RIGHT OF ENTRY AGREEMENT
This Right of Entry (“ROE”) Agreement is made and entered into this day of
, 2015, between the HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, a public body, corporate and politic in the State of California, in its
capacity as housing successor to the former Redevelopment Agency for the County of Riverside,
hereinafter called “Authority,” and HABITAT FOR HUMANITY RIVERSIDE, INC., a
California nonprofit public benefit corporation, hereinafter called “Developer.” Authority and
Developer are sometimes collectively referred to as “Parties.”

RECITALS

A. Authority is the owner of certain real property ’described in the area detail sheets
in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference (“Property”) and has the
right to grant to Developer permission to enter upon and use the Property.

B. Developer desires to obtain Authority’s permission to enter upon and use the
Property, on a temporary basis, for predevelopment work on the Authority’s Property.

C. Authority desires to accommodate Developer’s request for permission to enter
upon Authority’s Property, on a temporary basis, for predevelopment work on the Authority’s
Property.

NOW, THEREFORE, County and Developer do hereby agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

1. Right of Entry. Authority hereby grants to Developer and its agents, employees
and contractors the temporary right to enter onto the Property for predevelopment work.

2. Term. The term of this Right of Entry shall commence on the date this ROE
Agreement is executed by all Parties hereto (“Effective Date™). This ROE shall terminate two
(2) years from the Effective Date of this Agreement. The term may be extended by written
notice to Developer in the sole and absolute discretion of Authority. This ROE is subordinate to
all prior or future rights and obligations of Authority in the Property, except that Authority shall
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grant no rights inconsistent with the reasonable exercise by Developer of its rights under this
ROE.

3. Reserved

4. Notice of work. Prior to any entry upon the Property for any of the purposes
hereinabove set forth, Developer shall notify the authorities in charge named below by written

and/or oral notice at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to commencement of entry and work.

Name: Mervyn Manalo
Address: 5555 ArlingtoniAvenue, Riverside, CA 92504
Phone: (951) 343-5495
Email: mmanalo@rivcoeda.org
5. Liens. Developer shall not permit to be placed against the Property, or any part

thereof, any design professionals’, mechanics’, material man’s contractors’ or subcontractors’
liens with the regard to Developer’s actions upon the Property. Developer agrees to hold
Authority harmless for any loss or expense, including reasonable attorneys’ fee, arising from any
such liens which might be file against the Property.

6. Indemnification. Developer shall indemnify and hold harmless the Authority,

County of Riverside, its Agencies, Boards, Districts, Special Districts and Departments, their
respective  directors, officers, Board of Commissioners, elected and appointed officials,
employees, agents and representatives from any liability whatsoever, Based or asserted upon any
act or omission of Developer, its officers, employees, contractors, subcontractors, agents or
representatives arising out of or in any way relating to or in any way connected with Developer’s
use of the premises or this Agreement, including but not limited to property damage, bodily
injury, or death or any other element of any kind or nature whatsoever. Developer shall defend,
at its sole expense, all costs and fees including, but not limited, to attorney fees, cost of
investigation, defense and settlements or awards, the Authority, County of Riverside, its
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Agencies, Boards, Districts, Special Districts and Departments, their respective directors,
officers, Board of Commissioners, elected and appointed officials, employees, agents and
representatives in any claim or action based upon such alleged acts or omissions. The

obligations set forth in this paragraph shall survive the termination of this agreement.

With respect to any action or claim subject to indemnification herein by Developer,
Developer shall, at their sole cost, have the right to use counsel of their own choice and shall
have the right to adjust, settle, or compromise any such action or claim without the prior consent
of Authority; provided, however, that any such adjustment, settlement or compromise in no
manner whatsoever limits or circumscribes Developer’s indemnification to Authority as set forth
herein.

Developer’s obligation hereunder shall be satisfied when Developer has provided to
Authority the appropriate form of dismissal relieving Authority from any liability for the action
or claim involved. The specified insurance limits required in this Agreement shall in no way
limit or circumscribe Developer’s obligations to indemnify and hold harmless the Authority
herein from third party claims. In the event there is conflict between this clause and California
Civil Code Section 2782, this clause shall be interpreted to comply with Civil Code 2782. Such
interpretation shall not relieve Developer from indemnifying the Authority to the fullest extent
allowed by law.

7. Insurance. Without limiting or diminishing Developer’s obligation to indemnify
or hold the Authority harmless, Developer shall procure and maintain or cause to be procured
and maintained, at its sole cost and expense, the following insurance coverage’s during the term
of this Agreement. In respects to the insurance section, the Authority' herein refers to the Housing
Authority of the County of Riverside, County of Riverside, its Agencies, Boards, Districts,
Special Districts and Departments, their respective directors, officers, Board of Commissioners,
elected and appointed officials, employees, agents and representatives as Additional Insureds.

7.1 Workers’ Compensation. If Developer has employees as defined by the
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State of California, Developer shall maintain statutory Workers’ Compensation Insurance
(Coverage A) as prescribed by the laws of the State of California. Policy shall include
Employers’ Liability (Coverage B) including Occupational Disease with limits not less than
$1,000,000 per person per accident. The policy shall be endorsed to waive subrogation in favor

of The County of Riverside.

7.2 Commercial General Liability. Commercial General Liability insurance

coverage, including but not limited to, premises liability, unmodified contractual liability,
products and completed operations liability, personal and advertising injury, and cross liability
coverage, cbvering claims which may arise from or out of Developer’s performance of its
obligations hereunder. Policy shall name the County as Additional Insured. Policy’s limit of
liability shall not be less than $1,000,000 per occurrence combined single limit. If such insurance
contains a general aggregate limit, it shall apply separately to this agreement or be no less than
two (2) times the occurrence limit.

73 Vehicle Liability. If vehicles or mobile equipment are used in the

performance of the obligations under this Agreement, then Developer shall maintain liability
insurance for all owned,‘ non-owned or hired vehicles so used in an amount not less than
$1,000,000 per occurrence combined single limit. If such insurance contains a general aggregate
limit, it shall apply separately to this agreement or be no less than two (2) times the occurrence
limit. Policy shall name the County as Additional Insureds.

7.4 General Insurance Provisions - All lines:

1) Any insurance carrier providing insurance coverage hereunder
shall be admitted to the State of California and have an A M BEST rating of not less than A: VIII
(A:8) unless such requirements are waived, in writing, by the Authority Risk Manager. If the
Authority’s Risk Manager waives a requirement for a particular insurer such waiver is only valid
for that specific insurer and only for one policy term.

