1,000 square 
feet per day.79 Thus, it is estimated that the proposed project would generate approximately 84.64 
lbs of solid waste per day, or 15.45 tons of solid waste per year.80 The City estimates a total 
generation rate of 348,541 lbs per day by 2035, meaning that the proposed project would generate 
0.024 percent of the daily solid waste generation.81 Therefore, the existing landfills have sufficient 
capacity to serve the proposed project, and solid waste generated during construction and 
operations would represent a negligible increase compared to the daily permitted tonnage at 
landfills. Additionally, the proposed project would also include recycling programs to reduce solid 
waste and comply with all applicable regulations for solid waste. Thus, impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required.  

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

Less than significant impact. The City complies with all federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. Regulations specifically applicable to the proposed project include 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), SB 2202, SB 1016, 2019 
CALGreen Section 4.408, and AB 341, which requires commercial uses to implement recycling 
programs.  

In 1989, the Legislature adopted the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), 
in order to “reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in the State to the maximum extent 
feasible.” AB 939 established a waste management hierarchy and required that each county prepare 
a new Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP) and each city prepare a Source Reduction and 
Recycling Element (SRRE) by July 1, 1991. The SRRE is required to identify how each jurisdiction 
would meet the mandatory State waste diversion goal of 50 percent by and after the year 2000.  

SB 2202 made a number of changes to the municipal solid waste diversion requirements under AB 
939. These changes included a revision to the statutory requirement for 50 percent diversion of solid 
waste to clarify that local governments shall continue to divert 50 percent of all solid waste on and 
after January 1, 2000. 

SB 1016 introduced a per capita disposal measurement system that measures the 50 percent 
diversion requirement using a disposal measurement equivalent. The Bill repealed the State Water 
Board’s 2-year process, requiring instead that the State Water Board make a finding whether each 
jurisdiction was in compliance with the Act’s diversion requirements for calendar year 2006 and to 
determine compliance for the 2007 calendar year and beyond, based on the jurisdiction’s change in 
its per capita disposal rate. The State Water Board is required to review a jurisdiction’s compliance 
with those diversion requirements in accordance with a specified schedule, which is conditioned 

 
79 City of Murrieta. 2018. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – Solid Waste Element. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/766/05-21---Solid-Waste-PDF. Accessed July 15, 2026. 
80 (6 x 14,106)/1,000 = 84.636; (84.636 x 365)/2,000 = 15.45 
81 City of Murrieta. 2018. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – Solid Waste Element. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/766/05-21---Solid-Waste-PDF. Accessed July 15, 2026. 
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upon the State Water Board finding that the jurisdiction complies with those requirements or has 
implemented its SRRE and household hazardous waste element. The Bill requires the State Water 
Board to issue an order of compliance if the State Water Board finds that the jurisdiction has failed 
to make a good faith effort to implement its SRRE or its household hazardous waste element, 
pursuant to a specified procedure. The per capita disposal rate is a jurisdiction-specific index, which 
is used as one of several “factors” in determining a jurisdiction’s compliance with the intent of AB 
939 and allows the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) and 
jurisdictions to set their primary focus on successful implementation of diversion programs. 

CALGreen Section 4.408 requires preparation of a Construction Waste Management Plan that 
provides an overview of ways in which the applicant would recycle and/or salvage for reuse a 
minimum of 65 percent of the nonhazardous construction and demolition debris. During the 
construction phase, the proposed project would be required to comply with CALGreen through the 
recycling and reuse of at least 65 percent of the nonhazardous construction and demolition debris 
from the project site.  

Solid waste disposal services would be provided to the project site directly through the City, with 
regular services occurring on Mondays.82, 83 Participation in the City’s recycling programs during 
project construction and operation, including CalRecycle’s requirements, would ensure that the 
proposed project would not conflict with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste. Additionally, solid waste would be disposed of at existing Waste and Recycling landfills. 
Disposal of solid waste would comply with all federal, State, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. During operation, the proposed project would include receptacles for 
recyclables and garbage. Thus, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required.  

 
82  City of Murrieta. Trash & Recycling. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/257/Environmental-Programs. Accessed September 24, 

2026. 
83  City of Murrieta. Waste Management Service Areas and Trash Zones. Website: 

https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/826/Waste-Management-Route-Map-PDF. Accessed September 24, 2026. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 
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Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.20 Wildfire 
If located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

Setting 

According to the CAL FIRE Hazard Severity Zone Map, the project site is not within an SRA. The 
project site is not in a VHFHSZ and is located within an LRA. Additionally, the City’s General Plan does 
not classify the project site as within a High Fire Zone. The nearest VHFHSZ zone within an LRA is 
located approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the project site on the Washington Street and Hayes 
Avenue intersection, by Thompson Middle School.84 In 1956, the site was involved in the Sandia fire, 
which originated from unknown causes.85 

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. As previously discussed, the proposed project is located approximately 
0.5 mile from the nearest LRA VHFHSZ. As the site is not currently part of the City’s designated High 
Fire Zone, the project development is not subject to the Murrieta EOP wildfire prevention measure 

