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SUBMITTAL TO THE FLOOD CONTROL AND
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT BOARD 6\1 )
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FROM: General Manager-Chief Engineer SUBMITTAL DATE:
November 15, 2011

SUBJECT: Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2
Project No. 2-0-00272-02

RECOMMENDED MOTION:

1. Adopt Resolution No. F2011-26 which finds that the project will not have a significant adverse effect
upon the environment and is in compliance with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan; and

2. Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project based on the findings incorporated in the initial
study and the conclusion that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment; and

3. - Approve the Project Final Design and authorize the District to proceed therewith; and

4. Direct the Clerk of the Board to deliver the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Notice of
Determination to the office of the County Clerk and the State Office of Planning and Research for
filing within five (5) working days of this Board meeting.

BACKGROUND:

See Page 2. g J '
FINANCIAL:
N/A Q

by e AL,

WARREN D. WILLIAMS
General Manager-Chief Engineer

- FORM APPROVED COUNTY COUNSEL

Current F.Y. District Cost: N/A In Current Year Budget:  N/A
F INDANCIAL Current F.Y. County Cost:  N/A Budget Adjustment: N/A
ATA Annual Net District Cost: N/A For Fiscal Year:  N/A
SOURCE OF FUNDS: N/A Positions To Be 0
Deleted Per A-30
: : Requires 4/5 Vote | [ ]
C.E.O. RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE
o litlef A ofth
& | & County Executive Office Signature Michael R. Shetler
RN
818 MINUTES OF THE FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
a| o ,
On motion of Supervisor Stone, seconded by Supervisor Ashley and duly carried,
IT WAS ORDERED that the above matter is approved as recommended.
Ayes: Buster, Stone, Benoit and Ashley
gl g Nays: None Kecia Harper-lhem
§| 0 Absent: Tavaglione o R Clerk of the
e | 8 Date: -~ November 15, 2011 | o By;
§ F; XC: Flood, Recorder, State Planning Deputy
Prev. Agn. Ref.: District: 2™ Agenda Number: 1 ] : E
ATTACHMENTS FILED b

Form 11fid (Rev 06/2003)

WITH THE O ERK NOE THE ROARD




P8\141215

FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT BOARD SUBMITTAL
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SUBJECT: Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2
Project No. 2-0-00272-02

SUBMITTAL DATE: November 15, 2011
Page 2

BACKGROUND:

The Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2 project was identified in the Day Creek Master
Drainage Plan Revision No. 2 which was approved at a public hearing on April 14, 1998 in accordance
with the requirements of CEQA and Section 18 of the District Act.

The proposed project is a plan to develop the Stage 2 portion of the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan
Line J storm drain facility. The project consists of facility construction, and subsequent operation and
maintenance. The downstream end of Line J, Stage 2 will connect to an existing 6-foot high by 12-foot
wide Reinforced Concrete Box (RCB) culvert that crosses underneath 68" Street near the northeast
corner of the intersection of 68" Street and the I-15. From the connection at 68" Street, Line J extends
northerly as a 6-foot high by 12-foot wide RCB for approximately 1,930 lineal feet where it connects to
an existing upstream portion of Line J on the westerly side of Pats Ranch Road. Line J, Stage 2 will be
a closed conduit constructed mostly below the earth’s surface and will be completely confined.

Currently, Line J is constructed from the Bellegrave Basin, at the southwest corner of Bellegrave
Avenue and Wineville Avenue, and continues southerly to the Limonite Avenue/Pats Ranch Road
intersection. From this intersection, Line J runs within Pats Ranch Road discharging on the western
side of the road directly across from Limonite Meadows Park.

Form 11fld (Rev 06/2003)
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

RESOLUTION NO. F2011-26
ADOPTING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
APPROVING THE PROJECT FINAL DESIGN OF THE

DAY CREEK MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN LINE J, STAGE 2 PROJECT

WHEREAS, the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2 Project (hereinafter
referred to as the "Project") is located in Zone 2 within the city of Jurupa Valley; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Project site is located near the intersection of the Interstate 15
Freeway and 68™ Street; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Project involves the construction and subsequent operation
and maintenance of a six-foot high by twelve-foot wide Reinforced Concrete Box (RCB)
culvert that has a total system length of 1,930 lineal feet. The facility was identified in the Day
Creek Master Drainage Plan, Revision No. 2, and will provide flood protection for the local
area.

WHEREAS, a Section 18 Hearing was held on April 14, 1998 to adopt the Day Creek
Master Drainage Plan Revision No. 2, in which the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J,
Stage 2 is a component; and

WHEREAS, all requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and the
District Rules to Implement the Act have been met and the General Manager-Chief Engineer of
the District has found that the Project will not have a significant adverse effect upon the
environment and has completed a Mitigated Negative Declaration;

WHEREAS, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration thoroughly addresses the
environmental effects of implementing the Project, including the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the various improvements identified therein; and

WHEREAS, the Project Final Design is set forth in the Design Drawings of the
proposed Project, on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors; and

WHEREAS, the matter was discussed fully with testimony and documentation
presented by the public and affected government agencies.

-1-
11.15.11 11.2
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED by the
Board of Supervisors of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
in regular session assembled on November 15, 2011 that:

1. The Project is not within a Criteria Area set forth in and established by the
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP).

2. The Project is consistent with the Riparian/Riverine Area and Vemnal Pool
requirements of the MSHCP. Pursuant to Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Riparian/Riverine areas
are 1ands which contain habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent
mosses and lichens, which occur close to or which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby
fresh water source, or areas with freshwater flow during all or a portion of the year. Vernal
Pools are seasonal wetlands that occur in depression areas that have wetlands indicators of all
three parameters (soils, vegetation, and hydrology) during the wetter portion of the growing
season. It has been determined that the Project area does not contain any vernal pools, nor does
1t include Riparian/Riverine Areas as defined by the MSHCP. In addition, the proposed storm
drain alignment does not contain suitable habitat for the léast Bell's Vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher or western yellow-billed cuckoo. Therefore, no further surveys or conservation
measures are required.

3. The Project is consistent with the Narrow Endemic Plant Species requirements of
the MSHCP. Pursuant to Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP, habitat assessments and/or focused
surveys for certain narrow endemic plant species are required for properties within mapped
survey areas. The survey area maps‘have been reviewed and the Project is located within the
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA), Group 7. Pursuant to Section 6.1.3 of
the MSHCP, habitat assessments and/or focused surveys for certain Narrow Endemic Plant
Species were conducted. According to the results of the habitat assessments and/or focused
surveys, no Narrow Endemic Plant Species nor suitable habitat to support these species were
observed during the focused plant surveys. Therefore, no further surveys or conservation

measures are required.
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4. The Project is consistent with the Urban/Wildlands Interface requirements of the
MSHCP. Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP presents guidelines to minimize indirect effects of
projects in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. This section provides mitigation
measures for impacts associated with: Drainage, Toxics, Lighting, Noise, Invasives, Barriers,
and Grading/Land Development. The Project has been reviewed and it has been determined the
Project is not located in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. As a storm drain system,
the proposed Project will not conflict with the Guidelines Pertaining to Urban/Wildlands
Interface. Therefore, no further analysis or implementation of any conservation measures is
required.

5.  The Project is consistent with the Database Updates/Additional Surveys
requirements of the MSHCP. Pursuant to Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, habitat assessments
and/or focused surveys for certain additional plant and animal species are required for
properties within mapped survey areas. The survey area maps have been reviewed and tﬁe
Project is only within a mapped survey area for the Burrowing Owl. A habitat assesément was
conducted for the Burrowing Owl pursuant to accepted protocol during October 2009 and a
focused survey was conducted during March 2010. No Burrowing Owls or Burrowing Owl
sign were observed within the surveyed area in 2009 or 2010. In accordance with the MSHCP,
a pre-construction survey for Burrowing Owls will be conducted within 30 days prior to
disturbance of the property for construction purposes. The Project satisfies the plant, mammal,
amphibian, and bird Additional Survey Needs and Procedures requirements of the MSHCP.

6. The Project is consistent with the Public/Quasi-Public (P/QP) Land provisions
contained in Section 3.2.1 of the MSHCP. Section 3.2.1 describes lands within the MSHCP
conservation area including those designated as P/QP Lands. Section 3.2.1 states that if a
Permittee elects to use property currently depicted as P/QP Lands in a way that alters the land
use such that it would not contribute to Reserve Assembly, the Permittee shall locate and
acquire or otherwise encumber replacement acreage at a minimum ration of 1:1. The Permittee

must make findings that the replacement acreage is biologically equivalent or superior to the
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existing property. The Project has been reviewed and it has been determined that the Project
does not occur within MSHCP-designated P/QP Consgrvation Lands. Therefore, no further
analysis is required.

7.  There is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the Project, with
mitigation, ﬁay have a significant effect upon the environment and the Mitigate(i Negative
Declaration represents the independent judgment of the District.

8. A Mitigated Negative Declaration is adopted based on the findings incorporated in
the initial study and the conclusion that the Project will not have a significant effect on the
environment. |

9. The Project Final Design is approved and the District is hereby authorized to
proceed with the Project.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, within five (5) working days of this Board
meeting, the Clerk of the Board is directed to deliver the adopted Mitigated Negative
Declaration and the Notice of Determination to the Office of the County Clerk and Recorder,
who are thereby directed to file same, and the Clerk of the Board is further directed to deliver

the Notice of Determination to the State Office of Planning and Research, all as required by

law.
ROLL CALL:
Ayes: Buster, Stone, Benoit, and Ashley
Nays: None
Absent: Tavaglione

The foregoing is certified to be a true copy of a resolution duly
adopted by said Board of Supervisors on the date therein set forth.

KECIA HARPER~IHEM, Clerk of said Board

By:

Deputy

11.15.11 11.2
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Notice of Determination

To: Office of Planning and Research From: Riverside County Flood Control
1995 Market Street
For US. Mail: Street Address: Riverside, CA 92501
P.O. Box 3044 1400 Tenth Street Contact: Kris Flanigan
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 Sacramento, CA 95814 Phone: 951.955.8581

Lead Agency (if different from above):

County Clerk Originat e Y 3 ol

County of Riverside D@i%rrv & o o mi(?u of

2724 Gateway Drive . LLOUNtY
T Clerks f

Riverside, CA 92507

SUBJECT: ||

W

' %%M; V ] . 7 fryitiomd i
Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resdiifé8s Code.

State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted to State Clearinghouse): _ 2011011078

Project Title:
Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2

Project Location (include county)

The proposed project is located within the city of Jurupa Valley in Riverside County. The project area is generally situated south
of Limonite Avenue, north of 68" Avenue, east of Interstate 15 (I-15), and west of Wineville Avenue. The site is within Section
30, Township 2 South, Range 6 West as shown on the USGS 7.5-minute "Corona North" quadrangle map.

Project Description

The proposed project is a plan to develop the Stage 2 portion of the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J storm drain facility.
The project consists of facility construction, and subsequent operation and maintenance. The downstream end of Line J, Stage 2
will connect to an existing 6-foot high by 12-foot wide Reinforced Concrete Box (RCB) culvert that crosses underneath 68™
Street near the northeast corner of the intersection of 68™ Street and I-15. From the connection at 68™ Street, Line J extends
northerly as a 6-foot high by 12-foot wide RCB for approximately 1,930 lineal feet where it connects to an existing upstream
portion of Line J on the westerly side of Pats Ranch Road. Line J, Stage 2 will be a closed conduit constructed mostly below the
earth's surface and will be completely confined. '

This is to advise that the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has approved the above described
(IX] Lead Agency or [] Responsible Agency)

project on November 15, 2011 and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project:
(Date)

The project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
Mitigation measures were made a condition of the approval of the project.

A Project Features & Environmental Commitments Monitoring Program Table was adopted for this project.
A statement of Overriding Considerations was not adopted for this project.

Findings were not made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

QLA LN~

This is to certify that the Mitigated Negative Declaration is available to the General Public at: The Office of the Clerk to the
Board, County Administrative Center, 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, CA 92501.

o Poard fssistant

Title

Signature (Public A

Nl 6,200

Date

Date received for filing at OPR:

Revised 2004
Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21087, Public Resources Code.
Reference: Sections 21000-21174, Public Resources Code.

NOV 15201 |[.Z-



MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

State Clearinghouse Number: Contact Person: _ Telephone Number:
2011011078 Kris Flanigan 951.955.8581
' Email: kflaniga@rcflood.org

Lead Agency and Project Sponsor: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

Address: 1995 Market Street City: Riverside Zip: 92501

Project Title and Description: Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2

The proposed project is a plan to develop the Stage 2 portion of the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J storm
drain facility. The project consists of facility construction, and subsequent operations and maintenance. The
downstream end of Line J, Stage 2 will connect to an existing 6-foot high by 12-foot wide Reinforced Concrete
Box (RCB) culvert that crosses underneath 68th Street near the northeast corner of the intersection of 68th Street
and Interstate 15 (I-15). From the connection at 68th Street, Line J extends northerly as a 6-foot high by 12-foot
wide RCB for approximately 1,930 lineal feet where it connects to an existing upstream portion of Line J on the
westerly side of Pats Ranch Road. Line J, Stage 2 will be a closed conduit constructed mostly below the earth's
surface and will be completely confined.

Project Location:

The proposed project is located within the city of Jurutga Valley in Riverside County. The project area is
generally situated south of Limonite Avenue, north of 68 Avenue, east of I-15, and west of Wineville Avenue.
The site is within Section 30, Township 2 South, Range 6 West as shown on the USGS 7.5-minute "Corona
North" quadrangle map.

The General Manager-Chief Engineer of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has
made a finding that the proposed Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2 project will not have a
significant adverse effect on the environment. An Initial Study supporting this finding is attached. This finding
will become final upon adoption of this Mitigated Negative Declaration by the Board of Supervisors of the
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Mitigation measures are as follows:

0, miﬁ;lents Monitoring Prog7?.
’ Dated: // -7/ /

The Board of Supervisors of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conserva?ion Distn'ct,.assembled in
regular session on November 15, 2011 has determined that the Day Creek Master Dramag<_3 Plap.Lme J, Stagc_a 2
project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment and has adopted this Mitigated Negative
Declaration. .

Signature/ } VM//AMWAJ: D/DMM— ‘701/' Dated: N&)Y& mﬂ ‘21 20! /
REZR-IHEM '~ U

KECIA HA -
Clerk of the Board

Refer to attached Proj

Signature:_/
WARREN D. WILLIAMS
General Manager-Chief Engineer

Attachment

Copiesto: 1) County Clerk
2) Flood Control

P8\141839
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CEQA Document Filing Fees

Page | of 2

DEPARTMENT OF g8

FISH AND GAME\

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

CEQA DOCUMENT FILING FEES

Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, the
Department shall impose and collect a filing fee to
defray the costs of managing and protecting Calitornia’s
vast fish and wildlife resources, including, but not
limited to, consulting with other public agencies,
reviewing environmental documents, recommending
mitigation measures, and developing monitoring
programs. For projects with local lead agencies, the
county clerk collects any applicable filing fees at the
time the notice of determination is filed. The project
proponent is responsible for payment of the filing fee.

On September 29, 2006 Senate Bill 1535 was passed increasing the amounts of filing fees collected
by the Department, and requires the Department to adjust the fees annually pursuant to Fish and
Game Code Section 713. The annual fee adjustments are based on changes in the Implicit Price
Deflator for State and Local Government Purchases of Goods and Services, as published by the U.S.
Department of Commerce. The table below contains the 2010 CEQA filing fees, and the tees that
become effective on January 1, 2011. Annual filing fee adjustments are made available on the
Department website prior to November 1 of the year before they become effective.

The Department recently updated Title 14, Section 753.5 of the California Code of Regulations {CCR).

The updated regulations address filing fees and No Effect Determinations and became effective on
July 16, 2009. The regulations were updated to conform with existing law (Fish and Game Code
section 711.4), reflect current Department practice, and clarify the procedures for no effect
determinations.

= Fulltext of updated regulations

Filing Fees for CEQA Documents

Fee Effective
CEQA Document 2010 Filing Fee | January 1, 2011
Negative Declaration (ND) $2,010.25 $2,044.00
WMitigated Negative Declaration (MND) ~ $2,010.25 $2,044.00
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) $2,792.25 $2,839.25
Environmental Document pursuantto  $949.50 $965.50
a Certified Regulatory Program (CRP)*
County Clerk Processing Fee $50.00 $50.00

CEQA

Environmental Review

wn Tha California
Enviranmenital Quality Act

s External CEQA Project
Heview Procedures

s CEQA Filing Fess

NEW P raoons for No Effect
Daterminations

* Federal Project Review

P Departimant of Fish and
sternal CEQA

Related Links

a California Law CEQA
consisis of Public
Rasou Code sections
21000-21177

s CEQA Slatutes and
Guidelines CEQA code
and reference information
(note: some information is
out of date)

HEWCEQA FAQ (PDF)
Frequently Asked Fish
and Game CEQA
Questions

a CEQA and Olher

Department Public Notices

s 5B 1535 (PDF) Changes

in filing fees

» Fish and Game Code

Section 711.4 and Section
713 Legal information on
filing fees

* Including, but not limited to, the Forest Practice Rules and timber harvest plans, and other state agency regulatory programs (CEQA

Guidelines 21080.5).