2) Developer must declare its insurance self-insured retention for
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each coverage required herein. If any such self-insured retention exceeds $500,000 per
occurrence each such retention shall have the prior written consent of the Authority Risk
Manager before the commencement of operations under this Agreement. Upon notification of
self-insured retention unacceptable to the Authority, and at the election of the Country’s Risk
Manager, Developer’s carriers shall either; 1) reduce or eliminate such self-insured retention as
respects this Agreement with the Authority, or 2) procure a bond which guarantees payment of
losses and related investigations, claims administration, and defense costs and expenses.

3) Developer shall cause Developer’s insurance carrier(s) to furnish
the Authority with either 1) a properly executed original Certificate(s) of Insurance and certified
original copies of Endorsements effecting coverage as required herein, and 2) if requested to do
so orally or in writing by the Authority Risk Manager, provide original Certified copies of
policies including all Endorsements and all attachments thereto, showing such insurance is in full
force and effect. Further, said Certificate(s) and policies of insurance shall contain the covenant
of the insurance carrier(s) that thirty (30) days written notice shall be given to the Authority prior
to any material modification, cancellation, expiration or reduction in coverage of such insurance.
In the event of a material modification, cancellation, expiration, or reduction in coverage, this
Agreement shall terminate forthwith, unless the Authority receives, prior to such effective date,
another properly executed original Certificate of Insurance and original copies of endorsements
or certified original policies, including all endorsements and attachments thereto evidencing
coverage’s set forth herein and the insurance required herein is in full force and effect. Developer
shall not commence operations until the. Authority has been furnished original Certificate (s) of
Insurance and certified original copies of endorsements and if requested, certified original
policies of insurance including all endorsements and any and all other attachments as required
in this Section. An individual authorized by the insurance carrier to do so, on its behalf, shall
sign the original endorsements for each policy and the Certiﬁcate of Insurance.

4) It is understood and agreed to by the parties hereto that
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Developer’s insurance shall be construed as primary insurance, and the Authority’s insurance
and/or deductibles and/or self-insured retention’s or self-insured programs shall not be construed
as contributory.

5) If, during the term of this Agreement or any extension thereof,
there is a material change in the scope of the Agreement; or, there is a material change in the
scope of entry or permitted activities under this Agreement; or, the term of this Agreement,
including any extensions thereof, exceeding five (5) years; the Authority reserves the right to
adjust the types of insurance and the monetary limits of liability required under this Agreement,
if in the Authority Risk Manager’s reasonable judgment, the amount or type of insurance carried
by Developer has become inadequate.

6) Developer shall pass down the insurance obligations contained
herein to all tiers of contractors and subcontractors working under this Agreement.

7) The insurance requirements contained in this Agreement may be
met with a program(s) of self-insurance acceptable to the Authority.

8) Developer agrees to notify Authority of any claim by a third party
or any incidént or event that may give rise to a claim arising from the performance of this
Agreement.

8. Compliance with Laws. Developer shall, in all activities undertaken pursuant to

this ROE, comply and cause its contractors, agents, and employees to comply with all federal,
state, and local laws, statutes, orders, ordinances, rules, regulations, plans, policies, and decrees.
Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, Developer, at its sole cost and expense, shall
obtain any and all permits which may be required by any law, regulation or ordinance for any
activities Developer desires to conduct or have conducted pursuant to this ROE.

9. Inspection. Authority and its representatives, employees, agents or independent
contractors may enter and inspect the Property or any portion thereof or any improvements
thereon at any time and from time to time at reasonable times to verify Developer’s compliance
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with the terms and conditions of this ROE.

10.  Not Real Property Interest. It is expressly understood that this ROE is not

exclusive and does not in any way whatsoever grant or convey any permanent easement, lease,
fee or other real property interest in the Property to Developer.

11.  Protection and Restoration of the Property. Developer shall protect the Property,

including all improvements and the natural resources thereon, at all times at Developer’s sole
cost and expense, and Developer shall strictly adhere to the following restrictions:

11.1  Developer may not place or dump garbage, trash or refuse anywhere upon
or within the Property, except for self-contained trash receptacles that are maintained to
Authority’s satisfaction by Developer;

11.2 Developer may not commit or create, or suffer to be committed or created,
any waste, hazardous condition and/or nuisance to occur upon the Property;

11.3  Developer may not cut, prune or remove any native trees or brush upon
the Property, except for the elimination of safety hazards without first obtaining written
permission by the Authority;

114 Developer may not disturb, move or remove any rocks or boulders upon
the Property except for the elimination of safety hazards without first obtaining written
permission by the Authority;

11.5  Developer must exercise due diligence in the protection of the Property
against damage or destruction by fire, vandalism or other cause.

Upon the termination or revocation of this ROE, but before its relinquishment to Authority,
Developer shall, at its own cost and expense, remove any debris generated by its use and
Property shall be left in a neat condition. Developer agrees not to damage Property in the
process of performing the permitted activities.

12.  Public safety. Developer shall, or cause its contractors or subcontractors to take
any and all other necessary and reasonable steps to protect the public from harm due to the work.
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13."  Entire agreement. This ROE Agreement is the result of negotiations between the

Parties hereto. The Parties further declare and represent that no inducement, promise or
agreement not herein expressed has been made to them and this ROE contains the entire
agreement of the Parties, and that the terms of this agreement are contractual and not a mere
recital. Any ambiguity in the Agreement or any of its provisions shall not be interpreted against

the Party drafting the agreement.

14. Warranty of Authority. The undersigned represents that it has the authority

to, and does, bind the person or entity on whose behalf and for whom it is signing this ROE and
the attendant documents provided for herein, and this agreement and said additional documents
are, accordingly, binding on said person or entity.

15. Assignment. This ROE shall not, nor shall any interest herein be assigned,
mortgaged, hypothecated, or transferred by Developer, whether voluntary or involuntary or by
operation of law, nor shall Developer let or sublet or grant any license of permit with respect to
the use and occupancy of the Property or any portion thereof.

16.  Choice of Law. This Right of Entry Agreement will be governed and
construed by the laws of the State of California.

7. Modification. The agreement shall not be changed, modified, or amended except

upon the written consent of the Parties hereto.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused their duly authorized

representatives to execute this Right of Entry Agreement on the date as first above written.