 
84 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2022. Fire Hazard Severity Zone online viewer. Website: 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/5065c998b4b0462f9ec3c6c226c610a9. AccessedSeptember 29, 2026. 
85  Anderson, L., Zentner E., Nagy, V. California. 2020. Wildfire History map. Website: https://projects.capradio.org/california-fire-

history/#6/38.58/-121.49. Accessed September 29, 2026. 
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requirements, including Class A roofing, non-combustible siding and 100-foot fuel buffer zones. The 
City also does not have designated evacuation routes, and thus the project site and adjacent roads 
would not be part of an established evacuation program. The City of Murrieta reviews all proposed 
projects and provides conditions of approval for setbacks; building and fire sprinkler requirements; 
roofing design and material and construction requirements, fuel modification; and other measures 
as appropriate to reduce the risk to the development and surrounding uses to fire hazards.  

The project site is currently vacant, with some low-height grass and shrubs covering the site, offering 
no heavy fuels, and posing no impact on wildfire hazards in the area. The proposed project would 
also limit the use of heavy fuel materials, such as wood, in its construction and operation. Hazardous 
materials such as vehicle fuel would be safely stored on-site in underground storage tanks covered 
with reinforced concrete. Further, project construction would not require the complete closure of 
any public or private streets or roadways during construction. Temporary construction activities 
would not impede use of the road for emergencies or access for emergency response vehicles. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access or pose other 
significant wildfire hazards despite its proximity to a VHFHSZ zone. There would be no significant 
impact, and no mitigation is required.  

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

Less than significant impact. The currently vacant project site is characterized by flat ground covered 
in low-height grasses and some shrubs. If developed, the proposed project would remove the 
existing wildfire fuel from the project site, which would minimize fire risk. The new proposed 
development would be constructed with minimal use of flammable materials, with on-site 
flammable materials, such as gasoline, being well-protected. Thus, the proposed project would not 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire. Thus, no significant impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

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? 

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would include the construction and operation of 
fuel lines and fuel tanks containing gasoline and diesel. However, the tanks are protected under 
reinforced concrete, and installation and usage of the tanks would not impact wildfire risks. The 
proposed project is in an urbanized area and would connect to the existing infrastructure. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure 
that would exacerbate fire risk. Thus, no significant impact would occur, and no mitigation is 
required.  
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d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less than significant impact. As stated in Section 2.7, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would 
be situated on flat land, would not be within the Santa Ana Mountains region, and would not be 
located in a California Geological Survey Landslide Zone.86 Thus, while at risk from encroaching 
wildfires due to the nearby VHFHSZ zone (stated above), the land would not be at risk of any fire-
related slope instabilities. Furthermore, according to the FEMA FIRM, the project site does not lie in 
an area subject to inundation by the 1 percent annual chance flood.87 Therefore, the project site is 
not considered to be at significant risk of downstream flooding regardless of drainage changes. In 
addition, the project-specific WQMP lists several strategies included in the project design to deal 
with possible flooding, including the preservation of natural infiltration capacity, minimization of the 
proposed project’s impervious area, keeping runoff from sediment producing pervious areas 
hydrologically separate from treatment-necessitating developed areas, and more. Thus, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

 
86  California Geological Survey. 2016. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Map. Website: Earthquake Zon 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/eqzapp/#data_s=id%3AdataSource_4-191d8e6d993-layer-
25%3A7167697es of Required Investigation. Accessed September 29, 2026. 

87  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2008. Flood Insurance Rate Map – Riverside County, California, and Incorporated 
Areas, Panel 2705 of 3805. August 28. 
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2.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Based on the analysis provided in Section 
2.4, Biological Resources, the proposed project’s impacts related to nesting bird species would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Because there is a potential for nesting bird 
species to occur on the project site, including avian species covered under the MBTA and Fish and 
Game Code, MM BIO-1 would be implemented. Implementation of MM BIO-1, which would require 
pre-construction surveys and avoidance and minimization measures, would reduce impacts to 
nesting bird species. 

With implementation of MM BIO-1, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, reduce fish or wildlife habitat, reduce fish or wildlife populations below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or 
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. 
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Based on the analysis provided in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, the proposed project’s impacts 
related to California history or prehistory would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
There is one historic resource recorded within the project boundaries, but the property has been 
removed. Additionally, there are no known archaeological resources on the project site, but there is 
always a possibility that earthmoving activities could result in the discovery of previously unknown 
prehistoric archaeological resources. Implementation of MM CUL-1 through CUL-3 and MM CUL-5 
would ensure that potential impacts on prehistoric archaeological resources are reduced to a less 
than significant level. Additionally, although there are no known remains or cemeteries within or 
near the project site, there is a low potential that earthmoving activities associated with project 
construction, such as grading or trenching, could potentially damage or destroy previously 
undiscovered human remains. MM CUL-4 specifies the procedures to follow in the event human 
remains are uncovered. In addition to compliance with required guidelines and statutes, 
implementation of MM CUL-4 would reduce potential impacts on human remains to a less than 
significant level. In addition to reducing impacts on historic and prehistoric resources, 
implementation of MM CUL-1through MM CUL-5 and MM TCR-1 through MM TCR-3 would also 
reduce any impacts on TCRs. 