No Effect Determinations

The CEQA filing fee will be waived if a project will have no effect on fish and wildlite (Fish and Game Code section 711.4(c){2)(A)).
Projects that are statutorily or categorically exempt from CEQA are also not subject to the filing fee, and do not require a no effect
determination (sections 15260 through 15333, Title 14, CCR, Fish and Game Code Section 711.4(d)(1)). Regional Department
environmental review and permitting staff are responsible for determining whether a project within their region will qualify for a no effect

determination and if the CEQA filing fee will be waived.

For more information about requesting a no effect determination, click here.

For more specific information please see the FAQ, or contact the DFG Regional Office where the project is located.

Instructions for County Clerks

hitp://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/ceqa/ceqa_changes.html

117172011



COUNTY CLERK FEE SCHEDULE, continued...

Surety Fees
Power of Attorney for Admitted SUrcty INSUTET « QN NAINIC. ......e...ovovveere s ceeeonesees e eeeseseasee s tsessseteeoesssseeesesssases s eesseonn $14.00

Power of Attorney for Admitied Surety Insurer - Each additional name.. 14.00
Financial Statement - Admitied Surety Insurer 3.50
Revocation of Power of Attorney 5.00
County Clerk's Copy and Certification Fees

Certifying @ copy Of any fHIE0 PAPET....ccoiiciiiiiiieiievs st coen s eeeess s s e s e ssenesseese s es e s er e sesere s eeeeen e eeeerson 1.75
FAX Copy (RECOTAS 111 0FTICE) .. cve ittt e e e en st se et soee e ee e saeseses et enes st eeees e s mesanras 2.00
FAX Copy (RECOTUS S10TCU OFF-SI18). ... vvveieiiiiiiie ot ce ettt ea e e e s e s e et st sres e es s sens e e oo, 5.00
COPY, PROLOCOPY = PCT PAGC.........oiiiicii ittt es s et enees 0.50
Comparing Fec - Per Page......o...ooven oo, 0.50
Certification of official capacity of Public Officer 225
Certificate of Proof of Authority of Surety to Act... 3.00
Certification of Notary Signature (one name) 10.00
Certification of Notary Signature (additional 1equests, STINE NOWATY}.........ooo..ivecrvereeesererereeesresseeereesseesesesseeessrsesseeseresseresens 5.00
CertifICation OF THANSTATON. 1o.....ooiv i e s st ee e es e een s s s ceeeer e s 10.00
Acknowledgement in criminAFAgOPON CASES......c... v cietresseseeseeseesseesess oo ee s r s eeeseesssseisesess e resesesessroes no fee
Requests via the Public Records Act = FIrst Page. ..ot e 0.50
Requests via the Public Records Act - Per Additional Page...............o.o.ocooiiiiiii e e 0.10
Filing Fees

Administration of Qath for HUMANE OFTTCET..........oiivieeeiiroseoeec oot eos e eeee st e eeees e 5.00
Fish & Gume documentary RENGEIE TEC.............c...cccoiiiirir et es s e r e seee st eess et sese oo 64.00
Laundry SUpply BAINE, MATK, OF QEVICC......i. ittt st eeeeeeereen st oe s s ses s s esnsenssossensss s ens e 1.00
All papers for which a fee is DOt CISEWRETE PrOVIACU.........ccoorcieosveoee oo s e sse s es oo 2.25

NOTE:
There is a $31.00 fee for all returned checks (Ordinance 729.4).
No documents will be returned unless a stamped, self-addressed envelope is included.

DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was valid at the time of publication. The Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder
reserves the right to modify, change or make improvements at any time, without notice, and assumes no liability for damages
incurred directly or indirectly as a result of errors, omissions or discrepancics.

ACR 136P-AS2AC0 (Rev. 10/2010) Page 2 of 4




COUNTY GLERK
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Fled per PRLE, 21450

BOSTED

o NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT

JAN 27 01 MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
‘ FOR THE DAY CREEK MDP LINE J — STAGE 2 PROJEC
Hamoved, . RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA

sy Dep
HOUNPRIIBIOT ST iiBegy Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J — Stage 2

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is a confined storm drain traversing three parcels of
vacant land (APNs: 152-020-012, 152-630-027, 152-640-003) south of Limonite Avenue, north of 68th
Avenue, east of Interstate 15 (I-15) and west of Wineville Avenue in the unincorporated Mira Loma
area of Riverside County. .

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project is a plan to develop the Stage 2 portion of the Day
Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J storm drain facility. The project consists of facility construction and
subsequent maintenance. The project will alleviate flooding adjacent to the project area. The project
was identified in the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan (MDP) study prepared by the Riverside County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) conducted by the District in 1977 and updated
in 1998. The project will include temporary inlets to collect runoff that is tributary to the facility. The
temporary inlets are placed at existing low points to pick up nuisance flows. They are considered
temporary because future development will ultimately be placed over the storm drain at which time the
local connections to the storm drain will be made and the inlets will likely be removed. The
downstream end of Line J, Stage 2 will connect to an existing 6-foot high by 12-foot wide Reinforced
Concrete Box (RCB) culvert that crosses underneath 68th Street near the northeast corner of the
intersection of 68th Street and 1-15. From the connection at 68th Street, Line J extends northerly as a
6-foot high by 12-foot wide RCB for approximately 1,930 linear feet where it connects to an existing
upstream portion of Line J on the westerly side of Pats Ranch Road. Line J, Stage 2 will be a closed
conduit constructed completely below the earth’s surface (either existing or proposed) and will be
completely confined. The facility will be installed using typical trenching methods.

HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES: The project alignment is not located on known listed toxic sites
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

PROJECT CONTACT: Kris Flanigan, Senior Civil Engineer PHONE: (951) 955-8581
E-MAIL: kflaniga@rcflood.org

PUBLIC REVIEW AND WRITTEN COMMENTS: The review period for submitting written comments
on the Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 commences
on January 27, 2011 and will close on February 25, 2011 at 5:00 p.m. If you have any questions
regarding the project or Mitigated Negative Declaration, please contact Kris Flanigan by e-mail or
phone as indicated above.

Comments should be addressed to: Kris Flanigan, Senior Civil Engineer
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
1995 Market Street
Riverside, CA 92501

DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY: The Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for review at the
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, located at the address above, and
may also be accessed on the District's website at www.rcflood.org under Public Notices. The
Mitigated Negative Declaration may also be reviewed at the following location:

Eastvale Library

7447 Cleveland Avenue
Corona, CA 92880
(951) 273-1520




Final Initial Study and Response to Comments

Day Creek Master Drainage Plan
Line J - Stage 2

Prepared for




Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
1995 Market Street

Riverside, CA 92501

FINAL
CEQA INITIAL STUDY

DAY CREEK MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN
LINE J — STAGE 2

January 19, 2011 Warren D. Williams
Revised October 2011 General Manager-Chief Engineer




TABLE OF CONTENTS

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 1
INITIAL STUDY FORM 6
1. Project title: Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J — Stage 2 6
2. Lead agency name and address 6
3. Contact person email address and phone number 6
4. Project location 6
5. Project sponsor’s name and address 6
6.  General plan designation 6
7. Zoning 6
8.  Project Description 6
9.  Surrounding land uses and setting 7
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required 7
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 12
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 42
EARLIER ANALYSES 43
DETERMINATION 44
REFERENCES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 45
List of Figures
Figure 1 VICIIIEY MAP ...ttt et ettt st sttt sttt et e e s esaeeneonnes 8
Figure 2 PrOJECE STEE....ouiiitieeeiecie ettt et e e e seeaseeeeernesie e bt e asbesbe e e st e beeeseeeneesaneeanes 9
Figure 3 USGS Topographic Map .....cccoooueiieieiertesee ettt e et enne e 10
Figure 3A Site Photograph, Easterly VIEW .........cc.cocveeeriirinienicinine et 11
Figure 3B Site Photograph, Northerly VIEW ..........cocoeeiiiriininieinieneececeeeeeeecne e 11
Appendices — Included on CD Rom
Appendix A Line J Air Quality Analysis Supporting Information, March, 2010, Revised June
2011
Appendix B.1 General Habitat Assessment, October 12, 2009

Appendix B.2 Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey, March 24, 2010
Appendix B.3 Jurisdictional Survey, January 11, 2010

Appendix B.4 ACOE Jurisdictional Determination Letter, August 2, 2010
Appendix B.5 RWQCB Jurisdictional Determination Letter, October 1, 2010
Appendix C.1 Eastern Information Center Letter, February 8, 2010

Appendix C.2 Native American Heritage Commission Letter, January 25, 2010
Appendix D Environmental Data Resources, February 3, 2010




Toseas Sunsau A1) apIsIno Jusaid a1e S|Mo
oYM INOO0 [[IM (Smoling Jo asdefjoo pue sioop
Kem UO JO 9SN) UONEBIO[I QAISSR] ‘POPIOAR

aq [[BYS SISAU JATIOR JO Y], ‘d0UBQINISIP 0}
Jotxd sAep (¢ WIIIM P)ONPUOod 2q [[Im SAoAIMSG
"PAjONPUOd 3q [[RYS JelIqey S[qRInS Urym

Mo Surmonng 10 £oAIns 20UssSqe/20uasaId
uononnsuod-a1d v 1z o1y WIN

“PapIOA®R 2q J[BYS S)SOU S0 JO B
*00URqINISIP 03 JoLid sAep (¢ UIYIIM PjoNpuod
aq [[IM SA2AIMG PLIONPUOD 3q [[BYS 1BIGRY

901AISE AJNPIIM
pue yst ‘S 10
owren) pue ysi,
Jo yueunaedag
eruojie) oyl £q
Jo ‘suone[n3ai 10
‘sarorjod ‘suejd
Teuor3al o

[890][ Ut sa10ads
snye)s [eroads

10 ‘9AN)ISUDS
‘Q1epIpuRd

® SB POTIUOpI
sa10ads Aue uo
‘suoneolIpow
je3Iqey ySnoay
10 Ap3oamp oI

UONONIISUOD KaaIns o[qeNns UM OLIYS peayre33o] pue jIe| 403]J0 9SIoApE
03 Joud uononIISUD PauIoy BIUIOJI[E)) JOJ A2AINS 20UIsqR/20UssaId [enue)sqns SE0INOSY
QuoN SAEp (¢ UIPIAL QuUON PISI -a1gd uononysuod-aid v :1 oig IWIN e oAeq | TeoiSojoig ‘Al
Asuanba1g duyun, Kouazy Kuasy uond uol «N_m.w_.“”w«o-n\moﬂw_aww:vﬁ u%%.:ﬂ:&o yoeduy anss
Surtoyiuopy | wopejudwdjdwy | Suruadaog | Supuswapduy v peziunuiN DIOAY 'S} " J enudled I

[eIudmWUOIAUY ‘Soan)ed g 133foag

HTIV.L WVID0Ud ONIIOLINOW SINFWLINIWOD TVINTANOIIANG % SHANLVAL LOJfOdd




‘puy oy

JIOY10 JO 3dUBDIOAE. (Sauijaping pOAD d1eI1S)
suone[n3ay Jo 3po)) LIUIofIfE) oY JO S90S
UOI}00S UI PAUIJap SB ‘90IN0sal [ed130[0oRydIR
anbrun Jo [EOLIOISIY © 9q 0) PAUILINIOP

Jo soueonyruSis | ST PUY a1 J] (S)99.In0sa1 2y} JO 20UBOYIUTIS o)) SH90ST§
o) $SOSSE URD SUIWLIDIOP 0) PAIIEIUOD 3q J[eYS ISIS0J0dEYIIR 0y juensind
js13o[oseyoIe payijenb e pue 21s joeloxd ayy jo syred 90JN0S2.1
‘SOIIALOR payenb e 101[)0 0} PAAOUL 2 [[BYS SIDIALOE DULQINSIP | [eo1S0[0ayoIe Ue
0uRqQIMISIP [nun AI10A03SIp punois ‘pue jjey A[ejerpawtul [[eys AIA00SIp Jo voueoyyTudIs
punoi3 Suump oy Jo Ayruroia o) JO A)TUIOIA O} UL SOIATIOR S0URGINISIP oy ur
SiSeq popasu oU) Ul SANIATOR ﬁgo.mw Aooﬁmshﬂuwﬂu UOT)BABIXD Uﬁzo.uw Owﬁmﬂo 3SIDAPR
Se ue uo UOTIONI)STOD a0ueQINISIP Suump posodxo o1 $00IMOsaI [roIFo[0SRTDIR [enue)sqns SOINOSIY
Surroyuoy NOYINOIYJ, QuoON PINSIA | punois oses)) Io/pue [eamno Aue 1 :1 fednin)) WA © asne) [emn) A
9OIAIRS SHPIIM
pue ysij "S(] 10
owiel) pue yst
Su t Jo yuwunieds(q
ABHHuOWooI3V- oYL uBolHuBIS MmeleqeAet | BILIOJIE) 91 £q
o ‘suonendax
‘sarorjod ‘sueyd
[euoi3ar Jo [820]
ul paynuspt
Ajunwuod
‘Jud[eainbs { BopsHRH [BINJRU QAIISUSS
Ajresi3olorq SHS-HO-SOMBSHHBH DA A PourtEeiop | 10YI0 O Jelqey
WU € je SHAJ "JUS[BATNDA A[[E0130]01q TINUTUILI uenedir Aue
ST Jey) Jeyqey 278 SLIBY) Je3Iqey o3IS-JJO JO 910T GO () 24ilo9S | UO JO2JJ9 asioApe
911S-1JO JO 2108 {[BYS 1011S1(] 2 TeIIqey 9IIS-UO JO SAIO€ G9 () [enueisqns $90IN0SIY
JuoN | uononmpsuos-a1g PISIg 1O1ISI(] €9°( 2IN99 071 syoedu] jueteniad JESHIW 0], € oig JAIIAl e oAeH | TeotSojoig "Al
Louanbaag Suruur |, AOuady Louady mohzmuo-ﬁz Eﬁam_:em 1o/pus 1oedur]
Surioyuopy | wopvywdwddwy | Sunwidaon | Supusuwrarduwry s UONEZIUIMIN "92UEPIOAY "SHUULIUITIO]) 1enudlog NSl

[EIUIWUOIIAUY ‘SaIm)ud ] 393fo1g




‘AT =4
Sui{ynou pue
Sururuelep
ul JSISS® 03
DHVN 10B1U09 ‘86°L60S S20IN0say o1qng o3 juensind
1[4 I9U0I0)) paooold []Im SUTEWIDI UeWUNY UBOLISWY OATIEN
Kuno) o1} JO JUSUIERI) ‘POUTULIDIIP ST JUSPUSISIP
OPISIDATY AJa1] 1SOW Y} 20U() ‘BT STY) JOJ JUSPUSISIP
o ‘A1BSSA09U ATa¥1] 1SOW 3U) SUIULIDISP 0} PIJOLIUOD
J1 onsuo oq ysnut (DHYN) UoIsstuwo)) a3ejiioH
pUnoJ Surewal UBOLISUIY 2AnEN oY) ‘ouo)siyaid nq ‘oLIolsIy
uewny Aue Jo 10U 9Je SUTBIIOI 9T} JBT[) SOUMILIDP JOU0I0)
uonesynuspl Ayuno atp 31 'SMOY 7 UMM PAYHOU 3q
1odoxd 1SN 1ou0107) AUNoy) SpISISAR] 9Y1 "86°L60S
‘SOIIATIOR o] 9030 oIS 9p0)) $90IM0sY d1qnd o3 juensind SOLI0JOUIDD
20URQIMISIP s Jou010) | uonisodsip pue WSLIO JO UONBUILLIDAD B SPBW Jew1o] Jo
punoi3 Suumnp Amou Sy 19U0I0)) AJUN0,) SPISISAR] U} [IHUN INOJ0 |  OPISING paLidiul
siseq papaau I2U010)) PUE SSLIANOE | [[BUS 20UBQINISIP JOYPNJ OU ‘UONONNSUOD Suunp |  9soy Surpapour
Se ue uo uonoININSUOd Auno) 20UBQINISIP | P2I9JUNOOUD o1 SUIBWdI UBIUNY JI ‘C'0S(L SPO)) | ‘SUIBWIAI UBWINy $921N0STY
SuLIOITUOIN noy3noryjy, OPISIATY Pwsig | punoid ases) Kjoyes pue yiesH 21e1§ 194 € reanyn)) AN Aue qmysiq feImm) A
‘saurapIng
Pue SpIepue)s JUALIND )M 30UBPIOIOE UL (S)puly
91} 9JBIND PUE 3JeN[BAS ‘19A0001 0) poprwirad
aq js13o10juoajed payifenb e jey) apnjour pjnom
‘puy 2y} samseaw derdoiddy pajuswerdur aq jjeys
Jo soueoyrudis 1s150]01u09[ed 911 AQ PIYNUIPT SB SAMSBIW
o) SSasse UBd ojerdoidde 1o1p0 J0 9oUBpIOAR GUBOYIUSIS
1s18010ju0syed 9q 0 PUTULISIAP ST PULJ oY) J] "SIJIN0SAIAY) | 2InJed) 01801093
‘SANIAIOR pagienb e | 9jeneAd 0) paure)ar 9q [[Im ISITRIAdS S20IN0SI onbrun 10
soueqQIN)SIp [Bun £12A09SIp [eo130[03u09[ed pagijenb & pue A[ajeIpawtul | )IS JO JOINOSII
punoid urmnp o3 Jo AjuIoia PoIRUIULIS} 9q [[IM AJSAOOSIP oY) JO AjIUdIA | [eotdofoiuoajed
SISeq papaou o1 UI SONIATIOR | 9Y) UI SANIATIOR 9oURQINISIP PUNOIT ‘doueqimstp | onbrun g Aonsap
Se ue uo UONONIISUOD 0URQINISIP | UOHEBABOXS PUNOIS Jurmp pasodxo a1 $a0IN0SaI Apyoaxpur S30IN0SY
Furio)uo moy3noryJ, auoN IS | punoid asea) [eo13ojojuoafed Aue JT :7 [eImym)) WA Jo Appeng remynd "A
‘pajuswajdwr aq [[eys samseaws ajerrdosdde
Kdudnbaayg Suquur I, AwIdy LUy mouzm«o-hz :cuaw_:-\m 1o/pue 1oedury
Sunioyuopy | uopeywowddwy | Junuadsaen | Funpwouwrdpduy uonov UOREZIUNMIN "IIUEPIOAY "SHUIUIUILIOT) fenuajoq nssy