AUTHORITY:

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY
OF RIVERSIDE, a public entity, corporate and
politic, in its capacity as housing successor to the
former Redevelopment Agency for the County
of Riverside

By:

Heidi Marshall, Deputy Executive Director

Date:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

GREGORY P. PRIAMOS
COUNTY COUNSEL

By:

Jhaila R. Brown, Deputy County Counsel

DEVELOPER:

HABITAT FOR HUMANITY RIVERSIDE
County of Riverside, a California non-profit
public benefit corporation

2

By:

Kathy M. Michalak, Executive Director

Date:

By:

Nicholas D. Adcock, Treasurer

Date:
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EXHIBIT A
DESCRIPTION/DEPICTION OF THE PROPERTIES

[ON FOLLOWING PAGES]



- LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain real property in the City of Jurupa Valley, County of Riverside, State of
California, described as.follows:

PARCEL A: (APN: 169-100-055-1 AND 169-100-057-3)

PARCEL 2 OF PARCEL MAP NO. 34696, IN THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, COUNTY
OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 226,
PAGES 95 TO 99, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM THOSE PORTIONS CONVEYED IN GRANT DEEDS
RECORDED APRIL 22, 2008 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 2008-0199763 OF OFFICIAL
RECORDS AND SAID PORTIONS AS SHOWN ON PAGES 9 AND 10 AS CONVEYED BY
BOOK 137 OF RECORD OF SURVEYS PAGES 99-113, RECORDED IN THE OFFICE OF
THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.

PARCEL B: (APN: 169-070-035-1 formerly APN 169-070-003)

THE WESTERLY 4 FEET OF THAT PORTION OF LOT 3 OF LA BONITA TRACT, IN THE
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS SHOWN BY MAP ON FILE IN
BOOK 1, PAGE 12 OF MAPS, RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA,
DESCRIBED BY METES AND BOUNDS, AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT;

THENCE NORTH ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOT TO A POINT IN THE SOUTH LINE
OF THE NORTH 5 ACRES OF SAID LOT, CONVEYED TO HARRY O. NORTHRUP AND
WIFE, BY DEED FILED FOR RECORD NOVEMBER 25, 1924 IN BOOK 621, PAGE 334 OF
DEEDS, RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA;

THENCE EAST ON THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTH 5 ACRES, 165 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOT TO THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID LOT;

THENCE WEST ON SAID SOUTH LINE, 165 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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ATTACHMENT NO. 17
FORM OF RELEASE OF CONSTRUCTION COVENANTS

[BEHIND THIS PAGE]



OFFICIAL BUSINESS
Document entitled to free recording
per Government Code Section 6103

Recording Requested By and
When Recorded Mail to:

Housing Authority of the
County of Riverside
5555 Arlington Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504
Attn:  Mervyn Manalo

Attention:

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER’S USE

RELEASE OF CONSTRUCTION COVENANTS
(Jurupa Valley Enriched Veterans Neighborhood Project)

WHEREAS, the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside, a public entity, corporate
and politic, in its capacity as housing successor to the former Redevelopment Agency for the
County of Riverside (“Authority”) has entered into an Disposition and Development Agreement
with Habitat for Humanity Riverside, Inc., a California nonprofit public benefit corporation

(“Developer™) dated , 2015 and recorded in the Official Records of the
Recorder’s Office of the County of Riverside on as  Document
No. (“DDA?) relating to the sale of certain real property in the City of Jurupa

Valley, County of Riverside and State of California described as set forth in Exhibit “A” attached
hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (“Property”), for the specific purpose of
constructing and developing certain improvements on the Property (the “Project”) in accordance
with the terms and conditions contained in the DDA. Capitalized terms not defined herein shall
have the meaning ascribed to such terms in the DDA;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the DDA, upon the completion of the Improvements (as defined
in the DDA) and the request of the Developer, the Authority is required to issue for recordation a
Release of Construction Covenants (“Release”) acknowledging the completion of the
construction and development required by the DDA relating to the Improvements, releasing
certain obligations and rights of the Developer and the Authority set forth in the DDA

WHEREAS, the Developer has completed the construction and development required by
the DDA relating to the Property as required by the DDA and has requested that the Authority
issue the Release; and
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WHEREAS, Authority has inspected and determined that the construction and
development required by the DDA relating to the Property has been satisfactorily completed and
now desires to issue the Release pursuant to the terms and conditions of the DDA

NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby acknowledged and certified by the Authority that:

1. The construction and development of the Property is in substantial compliance
with the plans, drawings and related documents referred to in the DDA.

2. The Developer is in full compliance with the terms of Section 3.22 of the DDA.

3. All Authority rights pursuant to Section 5.9 (a) of the DDA providing the
Authority the right to terminate the DDA in the event of an uncured default prior to completion

of the Improvements are no longer enforceable or binding against the Developer and/or its
successors and assigns.

4. The issuance and recording of this Release shall cancel and release any rights,
remedies or controls that the parties would otherwise have or be entitled to exercise under the
DDA with respect to the Property as a result of a default in or breach of any provision thereof
prior to completion of the construction and development of the Property, and the respective
rights and obligations of the parties with reference to the Property (or any portion thereof) shall
thereafter be limited to those provided by the terms of the DDA, Agreement Containing
Covenants, Grant Deed, and any other documents and/or instruments executed by Developer and
Authority that survive the issuance and recordation of this Release.

[Signatures Appear on Following Page]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Authority has executed this Release this day of

b

AUTHORITY:

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY
OF RIVERSIDE, a public entity, corporate and
politic, in its capacity as housing successor to the
former Redevelopment Agency for the County
of Riverside

By:

Heidi Marshall, Deputy Executive Director

Date:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

GREGORY P. PRIAMOS
COUNTY COUNSEL

By:

Jhaila R. Brown, Deputy County Counsel
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EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY

All that certain real property in the City of Jurupa Valley, County of Riverside, State of
California, described as follows:

PARCEL A: (APN: 169-100-055-1 AND 169-100-057-3)

PARCEL 2 OF PARCEL MAP NO. 34696, IN THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, COUNTY
OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 226,
PAGES 95 TO 99, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM THOSE PORTIONS CONVEYED IN GRANT DEEDS
RECORDED APRIL 22, 2008 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 2008-0199763 OF OFFICIAL
RECORDS AND SAID PORTIONS AS SHOWN ON PAGES 9 AND 10 AS CONVEYED BY
BOOK 137 OF RECORD OF SURVEYS PAGES 99-113, RECORDED IN THE OFFICE OF
THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.