Based on the discussion provided above, compliance with required guidelines and statutes and 
implementation of the mitigation measures, the proposed project would not 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. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of MM BIO-1, MM 
CUL-1 through MM CUL-5, and MM TCR-1 through MM TCR-3. 

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

Less than significant impact. The analysis presented in this Draft IS/MND includes a review of 
proposed project's potential cumulative impacts. As presented throughout this Draft IS/MND, the 
proposed project’s cumulative impacts would either be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated, less than significant, or there would be no impacts. 

Section 2.3, Air Quality, analyzed cumulative impacts related to regional criteria pollutants and 
determined that cumulative impacts would be less than significant because the proposed project’s 
construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds of significance either 
during construction or operation (see Table 3-5 of the AQ Impact Analysis report). Because neither 
construction nor operations of the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable 
federal or State ambient air quality standard, this impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any potentially significant 
cumulative impacts related to air quality. 
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Section 2.15, Public Services, determined that payment of DIFs and annexation into a CFDs would 
address any cumulative impact a project has on public services including law enforcement, fire 
protection, traffic signals, storm drainage, park facilities, open space acquisition, community center, 
and public libraries.88 Impacts related to fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other 
public facilities were determined to be less than significant, and the proposed project would not 
have a cumulative impact, and no mitigation is required. 

Section 2.17, Transportation, included an analysis of impacts related to cumulative conditions with 
project traffic, including Opening Year Cumulative (2025) Without Project Conditions; and Opening 
Year Cumulative (2025) With Project Conditions. According to the Transportation analysis, all study 
area intersections are anticipated to operate at an acceptable LOS under all analysis scenarios, and 
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation related to LOS is required. 

No mitigation measures would be required to reduce the proposed project’s cumulative impacts. 
Therefore, with implementation of the specified mitigation measures, the proposed project would 
result in less than significant cumulative impacts. 

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Based on the discussion provided in the 
Project Description and the analysis presented in Sections 2.1 through 2.19 of this Draft IS/MND, the 
proposed project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly, because the project’s potential impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
Therefore, with implementation of MM GEO-1, MM GEO-2, MM NOI-1, and MM TRANS-1, the 
proposed project would not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings. Impacts would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implement MM HRA-1, MM BIO-1, MM CUL-1, MM CUL-2, MM CUL-3, MM CUL-4, MM CUL-5, MM 
TCR-1, MM TCR-2, MM TCR-3, MM GEO-1, MM GEO-2, MM NOI-1, and MM TRANS-1. 

 
88  City of Murrieta. 2020. Fees for Discretionary Permits. Website: https://www.murrietaca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/138/Fees-for-

Discretionary-Permits-IB-205?bidId=. Accessed June 29, 2026.  
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Irvine, CA 92602 
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Senior Project Manager ............................................................................ Prathna Maharaj, MURP, AICP 
Technical Writer .......................................................................................................... Stephanie Shepard 
Legal Counsel ................................................................................................................... Megan Starr, JD 
Director of Cultural Resources .......................................................................... Dana DePietro, PhD, RPA 
Senior Biologist .................................................................................................................. Michael Tuma 
Director of Noise and Air Quality .............................................................................. Phil Ault, LEED® AP 
Senior Managing Editor ......................................................................................................... Susie Harris 
Publications Manager .............................................................................................................. Alec Harris 
Technical Editor ....................................................................................................................... Sarah Vine 
Technical Document Manager ........................................................................................ Melissa Ramirez 
GIS/Graphics ................................................................................................................ Karlee McCracken 

Urban Crossroads, Inc. 
Transportation, Air Quality, and Noise and Vibration Technical Subconsultant 
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Newport Beach, CA 92658  
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	a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
	b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic building within a State Scenic Highway?
	c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?
	d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
	a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
	b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract?
	c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?
	d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
	e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
	a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
	b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or State Ambient Air Quality Standard?
	c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors or) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
	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 United States Fish and Wildlife Service?
	b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or United States Fish and Wildlife Service?
	c) Have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
	d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites?
	e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
	f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State Habitat Conservation Plan?
	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as pursuant to Section 15064.5?
	b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
	c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
	a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
	b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?
	a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
	i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
	ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
	iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	iv) Landslides?
	b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
	d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
	e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
	f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
	a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
	b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
	a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
	b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
	c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
	d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
	e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?
	f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
	a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
	b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
	c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 
	(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
	(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site;
	(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or
	(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?
	d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
	e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
	a) Physically divide an established community?
	b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
	a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State?
	b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
	a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
	b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
	a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
	b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
	a) Fire protection?
	b) Police protection?
	c) Schools?
	d) Parks?
	e) Other public facilities?
	a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
	b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
	a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy of the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
	b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
	c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
	d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
	a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?
	c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
	d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
	e) Comply with federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
	a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
	c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
	d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?
	a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?
	b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?
	c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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