[EIUSWUOIAUY ‘SaM)ed] J23f0ag




‘asiou
UOHOLIISUOD
oZnwururu

01 sanbruyos)
apeiodioour
pue syure[dwod
asIou

JO 1030813U00
a1} L9fe [[ByS

‘SOOUAPISAI JuoE(pe
uo sjoedu 9s10U ) SZIWIUIW YOIy sanbiuyds)

UOTJONISUOD UONONISUOD
noysnory], Jnoysnoy . SUON wLsia 1OLLSI(] YL feonoexd pue 9|qisesy Aue sjerodiodur pue
syurejdwos asiou Aue Jo I0J0BHUOD UOONIISUOD seore
913 JI97€ [[eYs 10INSKJ YL 7 ISION INJA | [enUuapIsal Jesu
SOSBIDUI [2A9]
‘(suonenyis £oua3IoUId "9°1) SIOUBISWINIID asiou orporrad
e10ads sopun 1a3euep (19U S, JOINSIJ JIo Arerodwa)
‘paqLIosap a1y £q paroidde asimIaylo sssTun ‘sAeprjoy ul ) nsai Aewr
smoy pue spuayeam uo payqryoid pue Aepiij UONONI)SUOD
oy} 03 sanIAn)OR ygnoay) Aepuoly “wrd gg:¢ pue ‘ure gg:L o 109foad Surmp
uonoONISUOd UONONIISUOD UONONIISUOD | SINOY ) UM PIAIWI] ] [[BYS UONONNSUOD juswdmbo
noy3nory], moysnoiy, auoN PVLISIg iy Surmp asn juswidinbs £AesH :] 3STON AN Aaeay Jo as) 3sION TX
‘sapouage
Kioyen3ai oyenrdoidde a1y £q jos uonem3aa pue
‘$9INSEAU sme[ o[qeorjdde yim 93URPIOIOR Ul S|RLIdYRIU
JuowaSeuew 2y} Jo [esodsIp pue JuouIIea) Y} JOJ SoIseat
dojaaap juowadeuew gedoadde dojoaap ‘Aressoou UOTIITLIISUOD
‘Kressaoou J1 ‘pue seoueysqns snoprezey Afjenuajod | Juump ploy oy
JI 'seoueisqns | oy SSAsse Ued s1jerdads justraSeuew seLYe Ul PRIOJUNOIUD
snopiezey | snopJezey payifenb e jun asead [[eys AIA0ISIP oq Aews
Aqrenuajod o3 Jo AJTUIDIA Q) UI SONIAIIOR Q0UBGINISIP | S[RLISJRUL/SISEM STeLIg)RIN
SSasse pue punoi3 ‘uoronysuoo Suunp pRy oy snopiezey snopiezeH
TUONONISUOO UONONIISUOD 20UBRGIISIP Ul POIAUNOSUD OJk S[RLISJRL/SIISeM SNOpIeZey usouwun pue
jnoysnoyJ, noysnoIyJ, QUON sy | punois ased) umowjun A[snoiaaid 1 :1 snopaezeH WA Arsnoma1d | sprezef ‘ITA
Louanbaag Suruy , AOUIBY Aduady 3.:5«3,2 :oﬁawﬁ@m 1o/pue yeduy
Sunioyiuopy | uopejudwmddur] | SuruidAon | Supuswajduy uondy UODEZIUITIIA "20UEPI0AY "SHUITLILIUI0]) [enuajod anssy

[eudmuo.Auy ‘saanyead, 3daloag




RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

INITIAL STUDY FORM

. Project title: Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J — Stage 2

. Lead agency name and address:

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
1995 Market Street
Riverside, CA 92501

. Contact person email address and phone number:
Kris Flanigan, Senior Civil Engineer
kflaniga@rcflood.org

(951)955-8581

. Project location: The proposed project is a confined storm drain traversing three parcels of vacant land
(APNs: 152-020-012, 152-630-027, 152-640-003) south of Limonite Avenue, north of 68th Avenue, east of
Interstate 15 (I-15) and west of Wineville Avenue in the unincorporated Mira Loma area of Riverside County
(Figure 1, Vicinity Map; Figure 2, Project Site). The proposed project is located within Section 19,
Township 2 South, Range 6 West, Corona North Quadrangle, San Bernardino Base and Meridian (Figure 3,
USGS Topographic Map).

. Project sponsor’s name and address:

Same as Lead Agency

. General plan designation: The project site is located within the Eastvale Area Plan (EAP), as designated
by the County of Riverside General Plan. The land use designations within the project alignment(s) are Light
Industrial (LI) and Public Facilities (PF).

. Zoning: The associated zoning designations within the project alignment(s) are Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10)
and Industrial Park (I-P), as designated by the Riverside County Geographic Information System (Riv Co
GIS).

. Project Description: The proposed project is a plan to develop the Stage 2 portion of the Day Creek Master
Drainage Plan Line J storm drain facility. The project consists of facility construction and subsequent
maintenance. The project will alleviate flooding adjacent to the project area. The project was identified in the
Day Creek Master Drainage Plan (MDP) study prepared by the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District (District) conducted by the District in 1977 and updated in 1998. The project will
include temporary inlets to collect runoff that is tributary to the facility. The temporary inlets are placed at
existing low points to pick up nuisance flows. They are considered temporary because future development
will ultimately be placed over the storm drain at which time the local connections to the storm drain will be
made and the inlets will likely be removed. The downstream end of Line J, Stage 2 will connect to an existing
6-foot high by 12-foot wide Reinforced Concrete Box (RCB) culvert that crosses underneath 68th Street near
the northeast corner of the intersection of 68th Street and I-15. From the connection at 68th Street, Line J
extends northerly as a 6-foot high by 12-foot wide RCB for approximately 1,930 linear feet where it connects
to an existing upstream portion of Line J on the westerly side of Pats Ranch Road. Line J, Stage 2 will be a
closed conduit constructed completely below the earth’s surface (either existing or proposed) and will be
completely confined. The facility will be installed using typical trenching methods.
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Line J: Currently, Line J is constructed from the Bellegrave Basin, at the southwest corner of Bellegrave
Avenue and Wineville Avenue, southerly to the Limonite Avenue/Pats Ranch Road intersection. From here,
Line J runs within Pats Ranch Road discharging into a “pond-like” area on the western side of the road
directly across from Limonite Meadows Park. Additionally, flows from the development on the east side of
the road are currently discharged into this area where they confluence with Line J flows.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: The project area within the County of Riverside is primarily
characterized by agricultural uses except for small areas not exposed to recurring discing/cultivation
activities. These areas include an artificially-bermed detention basin supporting dense riparian-associated
plant species and a ruderal area located north of the basin. To the east of the basin, a fenced, concrete flood
control structure (the existing downstream terminus of Line J) and a secondary culvert are present that convey
nuisance runoff into the basin. The site supports a north/south trending swale along with a discontinuous
erosional channel beginning at the western portion of the basin, traversing southwesterly across the site, often
barely or not obviously discernable along its length likely due to ongoing discing. Elevation ranges for 620-
640 feet mean sea level with supplementary contour intervals indicating very small increments of
topographical change.

Land uses in the area include single-family homes, large residential subdivisions, some open space and
commercial. Surrounding land uses include development to the north, east and west. Disturbed areas (remnant
dairy farms) are located to the south. Development to the north consists of commercial land uses. 1-15 is
adjacent to the west side of the project site. Residential subdivisions lie west of I-15 and to the east of the
project site.

Adjacent Existing Land Use:

North: Commercial

East: Open Space, Light Industrial, Medium Density Residential and Low Density Residential
South: Low Density Residential

West: Medium Density Residential

Adjacent zoning;
North: Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S)

East: Industrial Park (I-P), One Family Residential (R-1)
South: Watercourse, Watershed and Conservation (W-1), Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10)
West: One Family Residential (R-1), Planned Residential (R-4)

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

State Agencies

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Encroachment permit

OER Na

City/County Agencies
None
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Photographs of the Project Site taken February 5, 2010

Figure 3A — Easterly view of proposed project connection to existing upstream portion of Line J
westerly of Pats Ranch Road

Figure 3B — Northerly view of project site between Pats Ranch Road and I-15
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

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

|:| L Aesthetics D “T1Agriculture Resources I:l O Air Quality
I:, “Biological Resources D TICultural Resources I:l [“Geology/Soils
I:l (“Hazards & Hazardous D IHydrology/Water Quality D U'Land Use/Planning

Materials
D _Mineral Resources |:| [“Noise |:| TIPopulation/Housing
D L_Public Services I:l DRecreation |:| OTransportation/Traffic
I:l CiUtilities/Service Systems I:l UiIMandatory Findings of

Significance

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

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

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation,
or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section
XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D).

Earlier analyses are discussed below:

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

12



6)

7

8)

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

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

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated. A source list should be attached and other sources used or individuals contacted should be
cited in the discussion.

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

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.

13



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS:

Potentially

Potentially
Significant

Less Than

Significant Unless Significant Im];(:lc y
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST Impact | Migarion | - Impact
ncorporate

AESTHETICS. Would the project:

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

[ [ [

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

¢. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

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

I
O |
O\
X X X |X

Aesthetics Discussion:

@)

b)

(9]

d)

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

No Impact. There are no specified scenic vistas in the project area. The site is within a residential developed area and is
at relatively great distances from any scenic resources. Additionally, the proposed storm drain facility will be installed
below the earth’s surface (either existing or proposed). Therefore, the project will not substantially alter the views of, or
from the project area. Due to the lack of scenic vistas in the area, the project will have no impact on a scenic vista.

Source: EAP, Thomas Guide

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not located adjacent to any state scenic highways. No major rock outcroppings, trees
or historic buildings are located within the proposed project area. The proposed storm drain facility will be completely
covered and subsurface; therefore, there will be no impacts to scenic resources as a result of the proposed project.

Source: EAP, Thomas Guide, Figure 2 - Project Site

Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

No Impact. See response to item 1(a) and 1(b), above.

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

No Impact. Flood control facilities typically do not create new or additional light or glare, either during construction or
operation and maintenance. Because the storm drain facility will be located below the surface (existing or proposed), the
proposed project does not include the installation of lights. The only artificial lighting that may be expected to be used on
the project site would be under emergency conditions; however, any impacts would be temporary and insignificant.
Therefore, no impacts from light and glare will occur.

Source: Project Design
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Potentially
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: Significant | Unless | Significant | .,
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

1L

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

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

[

]
X

[l

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

[ X

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

O X H

Agricultural Resources Discussion:

a)

b)

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project spans areas designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
Farmland of Local Importance, and Farmland of Statewide Importance. However, the proposed project will require
minimal right-of-way. The proposed alignment will impact a relatively small footprint of only 1,930 linear feet
(approximately 0.5acres) and will be below the surface thereby allowing for continued agricultural use surrounding the
facility alignment. Farmland itself will not be taken as part of the project. The project will convert a minimal linear area
of designated farmlands to non-agricultural use; therefore, impacts are less than significant.

Source: Conservation, Project Design, Riv Co GIS

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

No Impact. The California Land Conservation Act (CLCA) of 1965, also known as the Williamson Act, allows owners
of agricultural land to have their properties assessed for tax purposes on the basis of agricultural production rather than
current market value. Agricultural preserves are designated as conservation areas and allow agriculture and associated
uses (including limited commercial, industrial and single-family residential use) and open space.

The proposed project will require minimal right-of-way. The proposed project is not located in an agricultural preserve
and will not significantly affect a substantial quantity of agricultural land nor affect properties with active Williamson
Act contracts. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Conservation, Project Design, Riv Co GIS

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

Less Than Significant Impact. See response 2(a).

Also, the project site does not conflict with existing zoning for or rezoning of forest land, timberland or
timberland zoned Timberland Production as it is not currently zoned as forest land, timberland or timberland
production. Additionally, there will be no loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to a non-forest use.
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to forest land or timberland.
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Air Quality Discussion:

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

No Impact. The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) sets forth a
comprehensive program that will lead the SCAB into compliance with all federal and state air quality standards. The
AQMP control measures and related emission reduction estimates are based upon emissions projections for a future
development scenario derived from land use, population, and employment characteristics defined in consultation with
local governments. Accordingly, conformance with the AQMP for development projects is determined by demonstrating
compliance with local land use plans and/or population projections.

The proposed project involves the construction of a master planned storm drain. The proposed project is considered to be
compatible with all zoning designations pursuant to Section 18.2.b of Riverside County Ordinance No. 348, which
exempts public agency projects from zoning designations. Since the proposed project is a storm drain that in and of itself
will not result in any changes to the existing land use patterns in the project area, the project does not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the AQMP. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: AQMP, Riv Co Ord 348
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project consists of the construction and maintenance of 1,930 linear feet of storm
drain on vacant land. The project also includes approximately 7.600 cubic vards of off-site soil export.' Air quality
impacts can be described in a short-term and long-term perspective. Short-term impacts relate to site grading and project
construction. Long-term air quality impacts relate to maintenance of the facility.

The short-term construction emissions of criteria pollutants from this project were modeled using URBEMIS 2007,
Version 9.2.4 for Windows computer program (Appendix A). Maximum daily emissions are estimated to be 3343 8.09
pounds per day (Ibs/day) for volatile organic compounds, 26-62 78.77 Ibs/day for oxides of nitrogen, 43-56-35.28 lbs/day
for carbon monoxide, 888 0.03 Ibs/day for sulfur dioxide, +4-24 16.36 lbs/day for particulate matter less than 10
microns, and 3-88& 5.78 lbs/day for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns, which do not exceed the regional thresholds
set by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The short-term emissions do not exceed
SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds either, as contained in supporting analysis in Appendix A. Therefore, the
impacts to air quality from construction of this project will be less than significant.

The long-term operational emissions from this project are a result of infrequent vehicle trips associated with
maintenance. Operational emissions would be negligible, and would have a less than significant effect on air quality.

Source: WEBB

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The portion of the South Coast Air Basin within which the project is located is
designated as a non-attainment area for NO, under state standards and for ozone, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under both state
and federal standards.

Since the proposed project does not conflict with any land uses, it is in conformance with the AQMP, and the project’s
short-term and long-term emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD established thresholds of significance; the project’s net
increase in criteria pollutant emissions for which the project region is non-attainment is not cumulatively considerable
and impacts are considered less than significant.

Source: AQMP, WEBB

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Appendix A, the closest sensitive receptors are the existing and planned
residences adjacent to Pats Ranch Road no closer than 350 feet (107 meters). Other existing residences are located west
of the I-15 freeway no closer than 340 feet (104 meters). The land use designation south of 68™ Street is low density
residential and is approximately 85 feet (25 meters) from the proposed alignment; although no development currently
exists. To ensure a worst-case analysis, the nearest sensitive receptor position of 85 164 feet (25 50 meters) was used.

Short-term emissions will be generated in the project area during construction of the project and have been found to be
less than significant (Appendix A). In addition, the operational emissions were also found to be less than significant, as
indicated above, hence the project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Source: WEBB

¢) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

! Assumptions contained in the air quality analysis included in the IS/MND that was circulated for 30-day public review were modified. Previously, soil
export was not included because it was assumed that any excess soil would be relocated on the project site. However, because the District does not own the
property surrounding the project easement; it cannot be assumed that excess soil will be relocated on site. To be conservative, the air quality analysis was
revised to include the export of any excess soil off the site requiring the use of haul trucks.
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Less Than Significant Impact. The project presents the potential for generation of objectionable odors in the form of
diesel exhaust during construction in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Recognizing the short-term duration and
quantity of emissions in the project area, the project will result in less than significant impact relating to objectionable
odors.