PARCEL B: (APN: 169-070-035-1 formerly APN 169-070-003)

THE WESTERLY 4 FEET OF THAT PORTION OF LOT 3 OF LA BONITA TRACT, IN THE
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS SHOWN BY MAP ON FILE IN
BOOK 1, PAGE 12 OF MAPS, RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA,
DESCRIBED BY METES AND BOUNDS, AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT;

THENCE NORTH ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOT TO A POINT IN THE SOUTH LINE
OF THE NORTH 5 ACRES OF SAID LOT, CONVEYED TO HARRY O. NORTHRUP AND
WIFE, BY DEED FILED FOR RECORD NOVEMBER 25, 1924 IN BOOK 621, PAGE 334 OF
DEEDS, RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA;

THENCE EAST ON THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTH 5 ACRES, 165 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOT TO THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID LOT;

THENCE WEST ON SAID SOUTH LINE, 165 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
December 29, 2014

MASTER APPLICATION 1463 SUMMARY

A. General Plan Amendment (GPA1403)

GPA 1403 seeks to modify the underlying General Plan land use
designations for the subject property from Highest Density Residential,
High Density Residential, and Commercial Retail to Medium High Density
Residential to allow residential development at 4.9 dwelling units per
gross acre.

B. Change of Zone (CZ1401)

CZ 1404 seeks to modify the underlying zoning designations for the
subject property from R-3-525, R-3-4,000, & R-3 (General Residential) to
R-6 (Residential Incentive) to allow a Planned Residential Development
with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet.

C. Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36720)

TTM 36720 proposes to subdivide the 5.3 gross acre site into 26 single-
family residential lots with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet, a
small neighborhood park (less than one acre) and a pocket park (named
"Recognition Tree Park” in the Development Plan), as well as roadways
and other supporting infrastructure.

D. Site Development Permit (SDP 31456)

SDP 31456 proposes a Planned Residential Development in the R-6 zone. |
Planned Residential Development is a permitted use with an approved |
Site Development Permit. The overall development includes 26 single- |
family homes with open space and outdoor recreational facilities for the |

residents.
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Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)-
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
December 29, 2014

1.0. INTRODUCTION
1.1  Purpose of an Initial Study Checklist

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that before a public agency makes a
decision to approve a project that could have one or more adverse effects on the physical
environment, the agency must inform itself about the project’s potential environmental impacts,
give the public an opportunity to comment on the environmental issues, and take feasible measures
to avoid or reduce potential harm to the physical environment.

The purpose of an Initial Study Checklist is to provide a preliminary analysis of a proposed action to
determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental
Impact Report should be prepared for a project. An Initial Study Checklist also enables an applicant
or the City of Jurupa Valley to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts in lieu of preparing an
Environmental Impact Report, thereby potentially enabling the project to qualify for a Negative
Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

The Initial Checklist Study provides a factual basis for a Negative Declaration. Mitigated Negative
Declaration, or serves to focus an Environmental Impact Report on the significant effects of a
project.

1.2 Purpose of a Mitigated Negative Declaration

A Mitigated Negative Declaration is a written statement by the City of Jurupa Valley that the Initial
Study Checklist identified potentially significant environmental effects of the project but the project
is revised or mitigation measures are required to eliminate or mitigate impacts to less than
significant levels.

1.3 Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration Document

This document in its entirety is an Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including all criteria,
standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resource Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et

seq.).

14  Public Review and Processing of the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative
Declaration

This Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration and a Notice of Intent to adopt the
Mitigated Negative Declaration was distributed to the following entities for a 20-day public review
period:

1) Organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing to the City
of Jurupa Valley;

2) Responsible and trustee agencies (public agencies that have a level of discretionary approval
over some component of the proposed Project); and
3) The Riverside County Clerk.



Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)
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The Notice of Intent also will be noticed to the general public in the Riverside County Record, which
is a primary newspaper of circulation in the areas affected by the Project.

The Notice of Intent identifies the location(s) where the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative
Declaration and its associated Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program and technical reports are
available for public review. During the 20-day public review period, comments on the adequacy of
the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration document may be submitted to the City
of Jurupa Valley Planning Department.

Following the 20-day public review period, the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department will
review any comment letters received during to determine whether any substantive comments
were provided that may warrant revisions or recirculation to the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated
Negative Declaration document. If recirculation is not required (as defined by CEQA Guidelines
§15073.5(b)), written and/or oral responses will be provided to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning
Commission for review as part of their deliberations concerning the Project.

For this Project, the Jurupa Valley Planning Commission has the authority to recommend,
conditionally recommend, or not recommend the Project for approval to the Jurupa Valley City
Council. The Jurupa Valley City Council has exclusive authority to approve, conditionally approve,
or deny the Project. Accordingly, public hearings will be held before the Jurupa Valley Planning
Commission and City Council to consider the proposed Project, any comments received and make a
determination on the adequacy of this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration.

At the conclusion of the public hearing process, the City Council will take action to approve,
conditionally approve, or deny the proposed Project. If approved, the City Council will adopt
findings relative to the Project’s environmental effects as disclosed in the Initial Study
Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration and a Notice of Determination will be filed with the
Riverside County Clerk.

1.5 Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration Findings and Conclusions

Section 3.0 of this document contains the Environmental Checklist/Initial Study that was prepared
for the proposed Project pursuant to CEQA and City of Jurupa Valley requirements.

The Initial Study Checklist determined that implementation of the proposed Project would result in
no impacts or less than significant environmental impacts to the environment under the
following issue areas:

Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emission
Hydrology and Water Quality
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Mineral Resources

Noise
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Population and Housing
Public Services

Recreation
Transportation/Traffic, and
Utilities and Service Systems

The Initial Study Checklist determined that the proposed Project would result in potentially
significant effects to the following issue areas, but the Project Applicant will incorporate
mitigation measures that would avoid or mitigate effects to a point where clearly no significant
environmental impacts on the environment would occur:

e Biological Resources
¢ Cultural Resources
¢ Land Use and Planning

The Initial Study Checklist determined that, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, there is
no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency (City of Jurupa Valley),
that the Project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, based on
the findings of the Initial Study Checklist, the City of Jurupa Valley determined that a Mitigated
Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA determination for the Project pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines § 15070(b).
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND
2.1 Project Location

The City of Jurupa Valley covers approximately 43.5 square miles within the County of Riverside. The
City is bordered by the City of Fontana and County of San Bernardino to the north, City of Norco to the
south, City of Eastvale to the west, and City of Riverside to the east. (Refer to Exhibit 1, Regional Vicinity
Map). Specifically, the property is located approximately 420 feet north of Mission Boulevard at the
terminus of Amarillo Street. (Refer to Exhibits 1 and 2).