Source: Project Description

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Appendix A, there are no adopted thresholds of significance for
greenhouse gases (GHG). The proposed project does not fit into the categories provided (industrial, commercial, and
residential) in either the draft thresholds from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and SCAQMD. The project’s
emissions were compared to the most conservative threshold and are well below the proposed draft thresholds. Due to
the lack of adopted emissions thresholds, estimated amount of emissions from project construction, and infrequent
operational emissions from maintenance vehicles, the proposed project will not generate a significant amount of GHG
emissions and the impact is considered less than significant.

Source: WEBB

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

No Impact. As discussed above, the project’s GHG emissions are below the recommended draft thresholds. Therefore,
the project will not conflict any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Source: Project description, WEBB
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
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candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
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Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
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interruption, or other means?
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or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
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Biological Resource Discussion:

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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. As outlined in the biological assessment reports (Appendix B), the
project site is primarily characterized by agricultural uses except for small areas not exposed to recurring
discing/cultivation activities. These areas include a bermed artificial basin supporting riparian-associated plant species
and a ruderal area located to the north of the basin. The site is mostly colonized by ruderal (weedy) herbs and grasses.
The detention basin is dominated by cattail, willow trees, and mule fat.

No special status plant species or habitat was detected on site during the surveys and none are expected due to the lack of
suitable habitat. No special status wildlife species were directly observed on site, although several species not observed
during the survey effort have a moderate occurrence potential including white-tailed kite, northern harrier, prairie falcon,
western burrowing owl, California horned lark, and loggerhead shrike. The white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and prairie
falcon may forage over the site but no suitable nesting habitat for these species occurs on site. Most remaining,
potentially occurring, sensitive wildlife species are not expected to occur on site due to the lack of suitable habitat.

The existing degraded condition of the site is the direct consequence of long-standing anthropocentric disturbances (e.g.,
primarily agricultural) that has generally resulted in low biological diversity (e.g., dominance of non-native species),
overall absence of special status plant communities, and low potential for special status species to utilize or reside within
areas proposed for direct impacts. The loss of mostly degraded agricultural-related habitats would not substantially affect
special status resources, jeopardize the continued existence of listed species (or special status species), nor directly
impact designated critical habitat. Site development would also not substantially alter the diversity of plants or wildlife in
the area or cause a population of plant or wildlife species to drop below self-sustaining levels because of current
degraded site conditions associated with routine agricultural operations. Although no native habitat types are present, and
no listed species (currently protected by state or federal endangered species acts) are expected to occur due to absence of
suitable habitat, implementation of mitigation measure MM Bio 1 is required to ensure potential impacts to certain
special status species (California homed lark and loggerhead shrike) that may nest on site are reduced to less than
significant levels.

MM Bio 1: A pre-construction presence/absence survey for California horned lark and loggerhead shrike within
suitable habitat shall be conducted. Surveys will be conducted within 30 days prior to disturbance. Take of active
nests shall be avoided.

A habitat assessment for the burrowing owl was conducted in October 2009. No direct burrowing owl observations or
sign were recorded during the habitat assessment however potential nesting/foraging habitat for the burrowing owl is
present and the site could be occupied by burrowing owl at anytime of the year (moderate occurrence potential). A
focused survey was conducted in March 2010 and no direct burrowing owl observations or sign (pellets, fecal material,
or prey remains) were recorded on site. However, because the burrowing owl is well known to occur in the site vicinity it
may utilize portions of the site during various times of the year, in particular if the site is left fallow following site
discing. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Bio 2 is required to ensure potential impacts to burrowing owl are
reduced to less than significant levels.
MM Bio 2: A pre-construction presence/absence survey for burrowing owl within suitable habitat shall be
conducted. Surveys will be conducted within 30 days prior to disturbance. Take of active nests shall be avoided.
Passive relocation (use of one way doors and collapse of burrows) will occur when owls are present outside the
nesting season.

Source: EcoSci 1,2, 3
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Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The proposed project alignment does not contain evidence of any
natural stream courses, riparian areas, or vernal pools. A small basin is located in the northeast portion of the site within
Pat’s Ranch Road and receives runoff from adjacent residential development. The bermed-artificial basin would not be
considered a vernal pool pursuant to 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. Riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools are defined in Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP. Areas that are artificially created are not included in these definitions. The features on site do not
meet the definition of riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools under the MSHCP. The site does not contain suitable
habitat for species associated with Section 6.1.2 habitat types.

The proposed project site contains an on-site swale feature and a basin both of which were evaluated for jurisdiction
under CDFG. The on-site swale feature does not appear to function as a stream and does not convey significant runoff.
As a result of recurring discing activities, any definable bed and bank has been eliminated within the southern and
northern portions of the swale. Because this on-site swale feature loses definition, which apparently results in sheet flow
over land without bed and bank, the swale feature may not be considered jurisdictional by CDFG. Habitat value is low
due to the absence of riparian vegetation, lack of species and structural diversity, and prevalence of non-native
vegetation due to various anthropogenic disturbances (e.g., long-standing and recurring discing). The swale or erosional
feature does not support fish and/or aquatic life. Moreover, because water to the basin appears to be primarily provided
by residential activities (urban runoff water), is artificial, created from upland, and is not directly connected to a natural
waterway, the basin may also not be considered jurisdictional by CDFG. However, the artificial basin and wet area
surrounding the basin identified as 0.65 acres may have the potential to be considered jurisdictional by CDFG.
Therefore, MM Bio 3 below, will be required to ensure any adverse impacts to resources under CDFG jurisdiction are
reduced to a less than significant level.

MM Bio 3: To mitigate permanent impacts to 0.65 acres of on-site habitat, the District shall secure 0.65 acre of off-

site habltat that is at a mlmmum blologwally egulvalen Lhmieteﬁnmed—byLGDFG—&tat—ﬂee{ea&}res—en-sﬁe—faH

Source: Eco Sci 1, 2,3

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Less Than Significant Impact. As outlined in the Approved Jurisdictional Determination (ACOE JD), U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (ACOE) staff determined there are no waters of the U.S. on the project site. California Regional Water
Quality Contro! Board (RWQCB) staff declined to regulate discharge of fill into waters of the State described in the
Jurisdictional Survey (RWQCB JD). Development of the proposed project will not require permits from either the
ACOE for jurisdictional waters regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or the RWQCB through discharges
of fill into waters of the U.S. regulated by Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.

Source: Eco Sci 1, 2,3, ACOE JD, RWQCB JD
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the disturbed nature of the site and surrounding development the project site does
not provide a migratory wildlife corridor or native wildlife nursery site. The proposed project includes construction of a
subsurface storm drain facility. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially interfere with the movement of
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.

Source: Eco Sci 1, 2, 3, Figure 2, Project Design

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not subject to any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources other
than the MSHCP. Refer to IV.b. for a more detailed discussion of compliance with the MSHCP.

Source: Figure 2, Project Design

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The project site is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP). The MSHCP serves as a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), pursuant to
Section (a)(1)(B) of the ESA, as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the State NCCP Act of
2001. The plan encompasses all unincorporated Riverside County land west of the crest of the San Jacinto mountains to
the Orange County line, as well as the jurisdictional areas of the cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon
Lake, Norco, Corona, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Perris, Hemet, and San Jacinto. The
overall biological goal of the MSHCP is to conserve covered species and their habitats, as well as maintain biological
diversity and ecological processes while allowing for future economic growth within a rapidly urbanizing region.

As outlined in Section 6.1.1 of the MSHCP, Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of
Section 6.0 are intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, and California Endangered Species Act for impacts
fo the species and habitat covered by the MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
California Department of Fish and Game and/or any other appropriate participating regulatory agencies and as set
Jorth in the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.

The District is a permittee of the MSHCP and is required to ensure District projects comply with applicable sections of
the MSHCP. As outlined in Section 13.4 of the Implementing Agreement the District has the following obligations under
the MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement (IA):

Adopt and maintain resolutions as necessary to implement the requirements and to fulfill the purposes of the
Permits, the MSHCP and the 14 for its Covered Activities. Such requirements include: (1) compliance with the
policies of the Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools as set forth in
Section 6.1.2 of this document, (2) compliance with the policies of the protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species
as set forth in Section 6.1.3 of this document; (3) conduct surveys as set forth in 6.3.2 of this document; (4)
compliance with all requirements of Section 7.3.7 of this document; (5) compliance with Urban/Wildlands Interface
Guidelines as set forth in Section 6.1.4 of this document; (6) compliance with the Best Management Practices and
the siting requirements and design criteria as set forth in Section 7.0 and Appendix C of this document [ MSHCP].

Contribute mitigation through payment of three (3) percent of total capital costs for a Covered Activity. Such
payment may be offset through acquisition of replacement Habitat or creation of new Habitat for the benefit of
Covered Species, as appropriate. Such mitigation shall be implemented prior to impacts to Covered Species and
their Habitats.

Manage land owned or leased within the MSHCP Conservation Area that has been set aside for Conservation
purposes pursuant to a management agreement to be executed between the District and the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG,).

21



e Carry out all other applicable requirements of the MSHCP, the IA and Permits. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
nothing in the IA shall be construed to require the District to provide funding, or any other form of compensation,
beyond the fees collected or dedicated lands required pursuant to the Permits, the 1A and the MSHCP, consistent
with the terms and conditions of the MSHCP.

*  Participate as a member of the RMOC as set forth in Section 6.6.4 of the document.

Section 6.1.2

The proposed project alignment does not contain evidence of any natural stream courses, riparian areas, or vernal pools.
A small basin is located in the northeast portion of the site within Pat’s Ranch Road and receives runoff from adjacent
residential development. The artificial basin would not be considered a vernal pool pursuant to 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
Riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools are defined in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. Areas that are artificially created are
not included in these definitions. The features on site do not meet the definition of riparian/riverine areas and vernal
pools under the MSHCP. The site does not contain suitable habitat for species associated with Section 6.1.2 habitat
types. The proposed project satisfies the Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools
requirements of the MSHCP.

Section 6.1.3

The proposed project is located within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, Group 7. Habitat assessments
are required for Brand’s phacelia (Phacelia stellaris), San Miguel savory (Satureja chandleri), and San Diego ambrosia
(dmbrosia pumila). A habitat assessment was conducted in October 2009 within the proposed alignment. Suitable habitat
to support these three plant species was not recorded on site. Given the site’s exposure to recurring surface disturbances
associated with agricultural cultivation, the absence of sandy washes and/or benches associated with alluvial flood
plains, and extreme rarity of the species, Brand’s phacelia is not expected to occur on the subject parcels. Likewise, due
to the absence of rocky, gabbroic and metavolcanic substrates in coastal sage scrub, chaparral, cismontane woodland,
riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grasslands, San Miguel savory is not expected to occur on site. Finally, given
the absence of open floodplain terraces, vernal pools, and/or alkali playas, the San Diego ambrosia is also not expected to
occur on the subject site. Therefore, no additional plant surveys or conservation measures are required. The project
satisfies the Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species requirements of the MSHCP.

Section 6.3.2

The proposed project is located within the Burrowing Owl Survey Area. Thus a habitat assessment was conducted in
October 2009. No direct burrowing owl observations or sign were recorded during the habitat assessment however
potential nesting/foraging habitat for the burrowing owl is present and the site could be occupied by burrowing owl at
anytime of the year (moderate occurrence potential). A focused survey was conducted in March 2010 and no direct
burrowing owl observations or sign (pellets, fecal material, or prey remains) were recorded on site. However, because
the burrowing owl is well known to occur in the site vicinity it may utilize portions of the site during various times of the
year, in particular if the site is left fallow following site discing.

Because burrowing owls were not observed within the project site during the focused survey effort additional
conservation measures are not required pursuant to the MSHCP. To avoid impacts to any active nests, a pre-construction
survey shall be conducted in areas supporting suitable burrowing owl habitat. Implementation of mitigation measure
MM Bio 2 will ensure potential impacts to burrowing owls are less than significant. The proposed project satisfies all the
plant, mammal, amphibian, and bird Additional Survey Needs and Procedures requirements of the MSHCP.

Section 6.1.4

As outlined in the MSHCP, “The guidelines presented in this section are intended to address indirect effects associated
with locating Development in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area, where applicable. Existing local regulations
are generally in place that address the issues presented in this section.”

The project consists solely of a proposed drainage facility. Therefore, this project will not create the same type of
impacts to wildland areas related to traffic, noise, landscaping, introduction of people, chemicals and pets within
proximity to a wildland area that typical industrial, commercial, and residential development projects could. The project
site is not located with or directly adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area. The proposed project will not conflict with
the Guidelines Pertaining to The Urban/Wildlands Interface, including Drainage, Noise, Invasives, Toxics, Barriers
Lighting and Grading/Land Development.




Section 7.0 Design Criteria and Appendix C BMPs

Section 7.3.7 of the MSHCP outlines that flood control facilities (improvements and new construction) that are
undertaken by a permittee in the Criteria Area is a covered activity; those outside of the Criteria Area are also covered
activities. It also identifies potential flood control projects within the MSHCP criteria area and implementation is subject
to the construction guidelines ads detailed in Section 7.5.3 as well as the standard Best Management Practices (BMPs)
contained in Appendix C.

Section 7.5 of the MSHCP sets forth Guidelines for Facilities Within the Criteria Area and Public/Quasi-Public Lands.
Section 7.5.3 outlines construction guidelines required when constructing facilities within the Criteria Area or within
Public/Quasi-Public Lands. The proposed project is not located within Criteria Area or Public/Quasi-Public Lands. The
applicable Appendix C BMPs shall be implemented during construction. The proposed project will satisfy the standard
BMP requirements of the MSHCP.

Source: MSHCP, IA, Eco Sci 1, 2, 3
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Cultural Resource Discussion:

@)

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

No Impact. The State CEQA Guidelines state that the term “historical resources” applies to any such resources listed in
or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, included in a local register of
historical resources, or determined to be historically significant by the Lead Agency. The Eastern Information Center
conducted a cultural resources records search on February 8, 2010 (Appendix C.1). According to their search and
additional information gathered from the National Register of Historic Places, California Office of Historic Preservation
and California Office of Historic Preservation, no listed cultural resources are located within the boundaries of the
project site. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: EIC

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

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. Due to the highly disturbed nature of the project site through
agricultural use, impacts to archaeological resources are not anticipated. A record search by the Eastern Information
Center (Appendix C.1), failed to indicate the presence of any archaeological resources within the project area, nor did the
Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Land Search (Appendix C.2), find presence of Native American cultural
resources on the project site. However, in the unlikely event that archaeological resources are unearthed during
excavation at the proposed project site, implementation of mitigation measure MM Cultural 1 will reduce potential
impacts to less than significant.
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MM Cultural 1: If any cultural and/or archaeological resources are exposed during ground excavation disturbance,
ground disturbance activities in the vicinity of the discovery shall immediately halt and, ground disturbance
activities shall be moved to other parts of the project site and a qualified archaeologist shall be contacted to
determine the significance of the resource(s). If the find is determined to be a historical or unique archaeological
resource, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the California Code of Regulations (State CEQA Guidelines), avoidance
or other appropriate measures shall be implemented.

Source: EIC, GP EIR, NAHC, Project Design
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. According to Riverside County GIS, the project site is located within
areas of high potential for finding paleontological resources. However, due to the highly disturbed nature of the project
site through agricultural use, impacts to paleontological resources are not anticipated. To ensure that potential impacts to
paleontological resources are avoided or reduced to a less than significant level, implementation of mitigation measure,
MM Cultural 2, will reduce impacts to a less than significant level:

MM Cultural 2: If any paleontological resources are exposed during ground excavation disturbance, ground
disturbance activities in the vicinity of the discovery will be terminated immediately and a qualified paleontological
resources specialist will be retained to evaluate the resources. If the find is determined to be significant, avoidance
or other appropriate measures as identified by the paleontologist shall be implemented. Appropriate measures would
include that a qualified paleontologist be permitted to recover, evaluate and curate the find(s) in accordance with
current standards and guidelines.

Source: Riv Co. GIS

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

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated, The proposed project is not located near any known formal cemeteries.
Therefore, the project site is not expected to disturb any known human remains. The Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File search (Appendix C.2), failed to indicate the presence of known Native
American cultural resources or sacred sites in the immediate project area. In the unlikely event that human remains are
encountered on the project site, implementation of mitigation measure, MM Cultural 3, will reduce impacts to a less
than significant level.

MM Cultural 3: Per State Health and Safety Code 7050.5, if human remains are encountered during construction,
no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made a determination of origin and
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The Riverside County Coroner must be notified
within 24 hours. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are not historic, but prehistoric, the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted to determine the most likely descendent for this area.
Once the most likely descendent is determined, treatment of the Native American human remains will proceed
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.

Source: NAHC, Thomas Guide
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VI

GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to 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
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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 or mudflows?

b. Result in substantial changes in topography, unstable soil
conditions from excavation, grading or fill, or soil erosion
or the loss of topsoil?