The Project site includes the following Assessor Parcel Numbers:

169-100-055
169-100-057
169-070-035

2.2 Existing Site Conditions/Environmental Setting

CEQA Guidelines §15125 establishes requirements for defining the environmental setting to which
the environmental effects of a proposed project must be compared. The environmental setting is
defined as “...the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the
time the Notice of Preparation is published, or if no Notice of Preparation is published, at the time
the environmental analysis is commenced...” (CEQA Guidelines §15125[a]).

In the case of the proposed Project, the Initial Study Checklist determined that a Mitigated Negative
Declaration is the appropriate form of CEQA compliance document, which does not require a Notice
of Preparation Thus, the environmental setting for the proposed Project is the approximate date
that the Project’s Initial Study Checklist commenced in June 2014.

The Project site consists of approximately 5.3 gross acres. The site is primarily rough-graded land
with a minimal amount of non-native ruderal vegetation. Topography of the site is relatively flat.
The average elevation of the site is 768-776 feet above mean sea level and slopes to the southwest.
Primary access to the site is provided from Amarillo Street off Mission Boulevard. Surrounding land
uses are shown on Table 1.

Table 1. Existing Land Uses

acan
North Mobile Home Park
South Commercial Businesses/Residence
East Mobile Home Park/Church/Vacant
West Mission Village Senior Apartments
Source: Field Inspection, June 2014
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2.3 Existing General Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations

The City of Jurupa Valley is an incorporated city of Riverside County, California. Prior to its
incorporation, the area was governed by Riverside County. On March 8, 2011, voters approved a
ballot measure designated “Measure A” to incorporate the area into its own city. As a result, the City
of Jurupa Valley became an incorporated city on July 1, 2011.

City of Jurupa Valley Ordinance Nos. 2011-01 and 2011-10 adopted all ordinances and resolutions
of the County of Riverside in effect as of July 1, 2011 (including land use ordinances and
resolutions), to remain in full force and effect as City Ordinances. As such, development activities
that occur in the City of Jurupa Valley are regulated by the Riverside County General Plan (“City of
Jurupa Valley Plan”), including the Jurupa y Area Plan and applicable portions of the Eastvale Area
Plan, and Riverside County Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 348) and Subdivision Ordinance
(Ordinance No. 460) that were in effect on July 1, 2011, unless otherwise superseded by a City
ordinance or resolution.

The General Plan is divided into a number of Area Plans that provide additional guidance for
development and more specific land use designations under each Foundation Component category.
Thus, each property has a Foundation Component land use designation and a more descriptive Area
Plan designation. The Foundation Component designation for the Project site is Community
Development.

The Area Plan (i.e. General Plan) land use designations currently assigned to the Project site are
Highest Density Residential (20 dwelling units per acre), High Density Residential (8-14 dwelling
units per acre), and Commercial Retail The Highest Density Residential designation applies to
approximately 25% of the site and the High Density Residential designation applies to
approximately 75% of the site. The Commercial Retail designation applies to a narrow strip of land
located on the eastern boundary of the Project site and is approximately 2,178 square feet in size
and is most likely a parcel previously used for access.
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Policy Areas

Policy Areas apply to portions of the General Plan that contain special or unique characteristics that
merit detailed attention and focused planning policies. The Project site is located within the Mission
Boulevard Policy Area which states: “Vacant and/or aging buildings along with numerous vacant lots
are scattered throughout many of the commercially designated commercial corridors in Jurupa,
including those along Mission Boulevard in Glen Avon. This policy area is intended to facilitate
optimum development of these infill properties and stimulate economic development of the
communities served by Mission Boulevard.”

A summary of the existing General Plan land use and zoning designations for the Project site and
surrounding properties is provided in Table 2.

Table 2, Existing General Plan and Zoning Designations

Highest Density Residential (20 du’s per | R-3-525, R-3-4,000, & R-3 (General
gross acre), High Density Residential (8- | Residential)

14 du’s per gross acre), and Commercial ‘
Retail

North Medium High Density Residential (5-8 du’s | R-D (Regulated Development Area)

per gross acre)
South Highest Density Residential (20 du’s per R-3-525, R-3-4,000 & C-1/C-P (General
- | gross acre} and Commercial Retail Commercial)

East Medium High Density Residential (5-8 du’s | R-D(Regulated Development Area) &

per gross acre) and Commercial Retail C-1/C-P (General Commercial}
West Highest Density Residential (20 du’s per | R-3-525 & C-1/C-P (General
_gross acre) and Commercial Retail Commercial)

Source: City of Jurupa Valley-General Plan Land Use Map, City of Jurupa Valley-Existing Zoning Map

24 Project Description

The Project Applicant, Habitat for Humanity, submitted the following applications to the City of
Jurupa Valley, which comprise the proposed Project: General Plan Amendment (GPA 1403) Change
of Zone (CZ 1404) Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36692), and Site Development Permit (SDP 31456).
Collectively, the City of Jurupa Valley refers to these applications as Master Application (MA) No.
1463. In addition, due to the use of former Redevelopment Low and Moderate Income Housing
Funds to acquire the property, this is an affordable housing project. Pursuant to Health and Safety
Code 33334.3, housing developed on the property must remain available at affordable housing cost
to, and occupied by, persons and families of low income for a period of not less than 45
years. Disposition and Development Agreement No. HASA2-15-001 by and between the Housing
Authority of the County of Riverside (“Authority”) and Habitat for Humanity Riverside proposes to
convey land owned by Authority to Habitat for Humanity Riverside for the development and
construction of 26 affordable single-family homes to carry out Authority’s obligation to eliminate
blight and provide safe and decent affordable housing.
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The Project’s application materials are on file with the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department
(8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite “M,” Jurupa Valley, CA 92509) and are hereby incorporated by
reference.

A. General Plan Amendment (GPA1403)

GPA 1403 seeks to modify the underlying General Plan land use designations for the subject
property from Highest Density Residential, High Density Residential, and Commercial Retail to
Medium High Density Residential to allow residential development at 4.9 dwelling units per gross
acre.