I
0 |\Odd
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O | Xoid

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

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

€. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

[ O [ X

Geology and Soils Discussion:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

No Impact. According to Riverside County GIS, the project site is not located within or near a currently delineated
State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. In addition, the Riverside County GIS does not show any
known faults within the project area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Riv Co. GIS, CGS
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. Most of southern California is subject to strong seismic ground shaking due to the
sheer number of faults traversing the region. According to Riverside County GIS, the project area is not located
within a fault zone nor is it within a ¥ mile of a fault. The District’s routine inspection and maintenance activities
will ensure that the storm drain system is repaired if damage does occur during a seismic event. Therefore, impacts
are anticipated to be less than significant.

Source: Riv Co GIS
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Less Than Significant Impact. According to Figure S-3 of the Riverside County General Plan, the project is located

within an area of “high” susceptibility for liquefaction due to the shallow depth the groundwater within .tk'le area.
However, the proposed project is a storm drain facility and does not provide habitable structures. In addition, the
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d)

District’s routine inspection and maintenance activities will ensure that the storm drain system is repaired if damage
does occur during a seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. Therefore, the project is anticipated to
have a less than significant impact.

Source: EAP
iv) Landslides or mudfiows?

No Impact. The project site is relatively flat ranging in elevation from 620 to 640 feet mean sea level. There are no
known or mapped geologic units or soils that are unstable on the project site, or could become unstable as a result of
the project implementation. There are no known geologic units that could potentially result in on- or off-site
landslides, lateral spreading, collapse or create rockfall hazards as a result of the proposed project. The project area
is relatively flat and is not mapped as having susceptibility to seismicaily induced landslides. Additionally, as the
project is not located on a hillside and does not provide habitable structures, potential impacts to people or structures
due to landslides or mudflows are not anticipated. The proposed storm drain will be installed below the ground
surface (existing or proposed) and will be returned to existing conditions following construction. Therefore, there
are no anticipated impacts.

Source: Riv Co. GIS

Result in substantial changes in topography, unstable soil conditions from excavation, grading or fill, or soil erosion
or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed alignment is generally located on level ground and would not entail
substantial changes in topography or unstable soil conditions. The primary components of the project are below ground
and will reduce erosion and the loss of topsoil by providing an adequate drainage conduit to convey storm water runoff.
The proposed project has the potential to result in the short-term loss of top soil during construction due to runoff and
soil erosion. This will be minimized however, by compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) general construction permit which requires that a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) be prepared
prior to construction activities and implemented during construction activities. The SWPPP will incorporate applicable
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize the loss of topsoil or substantial erosion, thus potential impacts are
considered less than significant.

Source: Riv Co GP, Riv Go GIS

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. According to Riverside County GIS, the proposed project is located in an area that may be
susceptible to subsidence and moderate to high levels of liquefaction. However, the project alignment spans a small area
and the project itself does not contain structures that would be inhabited by humans which thereby, will not expose
persons directly to substantial adverse effects from seismic related ground failure. Additionally, the area is not
susceptible to landslides as discussed in 6(a)(iv), above. Therefore, potential impacts are less than significant.

Source: Riv Co. GIS

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

No Impact. There are no known mapped expansive soils on the project site; the soil types are primarily sandy loams with
some very fine sands and terrace escarpments. In addition, the project itself will not include any structures that would be
inhabited by humans and will not create a substantial risk to life or property. Adherence to applicable policies and
standards contained in the most recent Uniform Building Code related to the construction of structures and facilities on
expansive soils will minimize impacts. Therefore, impacts from pipeline installation are not anticipated.

Source: GP EIR, Riv Co. GIS, USDA, SureVoid, WSS




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

No Impact. The proposed project consists of the construction and maintenance of a storm drain system. There are no
housing units or businesses proposed as part of the project. Therefore, sewer or wastewater disposal facilities would not

be required. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design
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VIIL. 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? |:| D lZ |:|

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? D D lZl l:l

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 D

d. Belocated 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? I:l I:' |:| IZ

e. For aproject 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 for people residing or working in

the project area? I:l D

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

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

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where

residences are intermixed? I_—_l I:I D &

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Discussion:

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 and subsequent maintenance of the proposed project does not involve the
routine use or transport of hazardous materials beyond the short-term use of petroleum-based fuels, lubricants, pesticides
and other similar materials during construction and the occasional transport and use of these materials during the
subsequent maintenance phase. The construction phase may include the transport of gasoline and diesel fuel to the
project site and on-site storage for the sole purpose of fueling construction equipment. Best Management Practices
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(BMPs) stipulating proper storage of hazardous materials and vehicle fueling will be included in the SWPPP. All
transport, handling, use and disposal of substances such as petroleum products, solvents and paints related to operation
and maintenance of the proposed project will comply with all Federal, State and local laws regulating the management
and use of hazardous materials. The proposed project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment.

Source: Project Design

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. See response to item 7 (a), above. The potential risk of an accidental explosion or the
release of hazardous substances associated with the proposed project is minimal. However, there is a low potential that
excavation activities during construction could uncover hazardous materials. In the event that hazardous waste is
discovered during site preparation or construction, the identified hazardous waste and/or hazardous material shall be
handled and disposed of in the manner specified by the State of California Hazardous Substances Control Law (Health
and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and according to the requirements of the California Administrative Code,
Title 30, Chapter 22. BMPs will be implemented for the duration of project construction that will avoid and minimize the
release of hazardous materials into the environment.

The project is not located on a known hazardous materials site as outlined in the search of available environmental
records conducted by EDR (Appendix D). Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

In the unlikely event that hazardous waste is encountered on the project site during construction of the project, the
following mitigation measure will be incorporated into the project to ensure that impacts remain less than significant.

MM Hazardous 1: If previously unknown hazardous wastes/materials are encountered in the field during
construction, ground disturbance activities in the vicinity of the discovery shall cease until a qualified hazardous
materials management specialist can assess the potentially hazardous substances and, if necessary, develop
appropriate management measures for the treatment and disposal of the materials in accordance with applicable laws
and regulation set by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

Source: Project Design, EDR

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the use of hazardous materials, substances or waste and is not located
within one quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design, Thomas Guide

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. The proposed project is not located on a known hazardous materials site as outlined in the search of available
environmental records conducted by EDR (Appendix D). Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: EDR

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 for people residing or working in the
project area?

No Impact. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan. The closest airport to the project site is Chino
Airport which is located approximately 2.5 miles west of the project site. However, because the proposed storm drain
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will be subsurface and construction activities are short-term and temporary, the project is not expected to result in a
safety hazard. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard for people working in the project area. No
impacts are anticipated.

Source: GP EIR

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no impacts are

anticipated.

Source: Thomas Guide

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adepted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

No Impact. According to the Riverside County General Plan, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency plans
does not exist within the proposed project area. The project is not located within a public road and will be located below
the ground surface therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: GP

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed?

No Impact. The potential for a major wildfire within the project area is considered low due to a lack of vegetation.
Implementation of the proposed project will not expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed. Therefore,
no impacts are anticipated.

Source: EAP

Potentially

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

[

[

b.

Result in substantial discharges of typical storm water
pollutants (e.g. sediment from construction activities,
hydrocarbons, and metals from motor vehicles, nutrients
and pesticides from landscape maintenance activities,
metals of other pollutants from industrial operation) or
substantial changes to surface water quality including, but
not limited to, temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, or
turbidity?

Substantially depiete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
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d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of a watercourse or
wetland, in a manner which would result in substantial

erosion or siltation on- or off-site? D D D Iz

e. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?

[
l
X
[

f.  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?

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place structures or fill within a 100-year flood hazard area
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow?

k. Substantially change the amount of surface water in any
water body or wetlands?

N | T | I I R I
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Hydrology and Water Quality Discussion:

@)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. Under Section 303(d) of the 1972 Clean Water Act, states are required to develop a list
of water quality limited segments. The Santa Ana River, Reach 3 does not meet water quality standards for pathogens
even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum levels of pollution control technology. Implementation
of the proposed project will result in the construction and maintenance of a storm drain facility. The project area does not
discharge directly to a water body listed on the 303(d) list. The proposed storm drain will provide connection between an
existing MDP facility and a Caltrans facility. The proposed project will not create new sources of storm water pollution.

The proposed project will not change the existing or proposed land use of the surrounding area, therefore, the type and
amount of typical storm water pollutants in the runoff discharged after implementation of this project is not expected to
vary from the existing condition.

The discharge of pollutants will be further minimized through the on-going compliance with the County National
Pollutant Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit issued by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (Permit R8-2010-0033). The MS4 permit requires that the District and
other municipalities implement a broad range of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce the discharge of storm
water pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Future development projects within the Line J tributary area will be
required to comply with the MS4 permit and implement a site specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). The
District will file a Notice of Intent with the RWQCB and prepare/implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) with BMPs incorporated to minimize water quality impacts from construction.
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The potential short-term discharge of storm water pollutants during construction activities will be minimized to an
insignificant level through the implementation of the BMPs stipulated in the SWPPP to prevent storm water pollution,
reduce loss of topsoil, substantial erosion, or discharge of polluted runoff associated with project construction. Through
compliance with the regulatory requirements of the NPDES Statewide General Construction Permit implementation of
the project will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Therefore, impacts are
anticipated to be less than significant.

Source: Project Design, NPDES, SWRCB

Result in substantial discharges of typical storm water pollutants (e.g. sediment from construction activities,
hydrocarbons, and metals from motor vehicles, nutrients and pesticides from landscape maintenance activities, metals
of other pollutants from industrial operation, ) or substantial changes to surface water quality including, but not
limited to, temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, or turbidity?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response to item 8(a), above,

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project will not result in the withdrawal or use of groundwater. The proposed project
consists of a subsurface drainage facility that will convey storm water flow from the project area to an existing box
culvert to complete connection of the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J facility. A reduction in groundwater
recharge over the project area is anticipated to occur as the subsurface concrete facility replaces native cover; however,
this reduction will be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project will not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere with groundwater recharge. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of a watercourse
or wetland, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

No Impact. The project will not alter any watercourse or wetland (pending determination from Army Corps and CDFG).
The proposed project does not alter existing or proposed land use within the project area; therefore, the project will not
increase the quantity of surface water runoff. Implementation of the proposed project will result in the construction and
maintenance of a storm drain facility that will connect to an existing downstream portion of Line J with sufficient
capacity to convey the runoff from the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off site?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project consists of the construction and maintenance of an underground
(below either existing or proposed surface) storm drain facility. The existing on-site swale feature does not appear to
function as a stream and does not have capacity for significant runoff. The proposed storm drain system will safely
collect and convey storm water runoff through the project area and connect to the existing downstream Caltrans facility
to maintain existing drainage patterns in the project arca. Therefore, the potential for onsite and offsite flooding will be
reduced. Impacts are anticipated to be Iess than significant.

Source: Project Design

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?
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No Impact. The proposed storm drain facility will not modify existing land use. Therefore, the project will not create or
contribute new sources of storm water runoff or polluted runoff. The project is intended to collect and convey storm
water through the project area. Therefore, the project will not create or contribute new sources of storm water runoff or
polluted runoff. As the project is intended to connect existing portions of the MDP Line J to allow sufficient MDP
capacities, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. No housing is proposed as part of the project; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Place structures or fill within a 100-year flood hazard area which would impede or redirect flood flows?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is within an area subject to the 100-year flood zone associated with Day
Creek MDP Line J. The project would redirect surface water into the underground storm drain. However, since the
existing swale does not appear to function as a stream with beneficial uses the impacts are anticipated to be less than
significant.

Source: Project Design, FEMA

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

No Impact. The proposed project is not located near a dam or within an inundation zone. The proposed drainage
facilities will not expose people or structures to any additional significant flooding risk and will, in fact, lessen that risk

to nearby development. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow?

No Impact. The project is not located within an area that would be subjected to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore,
no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Substantially change the amount of surface water in any water body or wetiands?

No Impact. The project is intended to collect and convey storm water through the project area. Therefore, the project will
not create or contribute new sources of stormwater runoff to change the amount of surface water in any water body or

wetlands. No impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design
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IX.

LAND USE PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

]

L]

[

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

Land Use and Planning Discussion:

@)

b)

Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The project consists of the construction and maintenance of a subsurface storm drain facility and would

therefore, not physically divide an established community. No impacts are anticipated.

Source: Figure 2, Project Design

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for

the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. The project lies within an area designated by the Riverside County General Plan as Light Industrial and
Public Facilities land uses. Installation of the proposed storm drain facility would not affect the surrounding land use
designations or other policies or regulations. In addition, Riverside County Ordinance No. 348, Section 18.2a(b) exempts
public agency projects, such as this proposed project, from County zoning regulations. Therefore, no impacts are

anticipated.

Source: Project Design, RC Ord. 348, EAP

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response to item IV(f), above.

Source: MSHCP, IA, EcoSci 1,2,3
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X. 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? D
b. Result in the loss of availability of a localty-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan? |:| I:l D Iz

Mineral Resources Discussion:

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

No Impact. The proposed project is located within an area designated as MRZ-3, as determined by the State Mining and
Geology Board (SMGB). This mineral resource zone includes areas where the available geologic information indicates
that mineral deposits exist, or are likely to exist, however the significance of the deposit is undetermined. The proposed
project is not located on a locally important mineral resource recovery site. The proposed alignment will impact a
relatively small footprint of only 1,930 linear feet (approximately 0.5 acres) which would not result in a significant loss
of availability of a known mineral resource; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: EAP

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. See response 10(a), above.
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XI.

NOISE. Would the project result in:

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
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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
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
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the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Noise Discussion:

@)

b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project will involve the use of mechanical equipment for temporary construction
activities. An intermittent and relatively brief use of mechanical equipment will be used for maintenance activities
following construction. To reduce impacts associated with construction-related activities, Riverside County employs
Section 1.G.1 of Riverside County Ordinance 457. That ordinance requires, “Whenever a construction site is within one-
quarter (1/4) of a mile of an occupied residence or residences, no construction activities shall be undertaken between the
hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during the months of June through September and between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m. during the months of October through May. Exceptions to these standards shall be allowed only with the
written consent of the building official.” Potential impacts associated with maintenance and construction-related noise
impacts will be reduced by the County’s regulated time constraints which limit the construction-related activities to less
sensitive hours of the day. Additionally, the facility will be a gravity-fed storm drain facility and is not considered a
noise-generating facility, therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

Source: Project Design

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. See Xl.a, above. The proposed project would involve the temporary
and intermittent use of construction equipment for various construction and maintenance activities over the life of the
project. Construction and maintenance equipment may result in temporary increases of the existing noise levels.
Maintenance activities would be infrequent and involve less equipment than the initial construction of the proposed
project. Residential areas are located within “4-mile of the project site and could be temporarily affected by increased
noise levels during construction. To ensure that potential short-term impacts are less than significant, the proposed
project will comply with Riverside County Ordinance 457 and incorporate the following measures:

MM Noise 1: Heavy equipment use during construction shall be limited between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00
p.m. Monday through Friday and prohibited on weekends and holidays, unless otherwise approved by the District’s

General Manager under special circumstances (i.e. emergency situations).

MM Noise 2: The District shall alert the construction contractor of any noise complaints and incorporate any
feasible and practical techniques which minimize the noise impacts on adjacent residences.

Source: Project Design

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

Less Than Significant Impact. Apart from periodic maintenance activities (discussed under item XLb), on-going
operation of the proposed flood control facility does not involve activities that would permanently increase noise levels

in the project vicinity.

Source: Project Design




d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. See response to item XI.b.

Source: Project Design

¢} 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 expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport; therefore, no impact will occur.

Source: Thomas Guide

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The project site is not located within the vicinity (or within two miles) of a private airstrip; therefore, no
impact will occur.

Source: Thomas Guide

Potentially
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: Significant Unless | Significant | o0
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial 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)? |:| I:l &
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing

elsewhere? |:| D I_—_l &

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? |:| I:I |:| |Z

Population and Housing Discussion:

a) Induce substantial 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. Implementation of the project will not directly induce substantial population growth, as it
does not include the construction of homes and businesses. The proposed project is construction Stage 2 of Line J of the
Day Creek MDP designed to serve development anticipated in the County of Riverside General Plan and evaluated in the
General Plan EIR. Potential impacts are less than significant.

Source: Project Design, EAP, GP EIR

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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No Impact. There are no existing residences within the project site. As such the project will not result in the
displacement of any persons or necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts are
anticipated.
Source: Figure 2, Project Site

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. See response to item XII(b), above.

Source: Figure 2, Project Site

Potentially
Potentially | Significant Less Than Iy
. ignifi Unless Significant °
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: Significant | Unless Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

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

i.  Fire protection?

. Police protection?

iii. Schools?
iv. Parks?

v. Other public facilities?

.
XXX

HRE RN
R

Public Service Discussion:

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

i.  Fire protection?

No Impact. The nature of this project will not necessitate the construction of new facilities or increase the demand
on fire services. No impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design
ii. Police protection?

No Impact. The nature of this project will not necessitate the construction of new facilities or increase the demand
on police protection services. No impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design
iii. Schools?