B. Change of Zone (CZ1401)

CZ 1404 seeks to modify the underlying zoning designations for the subject property from R-3-525,
R-3-4,000, & R-3 (General Residential) to R-6 (Residential Incentive) to allow a Planned Residential
Development with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet.

C. Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36720)

TTM 36720 proposes to subdivide the 5.3 gross acre site into 26 single-family residential lots with
a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet, a small neighborhood park (less than one acre) and a
pocket park (named "Recognition Tree Park” in the Development Plan), as well as roadways and
other supporting infrastructure.

The above land uses and other on-site improvements are further described as follows:

Single-Family Residential

Residential lot sizes range from 5,001 square feet to 9,905 square feet. However, the majority of the lot
sizes are within the 5,005 square foot range. The Project proposes a density of 4.9 dwelling units per
gross acre.

Neighborhood Park

The Neighborhood Park is approximately 22,500 sq. ft. (0.52 of an acre) (SIZE WILL CHANGE) in
size. The park includes a turf area, a half-court basketball court, a child’s playground, and barbeque
areas.

Pocket Park "Recognition Tree Park”

The pocket park is a place for reflection and recreation. A monument that honors the veterans will
be installed in the park. The park will also include gardens and an area for dogs. The design of the
Dog Park provides running and play space for dogs (lawn space), and also a buffer to Avon Street to
the north-west.

On-Site Street Improvements

Access to the Project site is from Amarillo Street, which is an existing improved roadway within a
60-foot right-of-way. Amarillo Street connect to proposed Street “D.”
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Interior streets are proposed to be improved as Private Streets with a 56 foot right-of-way.
Improvements include 2 travel lanes, curb, gutter and sidewalk.

n-Site Utili d Drainage Improvemen

Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Jurupa Community Services
District. Water is available to serve the Project site from an existing 12-inch diameter water line in
Mission Boulevard. Sewer service is available for the Project site from an existing 8-inch sewer line
in Mission Boulevard.

Water runoff from Lots 8-26 will be conveyed to the interior streets of the Project site and then
directed into the bio-retention areas located in the Neighborhood Park and the Recognition Tree
Park. Water runoff from Lots 1-7 will be directed into bi-swales located along the street frontage for
each of these lots. Ultimately the water runoff is discharged into the storm drain system in Amarillo
Street and then Mission Boulevard.

D. Site Development Permit (SDP 31456)

SDP 31456 proposes a Planned Residential Development in the R-6 zone. Planned Residential
Development is a permitted use with an approved Site Development Permit. The overall
development includes 26 single-family homes with open space and outdoor recreational facilities
for the residents.

E. Off-Site Improvements

No off-site improvements are proposed. All street, utility, and drainage improvements will connect
to existing systems located adjacent to the Project boundaries.

F. Construction Schedule
Houses will be constructed based on market demand and absorption. Construction is expected to
commence sometime in 2015 and would occur in several general phases... The Project Applicant
expects the following time durations for the construction process, which would be somewhat
sequential but overlap in some cases:

e Site Preparation: 35-days

e Grading: 60 days

¢ Building Construction: 180 days

¢ Architectural Coatings: 86 days

¢ Paving: 10 days
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Earthwork and Grading

Earthwork and grading details are based on proposed Tentative Tract Map 36720. The Project
proposes 5,132 cubic yards (c.y.) of cut and 5, 132 c.y. of fill. Because the site is relatively flat and
existing grades are generally the same as the surrounding roadways and adjacent properties, no
import or export of soil is required and the site will balance on-site.

G. Operational Characteristics

The proposed Project would be operated as a residential community. As such, typical operational
characteristics include residents and visitors traveling to and from the site, leisure and
maintenance activities occurring on individual residential lots and in the on-site recreational
facilities and general maintenance of common areas. Low levels of noise and a moderate level of
artificial exterior lighting typical of a residential community is expected.

Future Population

The Project would be developed with 26 single-family detached residential homes. Pursuant to
population estimates prepared by the State Department of Finance, single-family detached units
within the City are occupied by an average of 3.88 persons per dwelling unit (State of California,
Department of Finance, E-5 Popiilation and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State —
January 1, 2011- 2014). Therefore, using population generation estimates provided by the State, the
proposed Project could increase the City of Jurupa Valley’s population by up to 101 new residents if
all the new residents currently reside outside the City limits.

The General Plan land use designations currently assigned to the Project site are Highest Density
Residential (20 dwelling units per acre), High Density Residential (8-14 dwelling units per acre),
and Commercial Retail. The Commercial Retail designation applies to a narrow strip of land located
on the eastern boundary of the Project site and is approximately 2,178 square feet in size and is
most likely a parcel previously used for access. This area is not used for calculating the population
estimates.

If the Project site were built out in accordance with its existing General Plan land use designations, a
maximum of 68 residential dwelling units could be constructed on the property. (Highest Density
Residential @25% = 0.81 acres x 20 units = 16 units; High Density Residential @ 75% = 2.43 acres x
14 units = 34 units; and Medium High Density Residential = 2.27 acres x 8 units = 18 units for a total
of 68 units). The Project proposes 26 residential dwelling units which is below the maximum
permitted under the General Plan,. .
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3.0 INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Evaluation Format

This Initial Study Checklist has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The Project is evaluated based on its potential effect on seventeen
(17) environmental factors categorized as follows, as well as Mandatory Findings of Significance:

1. Aesthetics 10. Land Use & Planning

2. Agriculture & Forestry Resources 11. Mineral Resources

3. Air Quality 12. Noise

4. Biological Resources 13. Population & Housing

5. Cultural Resources 14. Public Services

6. Geology & Soils 15. Recreation

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 16. Transportation & Traffic

8. Hazards & Hazardous Materials 17. Utilities & Service Systems

9. Hydrology & Water Quality 18. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Each factor is analyzed by responding to a series of questions pertaining to the impact of the Project
on the particular factor in the fori of a checklist. This Initial Study Checklist provides a manner to
analyze the impacts of the Project on each factor in order to determine the severity of the impact
and determine if mitigation measures can be implemented to reduce the impact to less than
significant without having to prepare an Environmental Impact Report.

CEQA also requires Lead Agencies to evaluate potential environmental effects based to the fullest
extent possible on scientific and factual data (CEQA Guidelines §15064[b]). A determination of
whether or not a particular environmental impact will be significant must be based on substantial
evidence, which includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines §15064f[5]).

The effects of the Project are then placed in the following four categories, which are each followed
by a summary to substantiate why the Project does not impact the particular factor with or without
mitigation. If “Potentially Significant Impacts” that cannot be mitigated are determined, then the
Project does not qualify for a Mitigated Negative Declaration and an Environmental Impact Report
must be prepared:

Potentially significant Potentially significant impact(s) No “significant” No impact(s)
impact(s) have been have been identified or impact(s) identified| identified or
identified or anticipated | anticipated, but mitigation is or anticipated. anticipated.
that cannot be mitigated | possible to reduce impact(s)toa | Therefore, no Therefore, no
to a level of less than significant category. mitigation is mitigation is
insignificance. An Mitigation measures must then necessary. necessary.
Environmental Impact be identified.

Report must therefore be

prepared.

12
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Throughout the impact analysis in this Initial Study Checklist, reference is made to the following:

¢ Plans, Policies, Programs (PPP) — These include existing regulatory requirements such as
plans, policies, or programs applied to the Project based on the basis of federal, state, or
local law currently in place which effectively reduce environmental impacts.

¢ Project Design Features (PDF) — These measures include features proposed by the Project
that are already incorporated into the Project’s design and are specifically intended to
reduce or avoid impacts (e.g, water quality treatment basins).

e Mitigation Measures (MM) — These measures include requirements that are imposed
where the impact analysis determines that implementation of the proposed Project would
result in significant impacts. Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts to less
than significant levels. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA.

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) and the Project Design Features (PDF)} were assumed and
accounted for in the assessment of impacts for each issue area.

Mitigation Measures (MM) were formulated only for those issue areas where the results of the
impact analysis identified significant impacts that could to be reduced to less than significant levels.

All three types of measures described above will be required to be implemented as part of the
Project, and will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project.

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, involving at

least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

Aesthetics Land Use and Planning

Agriculture and Forest Resources Mineral Resources

Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Population and Housing

Cultural Resources Public Services

Geology and Soils Recreation

Greenhouse Gas Emissions’ Transportation/Traffic

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Utilities and Service Systems
Hydrology and Water Quality Mandatory Findings of Significance

Because none of the environmental factors above are “checked”, the Project does not require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.

13
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Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed use COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be recommended for
adoption.

I find that although the proposal could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
revisions in the Project have been made by or agreed to by the Project
Applicant. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be recommended
for adoption.

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

I find that the proposal MAY have a significant effect(s) 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, if the effect is a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated.” 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
tyhe environment, because all potgentially significnat effect (a) have been
analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, pursuant
to all applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures are are imposed upon the proposed Project, nothing
further is required.

AV EO W City of Jurupa Valley

Signature Agency
Thomas G.Merrell, AICP, Planning Director [1- / 30/ l 4_"
Printed Name/Title Date
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Appendices (On Compact Disk)

Appendix A.  Biological Resources Walkover Review
Appendix B.  Geotechnical Investigation

Appendix C.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment

Appendix D. Water & Sewer Letter
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3.1  AESTHETICS

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

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

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

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

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Sources: General Plan, Jurupa Area Plan, Google Earth, Project Application Materials
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to scenic vistas. This
measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.1-1 As required by the Development Plan for the Project, the proposed residential
homes shall be limited to a maximum height limit of 35 feet.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is approximately 5.3 gross acres in size and is located in an area largely
characterized by residential and commercial development. To the north, the site is bordered by a
residential mobile home park. Several commercial businesses and a residence border the site on
the south. A mobile home park, vacant land, and a church border the site to the east. The Mission

Village Senior Apartments complex borders the site to the south and west.

The Project proposes to subdivide the 5.3 gross acre site into 26 single-family residential lots, one
neighborhood park and pocket park, as well as roadways and other supporting infrastructure.
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Landforms visible or periodically visible on clear days from the Project’s vicinity include the Jurupa
Mountains approximately % mile to the north and the Pedley Hills approximately 3.5 miles to the
east.

According to the General Plan, scenic vistas are points, accessible to the general public, that provide
a view of the countryside. More specifically, a scenic vista is defined as a publically accessible
vantage point that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape. For example, a scenic
vista would provide publically accessible vantage points of the Santa Ana River, Jurupa
Mountains/Pyrite Canyon, or the Pedley Hills or all three of these features.

As required by PPP 3.1-1 above, the residential structures proposed of the property are restricted
to 35 feet in height and would not block or completely obstruct views from surrounding public
roadways to the hills and mountains visible in the horizon under existing conditions.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.1-1, impacts to scenic vistas would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: No Impact.

Sources: California Department of Transportation “Scenic Highway Program Eligible and Officially Designated Routes,”
General Plan Figure C-9 - Riverside County Scenic Highways, Google Earth

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Many state highways are located in areas of outstanding natural beauty. California’s Scenic Highway
Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its purpose is to protect and enhance the natural
scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors, through special conservation
treatment. The state laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets and
Highways Code, Sections 260 through 263.

According to the California Department of Transportation, the Project site is not located within a
State Scenic Highway. According to the General Plan, the Project site is not adjacent to a County
Scenic Highway. Therefore, construction and the long-term operation of the Project would have no
impact on scenic resources within a scenic highway and no mitigation measures are required.

3.1(c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
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Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to the visual character and
quality of the site and its surroundings. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.1-2 As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Subdivision Regulations (Ordinance No.
460, Section 5.3 Planned Developments - Residential, Commercial, and Industrial),
floor plans, elevations, landscape plans, wall and fence plans, and other items are
required to be submitted with the tentative tract map. The document entitled Jurupa
Valley Veterans Enriched Neighborhood, TTM No. 366720 prepared by Formillus
Architecture in conjunction with Gabel, Cook & Associates, Inc. dated November
2014 consists most of the required items by Section 5.3 of Ordinance No. 460. The
document serves as the Development Plan for Tentative Tract Map No. 36720 and
shall be enforced by the City of Jurupa Valley.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is 5.3 acres in size and is primarily rough-graded land with a minimal amount of
non-native ruderal vegetation. The Project site is located in an area largely characterized by
residential and commercial development. To the north, the site is bordered by a mobile home park.
Several commercial businesses and a residence border the site on the south. A mobile home park,
vacant land, and a church border the site to the east. The Mission Village Senior Apartments
complex borders the site to the south and west.