No Impact. The nature of this project will not necessitate the construction of new facilities or increase the demand
on schools. No impacts are anticipated.
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V.

Source: Project Design

Parks?

No Impact. The nature of this project will not necessitate the construction of new facilities or increase the demand

on park services. No impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Other public facilities?

No Impact. There are no other public facilities that would be adversely impacted by implementation of the proposed

project. No impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Potentially
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: Significant | Unless | Significant | .
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XIV. 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? D I___l

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? D I:l D !X

Recreation Discussion:

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve new housing or employment opportunities that would directly
generate users which would result in an increased use of existing parks or recreational facilities. No impacts are

anticipated.

Source: Project Design

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 recreational facilities or involve the construction of housing or
creation of employment opportunities that would directly generate users that would result in a need for construction or

expansion of recreational facilities. No impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design
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Potentially | Significant Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: Significant Unless | Significant | p 0,
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XV.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system
(i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

1

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

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?

I I N I
I | I N
oo X X
|XIX

e. Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Transportation and Traffic Discussion:

@)

b)

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on
roads, or congestion at intersections)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes the construction and subsequent periodic maintenance of a storm
drain facility, which is not a traffic-generating project. Temporary truck traffic will be incrementally increased on area
roadways during the construction period; however, the quantity of these trips will not be considered significant in
relation to existing vehicular volume. Subsequent maintenance will involve infrequent visits to the site, likely utilizing a
light truck; this will not contribute to any significant increase in traffic on area roadways. Since the project will not cause
an increase in traffic that is considered substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system,
less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Additionally, because of the type of project being proposed and because no component will extend into any roadways,
the project does not include any factor that would cause a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. This includes all modes of
transportation, taking into account mass transit and non-motorized methods of travel.

Source: Project Description

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

Less Than Significant Impact. As described under item XV.a, there are no components of the proposed project that
could cause a substantial increase in traffic which would result in an individual or cumulative exceedance of an
established level of service standard. Truck trips related to construction and subsequent maintenance will be minor in
relation to existing traffic volumes on area roadways. Therefore, with respect to a project-specific exceedance, either
individually or cumulatively, of an established level of service standard, less than significant impacts are expected.

Additionally, for the same reasons, the proposed project will not conflict with any applicable congestion management
program, including but not limited to travel demand measures or other standards.

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any component that would alter existing roadway design features. The
proposed project does not include any component that would introduce new hazards to design features since the project
does not propose any new roadways. The project is not proposing a new use that could introduce incompatible elements
to area roadways. Therefore, with respect to substantially increasing hazards due to a design feature or incompatible
uses, no impact is anticipated.

Source: Project Description

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
No Impact. The proposed project will be constructed on land that is adjacent to I-15 and currently vacant. Construction
will not take place within a roadway or in a manner that would cause emergency access, to any existing use in the project
area, to be compromised. Therefore, because temporary construction activities and subsequent maintenance of the
project will not result in emergency access to the project site or area land uses, no impact is anticipated.
Source: Project Description
e} Result in inadequate parking capacity?
No Impact. Since there is vacant land on and adjacent to the project site, parking requirements associated with temporary
construction activities will be sufficient. Long-term operation for a project of this type does not require parking. Parking
for the project’s subsequent maintenance needs will be sufficed on-site and no additional parking requirements are
necessary for the project. Therefore, with regards to parking capacity, no impact is anticipated.
Source: Project Description
Potentially
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: Significant | Unless | Significant | 1,
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment or transmission facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

[

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

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?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

[

[

O

X

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
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Utilities and Service Systems Discussion:

@)

b)

)

d)

e

Require or result in the construction or relocation of new water or wastewater treatment or transmission facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The proposed project does not require or result in the expansion or new water or wastewater treatment
facilities. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated

Source: Project Design

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The proposed project consists of the construction of a new drainage facility to alleviate flooding within the
project area and complete the connection for the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

No Impact. The proposed project will not result in new or expanded water supplies. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated.

Source: Project Design

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?

No Impact. The proposed project would not generate wastewater. No new wastewater facilities are required as a result of
the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Source: Project Design

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

No Impact. Construction of the project does not present the potential for generation of significant volumes of solid
waste. Maintenance of the facility will not generate significant volumes of solid waste therefore, no impacts are
anticipated.

Source: Project Design

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

No Impact. Refer to item 16(e), above.

Source: Project Design
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Potentially
Significant

Less Than

S .o No
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: Significant | Unless | Significant | 0
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

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

b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term
environmental goals, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals?

c. 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)? r_—l D & |:|

d. Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either

directly or indirectly? D D IZ

Mandatory Findings of Significance Discussion:

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish

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

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated. The project site has been heavily disturbed. Native and sensitive plant
communities do not exist on the site due to this heavy disturbance. The proposed project is not expected to have the
potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment or reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Implementation of mitigation measures
MM Bio 1 and MM Bio 2 will ensure the proposed project does not impact sensitive bird species that may occupy the
site when construction is initiated. MM Bio 3 will ensure that the proposed project does not significantly impact on-site
resources under the jurisdiction of CDFG.

The project is not expected to eliminate the important example of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
Although no archaeological, historic or paleontological resources are documented to occur in the project alignment,
potential archaeological, historic and paleontological resources may occur underground. However, these resources are
not expected to be discovered because of the highly disturbed natures of the project alignment resulting from previous
agricultural activities. In the event that archaeological or paleontological resources are unearthed during construction,
implementation of mitigation measures MM Cultural 1 and MM Cultural 2 will ensure the proposed project does not
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory, or archaeological and
paleontological resources.

Source: Analysis contained in the above checklist.
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b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is consistent with the County of Riverside General Plan and the
Western Riverside County MSHCP, and will not result in significant adverse impacts on the ability to achieve long-term
environmental goals. Potential impacts are less than significant.

Source: Analysis contained in the above checklist

¢) 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 proposed project does not have any impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable. The project is in conformance with the AQMP, and the project’s short-term and long-term air
quality emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD established thresholds of significance; the project’s net increase in criteria
pollutant emissions for which the project region is non-attainment is not cumulatively considerable. Also the proposed
project will not exceed either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established for designated roads or
highways. The impact is considered less than significant.

Source: Analysis contained in the above checklist

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed, this project would result in very minimal environmental impacts such as
air quality, hazardous materials, noise, and transportation due to construction related activities. Potential impacts to air
quality and transportation will be less than significant and will not cause substantial adverse effects directly or indirectly
on human beings. With the incorporation of the mitigation measures described in Sections VII and XI, potential
hazardous material and noise impacts will be less than significant and would not cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings.

Source: Analysis contained in the above checklist

EARLIER ANALYSES

No earlier analysis was used pursuant to the tiering, program EIR or other CEQA process, nor does the analysis
rely on an earlier EIR or negative declaration (such as the mitigated negative declaration for the Day Creek MDP,
Revision No. 2) pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 15063(c)(3)(D).
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation which reflects the independent judgment of the District, it is recommended

that:

[

=

[l

Signature AL / Q

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 the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to
the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant
to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, mcludmg revisions or mitigation measures, ha,t are imposed upon the proposed project.

Date / (/

WARREN D. WILLIAMS, General Manager-Chief Engineer

Printed Name
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Regarding Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
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Day Creek Master Drainage Plan, Line J — Stage 2 Project

Prepared for:

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

October 2011



Introduction

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared to analyze the
environmental effects associated with the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District’s (hereinafter referred to as the “District”) proposal to develop the Stage 2
portion of the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan (MDP) Line J storm drain facility. The IS/MND
was circulated for a 30-day public review period, from January 27, 2011 through February 25,
2011. The District received four comment letters during the public review period from the
following parties:

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

DOT  California Department of Transportation

OPR  Govemor’s Office of Planning and Research with attachments
Pala Pala Band of Mission Indians

Section 15074 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the decision-making body to consider the
proposed MND together with any comments received during the public review process. There is
no requirement for a formal response to each of the comments received (unlike the requirement
for a Final Environmental Impact Report). However, in order to provide the Riverside County
Board of Supervisors with additional information upon which to base their decision, the
following Response to Comments has been prepared.

No new, unavoidable significant effects have been identified during the public comment period
and pursuant to Section 15073.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, there is no requirement to re-
circulate the environmental documents for this project.



Response to Comment Letter from Department of Fish and Game,
Dated February 24, 2011

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) provided comments regarding the Day
Creck Master Drainage Plan Line J — Stage 2 Project in its letter dated February 24, 2011. The
following discussion provides a response to the comments contained in that letter.

CDFG Comment 1

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J
- Stage 2. The Department is responding as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
resources [Fish and Game Code sections 711.7 and 1802 and the California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA) section. 15386] and as a Responsible Agency regarding any
discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines section 15381), such as a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (Section 1600 et seq.) or a California Endangered Species Incidental
Take Permit (Fish and Game Code Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

Far this project the Department will be acting as a Trustee and Responsible Agency. As per
Section 15086 of the California Environmental Quality Act statute, as a Responsible Agency
the Department Is obligated to focus its comments on any shortcomings in the CEQA
document, the appropriatenesgs of the CEQA document utilized, and additional alternatives
or mitigation measures which the CEQA document should include.

The site is located in the unincorporated area of Mira Loma and is bounded on the north by
Limonite Ave., on the south by 68" &t., on the west by residential development and on the
east by Pats Ranch Rd.

The proposed project consists of the construction and maintenance of a subsurface
drainage facllity that will convey storm water fiow from the project area to an existing box
culvert. Temporary inlets will be placed at low points to collect nuisance flows, These inlets
are planned for removal as development of the site occurs. The downstream end of Line J,
Stage 2 will connect to an existing 6-foot high by 12-foot wide reinforcad concrete box (RC)
culvert that crosses undemeath 68" Street. Line J witl extend from this connection at 68"
street 1,930 linear feet where it will connect to an existing upstream portion of Line J on the
west side of Pats Ranch Road.

The Department belleves that the CEQA document does not adequately assess
environmental impacts and mitigation and recommends that a subsequent CEQA document
[MND] that addresses the recommendations in this letter be circulated.

MSHGCP

The project is located within the boundary of the Wesiern Riverside Muitiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and is subject to the provisions and policies of that plan, The
MSHCP is a Natural Communities Congervation Plan that provides caverage for 148
species and up to 510,000 acres. Participants in the MSHCP are issued take authorization
for covered species and do not require Federal or State Endangered Species Act Permits,

The site is located within the Eastvale Plan Ares of the Western Riverside Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The site is not within any MSHCP Criteria Cells. The

site is within a Narrow Endemic Plant Area (Brand's phacelia, San Miguel Savory and San

Diego ambrosia) and 2a MSHCP Additional Survey Needs and Procedures Area,

-2-



Response to CDFG Comment 1

The District acknowledges CDFG is a Trustee agency with regard to the fish and wildlife of the
state, designated rare or endangered native plants, game refuges, ecological reserves, or other
arcas administered by CDFG (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15386). CDFG may also be a
Responsible agency if the project requires a discretionary approval (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15381). As stated on page 7 of the IS/MND, the project has the potential to require a
Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

The comment accurately summarizes the proposed project and the MSHCP. However, as
outlined in the remaining responses, the District believes that the IS/MND adequately assessed
and provided mitigation for potential environmental impacts to biological resources such that no
subsequent CEQA document is required.

Pursuant to Section 15073.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency is required to
recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be substantially revised after public
notice of its availability has previously been given.

According to Section 15073.5(b), a “substantial revision” means:

1. A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures and project
revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

2. The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project
revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures
and revisions must be required.

Section 15073.5(c) further states recirculation is not required when mitigation measures are
replaced by equal or more effective measures, new project revisions are added in response to
written or verbal comments on the project’s effects which are not new avoidable significant
impacts, and when new information is added to the which merely clarifies, amplifics, or makes
insignificant modifications to the negative declaration.

As detailed on pages 19 and 20 of the IS/MND, the entire project site (which includes the
bermed artificial basin) was surveyed for the General Habitat Assessment in October 2009 and
the Jurisdictional Survey and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pools Evaluation performed in
January of 2010 by Ecological Sciences, Inc. (Eco Sci). Both of these studies were included as
appendices to the IS/MND. Mitigation was required to reduce potential impacts to biological
resources. Page 20 specifically states:

The proposed project alignment does not contain evidence of any natural stream courses,
riparian areas, or vernal pools. A small basin is located in the northeast portion of the site
within Pat’s Ranch Road and receives runoff from adjacent residential development. The
bermed-artificial basin would not be considered a vernal pool pursuant to 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP. Riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools are defined in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP. Areas that are artificially created are not included in these definitions. The
features on site do not meet the definition of riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools



under the MSHCP. The site does not contain suitable habitat for species associated with
Section 6.1.2 habitat types.

Furthermore, page 19 states:

no special status plant species or habitat was detected on site during the surveys and
none are expected due to the lack of suitable habitat. No special status wildlife species
were directly observed on site, although several species not observed during the survey
effort have a moderate occurrence potential including white-tailed kite, northern harrier,
prairie falcon, western burrowing owl, California horned lark, and loggerhead shrike.

Below on page 19 it states:

Although no native habitat types are present, and no listed species (currently protected by
state or federal endangered species acts) are expected to occur due to absence of suitable
habitat, implementation of mitigation measure MM Bio 1 is required to ensure potential
impacts to certain special status species (California horned lark and loggerhead shrike)
that may nest on site are reduced to less than significant levels.

MM Bio 1: A pre-construction presence/absence survey for California horned lark and
loggerhead shrike within suitable habitat shall be conducted. Surveys will be conducted
within 30 days prior to disturbance. Take of active nests shall be avoided.

On page 19 it also states that:

A habitat assessment for the burrowing owl was conducted in October 2009. No direct
burrowing owl observations or sign were recorded during the habitat assessment however
potential nesting/foraging habitat for the burrowing owl is present and the site could be
occupied by burrowing owl at anytime of the year (moderate occurrence potential). A
focused survey was conducted in March 2010 and no direct burrowing owl observations
or sign (pellets, fecal material, or prey remains) were recorded on site. However, because
the burrowing owl is well known to occur in the site vicinity it may utilize portions of the
site during various times of the year, in particular if the site is left fallow following site
discing. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Bio 2 is required to ensure potential
impacts to burrowing owl are reduced to less than significant levels.

MM Bio 2: A pre-construction presence/absence survey for burrowing owl within
suitable habitat shall be conducted. Surveys will be conducted within 30 days prior to
disturbance. Take of active nests shall be avoided. Passive relocation (use of one way
doors and collapse of burrows) will occur when owls are present outside the nesting
season.

A Jurisdictional Survey and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pools Evaluation was conducted
by Eco Sci in January 2010 (Appendix B.3 of the IS/MND) to evaluate the potential presence of
Jurisdictional resources on the project site. Staff at U.S Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) was contacted by staff at Eco
Sci to determine if any resources on the project site would be regulated by ACOE or RWQCB.
Page 20 of the IS/MND states:



..U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) staff determined there are no waters of the U.S.
on the project site. California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) staff
declined to regulate discharge of fill into waters of the State described in the
Jurisdictional Survey (RWQCB JD). Development of the proposed project will not
require permits from either the ACOE for jurisdictional waters regulated under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act or the RWQCB through discharges of fill into waters of the
U.S. regulated by Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.

Regarding mitigation for potential loss of CDFG jurisdictional resources, page 20 states:

The proposed project site contains an on-site swale feature and a basin both of which
were evaluated for jurisdiction under CDFG. The on-site swale feature does not appear to
function as a stream and does not convey significant runoff. As a result of recurring
discing activities, any definable bed and bank has been eliminated within the southern
and northern portions of the swale. Because this on-site swale feature loses definition,
which apparently results in sheet flow over land without bed and bank, the swale feature
may not be considered jurisdictional by CDFG. Habitat value is low due to the absence of
riparian vegetation, lack of species and structural diversity, and prevalence of non-native
vegetation due to various anthropogenic disturbances (e.g., long-standing and recurring
discing). The swale or erosional feature does not support fish and/or aquatic life.
Moreover, because water to the basin appears to be primarily provided by residential
activities (urban runoff water), is artificial, created from upland, and is not directly
connected to a natural waterway, the basin may also not be considered jurisdictional by
CDFG. However, because the on-site features may have the potential to be considered
jurisdictional by CDFG, MM Bio 3, below, will be required to ensure any adverse
impacts to resources under CDFG jurisdiction are reduced to a less than significant level.

During the October 2009 and January 2010 field work conducted by Eco Sci, potential CDFG
jurisdictional area was estimated in the bermed artificial basin and the wet area surrounding the
artificial basin to be 0.65 acres. The above discussion and MM Bio 3 were included in the
IS/MND that was circulated for review because CDFG staff had been consulted but not yet made
a determination on whether or not the features on site fall under their jurisdiction and would
require a permit for project implementation. Mitigation measure MM Bio 3 was included, to be
conservative, in the instance that the features were subsequently determined to be CDFG
Jurisdictional.

Staff at Eco Sci contacted CDFG staff for consultation and determination if the potentially
jurisdictional features on the site would be regulated by CDFG. CDFG staff responded via email
to Eco Sci in August 2010 indicating that due to CDFG current workload, budget, and staffing,
CDFG could not provide consultation and that a formal Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA)
application would need to be submitted.

Eco Sci submitted an SAA application to CDFG in September 2010. On March 21, 2011, CDFG
sent notification to the District that they may complete the project as described in the SAA
application without an agreement. See Response to CDFG Comment 5, below, for further
discussion of mitigation associated with the SAA.

Although implementation of the project will not require a SAA from CDFG, the District shall
secure off-sitc habitat that, at a minimum, is biologically equivalent to the habitat on-site to
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ensure that impacts to habitat will be reduced to less than significant levels. Therefore, MM Bio
3 shall be revised as follows:

MM Bio 3: To mitigate permanent impacts to 0.65 acres of on-site habitat, the District
shall secure 0.65 acre of off-site habitat that is at a minimum biologically equivalent. ¥t
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Therefore, the IS/MND adequately addressed potential environmental impacts, provided
appropriate mitigation to adequately reduce potential impacts to sensitive species and habitat to
less than significant levels, and does not require recirculation in accordance with State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15073.5.




CDFG Comment 2

Hecommendations

Per section 15096 of the CEQA statite as a Responsible Agency the Department is
obligated 1o focus its comments on any inadequacies of the CEQA document and
addiional alternatives or mitination measuras which shauld be included in the CEQA
document. As a Responsible Agency the Department will be obligated to consult the final
CEQA document to prepare a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement or a California
Endangerad Species incidental Take Permit. If the final CEQA document fails to identify
and adequately mitigate ail of the impacts of the proposed project and any sltematives. the
project proponents will be required 1o reinitiate the CECA process at their expense, or fund
another CEQA process under the direction of the Department to identify and adequately
miligate ail impacts associated with any Department disaretionary actons, The
Papartment has determined that the MND does not adeguately address impacts and
mitigation o jurisdictional resources

The Department recommends that the Lead Agancy clary the issues raised below and
address these comments n 3 subsequeny CEQA doecument,

1. A biological survey of the on-site basin, impact enalysis and mitigation measwres
for project impacts to the basin:

2. A detailed jurisdichonal delineation of State Waters 10 «dentify and analyze direct,
indirect, témporary and permanent impacts, incluging areas of inuncation adjacent
to these resources,

3. Mitigation measures or project changes o offset the loss of riparian and

junsdictional resources;

Submittal of a 1600 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification ‘orm for

impacts to State jurisdictional waters,

A chscussion of the necessity for the proect as regards a flooding problem,

Survoys for Narrow Endemic plants 3t the appropnate time of year: and,

issuance of a subsequent CEQA document ‘o address the Department’s concems

and recommendations.

o

;G

Response to CDFG Comment 2

As identified in Response to CDFG Comment 1, above, a recirculated CEQA document
(IS/MND) does not need to be prepared. The following discussion provides clarification of the
seven issues raised by CDFG that do not require recirculation of the IS/MND, according to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5.

Regarding CDFG Comment 2, issue #1-4, as outlined in Response to CDFG Comment 1 above,
the entire project site (which includes the bermed artificial basin) was surveyed for the General
Habitat Assessment in October 2009 and the Jurisdictional Survey and MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pools Evaluation performed in January of 2010 by Ecological
Sciences, Inc. (Eco Sci). Both of these studies were included as appendices to the IS/MND.
Mitigation was required to reduce potential impacts to biological resources. Therefore, the
biological surveys, as required by the MSHCP were completed for the project site including the
on-site basin. An impact analysis and mitigation measures were included in the IS/MND. And
although a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement was prepared and submitted
to CDFG, a Streambed Alteration Agreement is not required for this project.
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In response to CDFG issue #5 above, the proposed project is a plan to develop the Stage 2
portion of the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J storm drain facility. Master Drainage
Plans (MDPs) address the current and future drainage needs of a given community. The
boundary of the MDP usually follows regional watershed limits. MDPs are prepared for a variety
of purposes, including, but not limited to:

1) Identify solutions to existing flood hazards; and
2) Provide a guide to orderly development of the MDP area; and
3) Provide an estimate of costs to resolve flooding issues within a community; and

4) Establish area drainage plan (ADP) fees, which will offset taxpayer costs for proposed
drainage facilities.

The purpose for the project is described on pages 6 and 7 of the IS/MND and states “The project
will alleviate flooding adjacent to the project area.” and:

Currently, Line J is constructed from the Bellegrave Basin, at the southwest corner of
Bellegrave Avenue and Wineville Avenue, southerly to the Limonite Avenue/Pats Ranch
Road intersection. From here, Line J runs within Pats Ranch Road discharging into a
“pond-like” area on the western side of the road directly across from Limonite Meadows
Park. Additionally, flows from the development on the east side of the road are currently
discharged into this area where they confluence with Line J flows.

Therefore, the proposed project will alleviate the existing flooding issue and provides the
drainage infrastructure identified in the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan.

Response to CDFG issue #6 is elaborated on in Response to CDFG Comment 3, below, which
states that the General Habitat Assessment was conducted in compliance with Section 6.1.3,
Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species, of the MSHCP and that the lack of suitable habitat
is the reason that additional focused surveys are not required.

Response to CDFG issue #7 is addressed in Response to CDFG Comment 1 which states why a
recirculated CEQA document is not required.



CDFG Comment 3

A generai habitat assessment was conducted in October 2009, primarily for burrowing owl.
The genaral habitat assessment was conducted outside of the flowering period for the
narrow endemic plants (Brand's phacelia San Miguel savory and San Diego ambrosia).
Animals that have a moderate potential to occur on the site include white-tailed kite,
northem harrier. burrowing owl, California homed lark and inggarhead shrike. The MND
states that these narrow endemics are not likely to be found on site because of the level of
disturbance. However, the basin and associated inundation area should be surveyed for
these plants. ar well as animals associated with this habitat.

The Habitat Assessment states that burrowing ow! did not occur on site. although pre-
construction surveys will have to be conducted in compliance with the MSHCP guidelines.

The project site has been utilized for agriculture and has been routinely been cleared of
vegetation. The habitat assessment states that the Narrow Endemic plants were not ikely to
be found on site because of the ongoing disturbance.

Response to CDFG Comment 3

A General Habitat Assessment for narrow endemic plants and burrowing owl (which can be
performed any time of year) was performed by Eco Sci. in October 2009 (Appendix B.1 of the
IS/MND). A separate Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey was conducted by Eco Sci in
March 2010 (Appendix B.2 of the IS/MND). During that General Habitat Assessment, it was
observed that the area did not contain suitable habitat for Brand’s Phacelia, San Miguel Savory,
or San Diego Ambrosia. Pursuant to MSHCP Section 6.1.3, Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant
Species, the entire project arca does not contain suitable habitat; therefore, a blooming period
focused survey is not required.



CDFG Comment 4

Streambed Alteration Agreements and CEQA

The site cantains four possible junisdictional areas: a wet area surrounding an artificial basin,
an artificial basin, a discontinuous channel and a swale area associated with the channet. A
jurisdictional survey was conducted in January 2010. The projact is within the Day Creek
Watershed adjacent to the interstate 15. The proposed box channel will connect with an
existing box channel that eventually empties into the Sants Ana River.

Storm water flows from residential development flows into the basin via two culverts. The
basin supports a dense stand of willow, mule fat and cat tail. A breach in the detention basin
allows water to flow into a broad swale that frends to the south/southwest. The swale is
routinely disced but remains a definable feature that carries flow during rainfall events. The
area adjacent to the north of the basin algo contains cattail.

Tha MND does not contain an impacts analysis of the project on State jurisdictional
resources and does include mitigation measuree to offeet those impacts. The MND doas
state that a variety of mitigation measures may be required by the Department during the
1800 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement process.

Response to CDFG Comment 4

As outlined in Response to CDFG Comment 1, above, page 20 of the IS/MND summarizes the
findings of the Jurisdictional Survey and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pools Evaluation
prepared for the project describing the potential jurisdictional areas (the artificial basin, the swale
feature and erosional feature). The IS/MND provided mitigation measure MM Bio 3 to ensure
any adverse impacts to resources IF under the jurisdiction of CDFG are less than significant.
Additionally, all four areas of potential CDFG jurisdiction were described in the Jurisdictional
Survey and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pools Evaluation on page 17 which states: “the
wet basin and seasonally inundated areas would be considered “wetlands” and the
swale/erosional feature may be considered non-wetland “waters of the United States”...per
Section 1600-1603 of the California Fish and Game Code.” Therefore, the IS/MND identified
the potentially jurisdictional features onsite that could be affected by project implementation and
outlined appropriate mitigation.

An additional memo report was prepared by Eco Sci in March 2011 to outline the acreages of
impacts to potentially jurisdictional features, if deemed as such by CDFG, as identified and
described in the Jurisdictional Survey and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pools Evaluation.
As stated on pages 1 and 2 of the March 2011 memo report:

The State of California regulates water resources under Section 1601-1603 of the
California Fish and Game Code. These regulations cover “..any project which will
divert, obstruct or change the natural flow or bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or
lake designated by the department in which there is at any time an existing fish or
wildlife resource or from which these resources derive benefit...” (California Fish and
Game Code, Section 1601). The CDFG considers most drainages to be “streambeds”
unless it can be demonstrated otherwise. A stream is defined as “a body of water that
flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and
supports fish or other aquatic life. This includes water course having a surface or
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subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation” (California State
Register No. 87, n0.9, Section 1.72). Water features such as regional swales, where a
defined bed and bank are absent and the subject feature is not contiguous or adjacent to
other jurisdictional features, are generally not considered to occur within state
jurisdiction. The state generally does not assert jurisdiction over artificial water bodies,
unless they are located where natural features were previously located or where they are
contiguous with existing or prior natural jurisdictional areas (e.g., blue-line streams-no
blue-line features mapped for site). Please note that RWQCB called this an artificial
feature (abandoned dairy wastewater contaminant feature). CDFG does not have
authority over isolated wetlands. Please also note that USACE indicated that this area
was 1solated. CDFG regulates wetland areas only to the extent that those areas are part of
a river, stream, or lake as defined by CDFG.

CDFG has not defined wetlands for jurisdictional purposes. CDFG generally includes,
within the jurisdictional limits of streams and lakes, any riparian habitat present. Riparian
habitat includes willows and other vegetation typically associated with the banks of a
stream or lake shoreline. In most situations, wetlands associated with a stream or lake
would fall within the limits of riparian habitat...Wetlands not associated with a lake,
stream or other regulated areas are generally not subject to CDFG jurisdiction.

As indicated on page 2 of the memo report, the site total (areas located both inside and outside
project footprint) of all riparian vegetation and potential CDFG jurisdiction was estimated at 0.65
acre. As the project will convey storm water flows in storm drain improvements across the site it
will not continue to pond as it does currently and support the riparian vegetation. Therefore, the
project will result in direct and indirect impacts to approximately 0.65 acre of habitat on site.
Mitigation measure MM Bio 3, as revised in Response to CDFG Comment 1 above, mitigates
for these project impacts.

CDFEG Comment 5

it appears that the purpose of the project is to remove the basin and channel 50 that the
area can be developed. The MND states that the channel from the basin does not have a
definable bed, bank or channel because of ongoing discing activities. However, Figure 2 of
the MND is an aerial that shows there is a definable “eature which is indicated in Plate 4 as
a discontinuous erosional channel. In addition, the project description does not include
elimination of the basin, but Figure 2 of the MND shows the proposed box channel
connecting with the culverts that feed the basin.

The CEQA document states that impacts to jurisdictional waters of the state will be mitigatec
by the Department in connection with & 1800 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
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notification to the Department. The Department doess not believe that this is mitigation as
defined in Section 15370 of CEQA.

The CEQA document does not fully identify potentiaf impacts to lakes, streams, and
assoclated resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, funding
sources, a habitat management plan and reporting commitments, For these reasons,
additional CEQA documentation will be required priar to execution (signing) of the
Agreement. In order to avoid delays or repetition of the CEQA process, potential impacts to
a stream or lake, as well as avoidance and mitigation measures need to be discussed within
this CEQA document.

The Department opposes the elimination of drainages, lakes and their associated habitats.
The Department recommends avoiding the stream and riparian habitat to the greatest extent
possfb!g- Any unavoidable impacts need to be compensated with the creation and/or
restoration of in-kind habitat either on-site or off-site at a minimum 3.1 replacement-to-
impact ratio, depending on the impacts and proposed mitigation. Additional mitigation
requirements through the Department's Streambed Alteration Agreement process may be
rﬁuirgoggpgnGing on the quality of habitat impacted, proposed mitigation, project design,

ana ol org,

Response to CDFG Comment 5

The comment incorrectly states the purpose of the project. As stated in Response to CDFG
Comment 2, above, the purpose of the project is to alleviate flooding adjacent to the project area
(IS/MND, p. 6) and was identified in the Day Creek MDP for this purpose.

Figure 2 of the IS/MND is an aerial that does appear to show a linear feature crossing the site
that has less vegetation than the surrounding area; however, the figures provided in Plates 4a —
4d of the jurisdictional survey more clearly show the site features at a closer distance indicating
that there is a discontinuous erosional feature that is not connected to the basin or anything
further downstream (i.e. north and south of the erosional feature displays sheet flow). This is
summarized on page 20 of the IS/MND and is described in the Jurisdictional Survey and
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pools Evaluation. It is important to note that the RWQCB
indicated in their jurisdictional determination letter (Appendix B.5) that the basin was located on
a former dairy facility that was composed of a low dike to contain dairy wastewater. RWQCB
goes on to state that “Much of the dike remains to date and currently detains runoff from storm
drain outfalls serving new development. A portion of the dike has been breached, allowing
runoff to discharge to the western adjacent parcel in the survey area.”

The project description does not include removal of the artificial basin because it is not a part of
the project. The project includes the construction of a confined storm drain that will connect to
the existing upstream portion of Line J. Portions of the basin will be disturbed; however, portions
of the basin and seasonally inundated area north of the basin would not be.

In the instance that the onsite features qualified as under CDFG jurisdiction, MM Bio 3 in the
IS/MND provided several options to mitigate any impacts. As outlined in Response to CDFG
Comment 1, a SAA application was filed with CDFG in September 2010 to determine the extent
of CDFG jurisdiction. However, in March 2011 CDFG sent notification to the District that they
may complete the project as described in the SAA application without an agreement. Although a
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SAA is not required, mitigation measure MM Bio 3 is being revised as outlined above to
mitigate impacts to the loss of habitat.

Neither the California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 nor the State of California Department
of Fish and Game Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration, Notification Process and
Instructions (Rev. 07/06), available at http:/www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/1600/forms.html mandates
a specific replacement-to-impact ratio. As the habitat was artificially created in an upland area, is
isolated from other riparian habitat or streams, and does not provide live-in habitat for sensitive
species associated with riparian habitat, a 1:1 mitigation ratio is proposed.

CDFG Comment 6

We recommend submitting a notification early on, since modification of the proposed project
. May bé required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildiife resources. To cbtain a
Streambed Alteration Agresmaent notification package, plesse cali {(582) 430.7924.

The following information will be required for the processing of a Streambed Alteration
Agreament and the Depariment recommends incorporating this information to avoid
subsequent CEQA documentation and project delays.
andior permanently impacted by the proposed project (inciude an estimate of
impact (o each habitat type):
2) Discussion of svoidance measures to raduce project impacts; and,
3 Discussion of potential mitigation messures required to reduce the project
impacts to a leve! of insignificance.

Section 15370 of the CEQA guidelines includes a definition of mitigation. 1t states that
mitigation includes

1) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parte of an
action,

2} Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its

, implementation,

3 Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabiiitating, or restoring the impacied
environment,

4} Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservatior

maintenance operations dunng the life of the action,

5 Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
srvironments,

in the absence of specific mitigation measures in the CEQA documents, the Department
believes that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and
wildlife resources. Permit negotiations conducted after and outside of the CEQA process
deprive the public of its rights to know what project impacts are and how they are being
mitigated In violation of CEQA Section 15002, Also. because mitigation to offset the impacts
was not identified in the CEQA document, the Department does not believe that the Lead
Agency can make the determination that impacis to jurisdictional drainages and/or riparian
habitat are “less than significant” without knowing what the specific impacts and mitigation
measures are that will reduce those impacts.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please contact Rabin Maloney-Rames at (909)
860-3818, if you have any questions regarding this latter.
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Response to CDFG Comment 6

Refer to Response to CDFG Comment 1, above, a SAA application was submitted to CDFG in
September 2010. On March 21, 2011, CDFG sent notification to the District that they may
complete the project as described in the SAA application without an agreement. As outlined in
Response to CDFG Comments above, the IS/MND and supporting reports did identify and
describe the potentially jurisdictional features on site that could be impacted by implementation
of the proposed project. The IS/MND identified mitigation to reduce potential impacts to less
than significant levels.

All reasonable actions have been taken by the District to ensure appropriate mitigation is
included and made available to the public for review and comment; the public has not been
deprived of its right to know and no violation of Section 15002 of the State CEQA Guidelines
has occurred.
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Response to Comment Letter from Department of Transportation,
Dated February 1, 2011

The California Department of Transportation (DOT) provided comments regarding the Day
Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J — Stage 2 Project in its letter dated February 1, 2011. The
following discussion provides a response to the comment contained in that letter.

DOT Comment 1

We do not anticipate this project will generate any additional traffic to the SHS. However, an
Encroachment Permit is needed when project construction is within, under, or over the State
Highway Right of Way.

Permit Requirements:

1. Any proposed alterations to existing improvements within State right-of-way may only be performed
upon issuance of a valid encroachment permit and must conform to current Caltrans design standards
and construction practices.

2. Review and approval of street, grading and drainage construction plans will be necessary prior to
permit issuance. Information regarding permit application and submittal requirements may be
obtained by contacting:

Office of Encroachment Permits
Department of Transportation
464 West 4" Street, 6 Floor, MS-619
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400
(909) 383-4326

Response to DOT Comment 1

Comment noted. As indicated on page 7 of the IS/MND, an encroachment permit is required and
will be obtained by the District through coordination with DOT.
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Response to Comment Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research, Dated February 28, 2011

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) provided comments regarding the Day
Creek MDP Line J — Stage 2 Project in its letter dated February 28, 2011. The following
discussion provides a response to the comments contained in that letter.

OPR Comment 1

The State Clearinghouse submitied the ahove named Mitigated Negative Declarution 1o selected state
agencies for review. The review period closed on February 25, 2011, and no eiate agencios subvpilied
communts by that dase. This ketter acknowledges that you have complied with the Siate Clearinghouse

~review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Bovirenmental Quality
AL

Please eall the State Clearinghouse a1 (D16) 4450013 if vou have any guestions vegarding the

environmental review process. [If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-dignt Suate Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Response to OPR Comment 1

The State Clearinghouse acknowledges that the District has complied with review requirements
pursuant to CEQA for this project. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter from the Pala Band of Mission Indians
Historic Preservation Office,
Dated February 4, 2011

The Pala Band of Mission Indians Historic Preservation Office (Pala) provided comments
regarding the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J — Stage 2 Project in its letter dated
February 4, 2011. The following discussion provides a response to the comments contained in
that letter.

Pala Comment 1

We have consulted our maps and determined that the project as described is not within
the boundaries of the recognized Pala Indian Reservation. The project is also beyond the
boundaries of the territory that the tribe considers its Traditional Use Area (TUA).
Therefore, we have no objection to the continuation of project activities as currently
planned and we defer to the wishes of Tribes in closer proximity to the project area.

Response to Pala Comment 1

The Pala Band of Mission Indians acknowledges that the project site is not within the boundaries
of the recognized Pala Indian Reservation. No further response is necessary.
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Inland Deserts Region

3602 Inland Empire Bivd,, Suite C-200
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(809) 484-0167

February 24, 2011

Mr. Kris Flanigan
. Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District
1995 Market Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Re:  Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J - Stage 2
Riverside County ~ SCH # 2011011078

Dear Mr. Flanigan:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J
— Stage 2. The Department is responding as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
resources [Fish and Game Code sections 711.7 and 1802 and the California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA) section. 15386] and as a Responsible Agency regarding any
discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines section 15381), such as a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (Section 1600 ef seq.) or a California Endangered Species Incidental
Take Permit (Fish and Game Code Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

For this project the Department will be acting as a Trustee and Responsible Agency. As per
Section 15096 of the California Environmental Quality Act statute, as a Responsible Agency
the Department is obligated to focus its comments on any shortcomings in the CEQA
document, the appropriateness of the CEQA document utilized, and additional alternatives
or mitigation measures which the CEQA document should include.

The site is located in the unincorporated area of Mira Loma and is bounded on the north by
Limonite Ave., on the south by 68" St., on the west by residential development and on the
aast by Pats Ranch Rd.

The proposed project consists of the construction and maintenance of a subsurface
drainage facility that will convey storm water flow from the project area {0 an existing box
culvert. Temporary inlets wilt be placed at low points to collect nuisance flows, These inlets
are planned for removal as development of the site occurs. The downstream end of Line J,
Stage 2 will connect to an existing 6-foot high by 12-foot wide reinforced concrete box (RC)
culvert that crosses undemeath 68™ Street. Line J will extend from this connection at 68"
street 1,930 linear feet where it will connect to an existing upstream portion of Line J on the
west side of Pats Ranch Road.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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The Department believes that the CEQA document does not adeguately assess
environmental impacts and mitigation and recommends that a subsequent CEQA document
IMND] that addresses the recommendations in this Jetter be circulated.

MSHCP

The project is located within the boundary of the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and is subject to the provisions and policies of that plan. The
MSHCP is a Natural Communities Conservation Plan that provides coverage for 146
species and up to 510,000 acres. Participants in the MSHCP are issued take authorization
for covered species and do not require Federal or State Endangered Species Act Permits,

The site is located within the Eastvale Plan Area of the Western Riverside Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The site is not within any MSHCP Criteria Cells. The
site is within 2 Narrow Endemic Plant Area (Brand's phacelia, San Miguel Savory and San
Diego ambrosia) and a MSHCP Additional Survey Neads and Procedures Area.

Recommendations

Per section 16096 of the CEQA statute, as a Responsible Agency the Department is
obligated to focus its comments an any inadequacies of the CEQA document and
additional aiternatives or mitigation measures which should be included in the CEQA
document. As a Responsible Agency the Department will be obligated to consult the final
CEQA docurment to prepare a Lake and Streambed Aiteration Agreement or a California
Endangered Species Incidental Take Permit. If the final CEQA document fails to identify
and adequately mitigate all of the impacts of the proposed project and any altematives, the
project proponents will be required to reinitiate the CEQA process af their expense, or fund
another CEQA process under the direction of the Department to identify and adequately
mitigate all impacts associated with any Department discretionary actions. The
Department has determined that the MND does not adequately address impacts and
mitigation io jurisdictional resources.

The Department recommends that the Lead Agency clarify the issues raised below and
address these comments in a subsequent CEQA document.

1. A biological survey of the on-site basin, impact analysis and mitigation measures
for project impacts to the basin;

2. A detailed jurisdictional delineation of State Waters to identify and analyze direct,
indirect, temporary and permanent impacts, including areas of inundation adjacent
to these resources;

3. Mitigation measures or project changes to offset the loss of riparian and

jurisdictional resources;

Submittal of a 1600 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification form for

impacis to State jurisdictional waters,

A discussion of the necessity for the project as regards a flooding problem;

Surveys for Narrow Endemic plants at the appropriate {ime of year; and,

issuance of a subsequent CEQA document to address the Department’s concerns

and recommendations,

S
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Biological Resources

A general habitat assessment was conducted in October 2009, primarily for burrowing owl.
The general habitat assessment was conducted outside of the flowering period for the
narrow endemic plants (Brand's phacelia, San Miguel savory and San Diego ambrosia),
Animals that have a moderate potential to occur on the site include white-tailed kite,
northern harrier, burrowing owl, California horned lark and loggerhead shrike. The MND
states that these narrow endemics are not likely to be found on site because of the level of
disturbance. However, the basin and associated inundation area should be surveyed for
these plants, as well as animals associated with this habitat.

The Habitat Assessment states that burrowing owl did not occur on site, although pre-
construction surveys will have to be conducted in compliance with the MSHCP guidelines.

The project site has been utilized for agriculture and has been routinely been cleared of
vegetation. The habitat assessment states that the Narrow Endemic plants were not Itkely to
be found on site because of the ongoing disturbance.

Strearbed Alteration Agreements and CEQA

The site contains four possible jurisdictional areas: a wet area surrounding an artificial basin,
an artificial basin, a discontinuous channel and a swale area associated with the channel. A
jurisdictional survey was conducted in January 2010, The project is within the Day Creek
Watershed adjacent to the Interstate 15. The proposed box channel will connact with an
existing box channel that eventually empties into the Santa Ana River.

Storm water flows from residential development flows into the basin via two culverts. The
basin supports a dense stand of willow, mule fat and cat tail. A breach in the detention basin
allows water to flow into a broad swale that trends to the south/southwest. The swale is
routinely disced but remains a definable feature that carries flow during rainfall events. The
area adjacent to the north of the basin also contains cattail.

The MND does not contain an impacts analysis of the project on State jurisdictional
resources and does include mitigation measures to offset those impacts. The MND does
state that a variety of mitigation measures may be required by the Department during the
1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement process.

It appears that the purpose of the project is to remove the basin and channel so that the
area can be developed. The MND states that the channe] from the basin does not have a
definable bed, bank or channel because of ongoing discing activities. Howaver, Figure 2 of
the MND Is an aerial that shows there is a definable ‘eature which is indicated in Plate 4 as
a discontinuous erosional channel. in addition, the project description does not include
elimination of the basin, but Figure 2 of the MND shows the praposed box channel
connecting with the culvertg that feed the basin.

The CEQA document states that impacts to jurisdictional waters of the state will be mitigated
by the Department in connection with a 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
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nofification to the Department. The Department does not believe that this is mitigation as
defined in Section 15370 of CEQA.

The CEQA document does not fully identify potentiaf impacts to iakes, streams, and
associated resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, funding
sources, a habitat management plan and reporting commitments, For these reasons,
additional CEQA documentation will be required pricr to execution (signing) of the
Agreement. In order to avoid defays or repetition of the CEQA process, potential impacts to
a stream or lake, as well as avoidance and mitigation measures need to be discussed within
this CEQA document.

The Department opposes the elimination of drainages, lakes and their associated habitats.
The Depariment recommends avoiding the stream and riparian habitat to the greatest extent
possible. Any unavoidable impacte need to be compensated with the creation and/or
restoration of in-kind habitat either on-site or off-site at a minimum 31 replacement-to-
impact ratio, depending on the impacts and proposed mitigation. Additional mitigation
requirements through the Department's Streambed Alteration Agreement process may be
required depending on the quality of habitat impacted, proposed mitigation, project design,
and other factors.

We recommend submitting a notification early on, since modification of the proposed project

. may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. To obtain a

Streambead Aiteration Agreement notification package, please call (562) 430-7924.

The following information will be required for the processing of a Streambed Alteration
Agreement and the Department recommends incorporating this information to avoid
subsequent CEQA documentation and project delays:

1) Delineation of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that will be temporarily
and/or permanently impacted by the proposed project (include an estimate of
impact to each habitat type);

2) Discussion of avoidance measures to reduce project impacts; and,

K| Discussion of potential mitigation measures required to reduce the project
impacts to a level of insignificance.

Section 15370 of the CEQA guidelines includes a definition of mitigation. It states that
mitigation includes:

1) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action,

2) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation,

3) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
anvironmeant,

4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action,

5) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.,
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In the absence of specific mitigation measures in the CEQA documents, the Department
believes that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and
wildlife resources. Permit negotiations conducted after and outside of the CEQA process
deprive the public of its rights to know what project impaets are and how they are being
mitigated in violation of CEQA Section 15002. Also, because mitigation to offset the impacts
was not identified in the CEQA document, the Departmeant does not believe that the Lead
Agency can make the determination that impacts to jurisdictional drainages and/or riparian
habitat are “less than significant” without knowing what the specific impacts and mitigation
measures are that will reduce those impacts.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment, Please contact Robin Maloney-Rames at (908)
980-3818, if you have any questions regarding this letter,

Sincerely,
for Joff Brandt
Senior Environmental Sciantist
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

EDMUND G, BROWN Jr. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8
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464 WEST 4" STREET, 6" Floor MS 725
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400
PHONE (909) 383-4557

FAX (909) 383-6890

TTY (909) 383-6300
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOTD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRIGT

February 1, 2011

Kris Flanigan

Senior Civil Engineer

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
1995 Market Street

Riverside, CA 92501

- Day Creck Master Drainage Plan Line J - Stage 2. Riv-15-PM 47.546
Dear Ms. Flanigan,

We have completed our review for the above noted project which is located east of Interstate 15
(I-15), south of Limonite Avenue, north of 68" Avenue, and west of Wineville Avenue in the
unincorporated Mira Loma Area in Riverside County.

As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it is our responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. As the responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it
is also our responsibility to make recommendations to offset associated impacts with the
proposed project. Although the project is under the jurisdiction of the County of Riverside due to
the Project’s potential impact to State facilities it is also subject to the policies and regulations
that govern the SHS.

We do not anticipate this project will generate any additional traffic to the SHS. However, an
Encroachment Permit is needed when project construction is within, under, or over the State
Highway Right of Way.

Permit Requirements:

1. Any proposed alterations to existing improvements within State right-of-way may only be performed
upon issuance of a valid encroachment permit and must conform to current Caltrans design standards
and construction practices.

2. Review and approval of street, grading and drainage construction plans will be necessary prior to
permit issuance. Information regarding permit application and submittal requirements may be
obtained by contacting:

“Caltrans improves mobility across Catifornia™



Ms. Flanigan
February 1, 2011
Page 2

Office of Encroachment Permits
Department of Transportation
464 West 4" Street, 6™ Floor, MS-619
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400
(909) 383-4526

We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments concerning this project. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Joe Shaer at {909) 383-6908 or myself at (909) 383-
4557 for assistance.

Sincerely,

//227?,”

DANIEL KOPULSKY
Office Chief
Community Planning/IGR-CEQA

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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February 28, 2011

i U “Qn\'TROL
Kris Flanigan i
Riverside County Flood Conirol and Water Conservation Dist

1995 Market Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Subject: Day Creek MDP Line J - Stage 2
SCH#: 2011011078

Dear Kris Flanigan:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Mitigated Negative Declaration to selected state

agencies for review. The review period closed on February 25, 2011, and no state agencies submitted

comments by that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse
-review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality

Act,

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerel

cott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 10th Street  P.0. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov




Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2011011078
Project Title  Day Creek MDP Line J - Stage 2
Lead Agency Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation
Type MNND Mitigated Negative Declaration ,
Description  The proposed project is a plan to develop the Stage 2 portion of the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan

Line J storm drain facility. The project consists of a facility construction and subsequent maintenance
of approximately 1,930 linear feet of 6-foot high by 12-foot wide Reinforced Concrete Box (RCB)
culvert. The downstream end of Line J, Stage 2 wifl connect to an existing 6-foot high by 12-foot wide
RCB culvert that crosses underneath 68th Street near the northeast corner of the intersection of 68th
Street and I-15. From the connection at 68th Street, Line J extends northerly where it connects to an
existing upstream portion of Line J on the westerly side of Pats Ranch Road. Line J, Stage 2 wili be
closed conduit constructed below the earth's surface (existing or proposed) and will be installed using
typical trenching methods. ’

Lead Agency Contact

Name Kris Flanigan
Agency Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation Dist
Phone (951)955-8581 Fax
email
Address 1995 Market Street
City Riverside State CA  Zip 92501
Project Location
County Riverside
City
Region
Lat/Long 33°58'01"N/117°32'50" W
Cross Streefs  68th Street & Pats Ranch Road
Parcel No. 152-020-012; -630-027; -640-003
Township 28 Range 6W Section 19 Base SBB&M
Proximity to:
Highways |-15
Airports No
Railways No
Waterways Santa Ana River
Schoofs Several Elementary
Land Use Presently vacant; Generai Plan Disgnation - Lighi Industrial & Public Facilities; Zoning - Heavy
Agriculture & Industrial Park
ProjectIssues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources;,
Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals;
Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer
Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Wasts; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation;
Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative
Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 6; Office of Historic Preservation;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, District 8; Regional

Water Quality Control Board, Region 8; Native American Heritage Commission

Date Received

Start of Review 01/27/2011

01/27/2011 End of Review 02/25/2011

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Kris Flanigan

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
1995 Market Street

Riverside. Ca 92501

Re: Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J- Stage 2
Dear Ms. Flanigan.

The Pala Band of Mission Indians Tribal Historic Preservation Office has received your
notification of the project referenced above. This letter constitutes our response on behalf
of Robert Smith, Tribal Chairman.

We have consulted our maps and determined that the project as described is not within
the boundaries of the recognized Pala Indian Reservation. The project is also beyond the
boundaries of the territory that the tribe considers its Traditional Use Area (TUA).
Therefore, we have no objection to the continuation of project activities as currently
planned and we defer to the wishes of Tribes in closer proximity to the project area.

We appreciate involvement with your initiative and look forward to working with you on
future efforts. If you have questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate
to contact me by telephone at 760-891-3515 or by e-mail at spaughen(@palatribe.com.

Sineerely,

;& \a,xs\v
Shasta C. Gaughen. MA

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Pala Band of Mission Indians

ATTENTION: THE PALA TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE IS RESPONSIBLE
FOR ALL REQUESTS FOR CONSULTATION. PLEASE ADDRESS CORRESPONDENCE
TO SHASTA C. GAUGHEN AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS. IT 1S NOT NECESSARY TO
ALSO SEND NOTICES TO PALA TRIBAL CHAIRMAN ROBERT SMITH.

Consultation letter |