Construction Impacts

During the Project’s temporary construction period, construction equipment, supplies, and
activities would be visible on the subject property from immediately surrounding areas.
Construction activities are a common occurrence in the developing Inland Empire region of
Southern California and are not considered to substantially degrade the area’s visual quality. All
construction equipment would be removed from the Project site following completion of the
Project's construction activities. For these reasons, the temporary visibility of construction
equipment and activities at the Project site would not substantially degrade the visual character of
the surrounding area.

Operational Impacts
Development of the Project site would introduce residential development onto the site. The
residential development will consist of single-family detached homes, with related improvements

such as roadways, landscaping, walls, street lights, neighborhood park and a pocket park. These
improvements would be implemented in accordance with the design standards contained in the
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Development Plan prepared for the Project and would be compatible with the development that is
adjacent to the Project site.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.1-2, impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Sources: Zoning Design Guidelines, Project Application Materials
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to light and glare. This
measure would be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.1-3 As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Design Guidelines, Section ILH, outdoor
lighting, other than street lighting, shall be low to the ground or shielded and
hooded to avoid shining onto adjacent properties and streets.

Project Design Features (PDF)

The following is incorporated into the Project by the applicant, and would reduce impacts related to
glare. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PDF 3.1-1 As required by the Project’s Development Plan, building materials shall consist of
stucco exterior with a variety of exterior accent materials (e.g. brick, stone, siding,
pre-cast concrete, ceramic tile, timber).

Impact Analysis

The proposed Project would increase the amount of light in the area above what is being generated
by the vacant site by directly adding new sources of illumination including security and decorative
lighting for the proposed houses.

PPP 3.1-3 requires that outdoor lighting, other than street lighting, shall be low to the ground or
shielded and hooded to avoid shining onto adjacent properties and streets. PDF 3.1-1 requires that
building materials shall consist of stucco exterior with a variety of exterior accent materials (e.g.
brick, stone, siding, pre-cast concrete, ceramic tile, timber). These materials are non-reflective and
will not contribute to glare.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.1-3 and PDF 3.1-1, impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.
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3.2

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

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

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

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

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

Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
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3.2 (a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use? .

Determination: No Impact. _ ,......

Sources: California Department of Conservation “Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program: Riverside County Important
Farmland 2010”, General Plan Multipurpose Open Space Element

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The site does not contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance as mapped by the State Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping

and Monitoring Program. As such, the Project has no potential to convert such lands to a non-
agricultural use and no impact would occur. No mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: No Impact.

Sources: Jurupa Valley General Plan Land Use Map, Jurupa Valley Zoning Map, “RCIP General Plan Land Use Designations -
Zoning Consistency Guidelines”

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is zoned R-3-525, R-3-4,000, and R-3 (General Residential). The proposed zoning is
R-6 (Residential Incentive). Both of these zoning classifications are not considered agricultural
zZones.

Pursuant to the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, a Williamson Act Contract enables
private landowners to voluntarily enter into contracts with local governments for the purpose of

restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners
receive lower property tax assessments based upon farming and open space uses as opposed to full
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market value. According to the Riverside County Land Information System, the site is not under a
Williamson Act Contract. As such, there is no impact. No mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: No Impact.

Sources: General Plan Land Use Map, Zoning Map
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

REETI

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site is zoned R-3-525, R-3-4,000, and R-3 (General Residential). The proposed zoning is
R-6 (Residential Incentive). No forest land, timberland, or timberland production occurs on the site
so zoning for such uses or activities will not be impacted. Therefore, no impacts would occur and
no mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: No Impact.

Source: Field Survey

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.
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Impact Analysis

The Project site consists of vacant land and does not contain forest land. Therefore, no impacts
would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: No Impact. =+~ -

Sources: General Plan Land Use Map, Field Survey

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is approximately 5.3 gross acres in size and is located in an area largely
characterized by residential and commercial development. To the north, the site is bordered by a
residential mobile home park. Several commercial businesses and a residence border the site on
the south. A mobile home park, vacant land, and a church border the site to the east. The Mission
Village Senior Apartments complex borders the site to the south and west. There is no land being
used for agricultural purposes in the vicinity of the site. As such, the Project would not result in

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use and no impacts would occur. No mitigation
measures are required.
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3.3  AIRQUALITY

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the

applicable air quality plan? -
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air [ ]

quality violation?

€. 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)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e. (Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

3.3 (a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan (South Coast
Air Quality Management District)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Sources: California Emissions Estimator Model, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan,
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Federal Air Quality Standards

Under the Federal Clean Air Act, the Federal Environmental Protection Agency establishes health-
based air quality standards that California must achieve. These are called “national ambient air
quality standards” and they apply to what are called “criteria pollutants.” Ambient (i.e.
surrounding) air quality standard establish a concentration above which a criteria pollutant is

known to cause adverse health effects to people. The national ambient air quality standards apply
to the following criteria pollutants:
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Ozone (8-hour standard)

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)
Fine Particulate Matter (PMzs5)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx)

Sulphur Dioxide (S02), and

Lead.

State Air Quality Standards

Under the California Clean Air Act, the California Air Resources Board also establishes health-based
air quality standards that cities and counties (including Jurupa Valley) must meet. These are called
“state ambient air quality standards” and they apply to the following criteria pollutants:

Ozone (1-hour standard)Ozone
(8-hour standard)

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx)

Sulphur Dioxide (SO2), and

Lead

Regional Air Quality Standards

The City of Jurupa Valley is located within the South Coast Air Basin which is under the jurisdiction
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District. The District develops plans
and regulations designed to achieve these both the national and state ambient air quality standards
described above. R

Attainment Designation
An “attainment” designation for an area signifies that criteria pollutant concentrations did not

exceed the established standard. In contrast to attainment, a “nonattainment” designation
indicates that a criteria pollutant concentration has exceeded the established standard.
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Table 3 shows the attainment status of criteria pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin.

Table 3. Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin.

Ozone - 1 hour standard Nonattainment No Standard
Ozone - 8 hour standard Nonattainment Nonattainment
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) Nonattainment Nonattainment
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment Nonattainment
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx) Nonattainment Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment
Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014

Air Quality Management Plan

The South Coast Air Quality Maﬁagement District is required to produce air quality management
plans directing how the South Coast Air Basin’s air quality will be brought into attainment with the
national and state ambient air quality standards. The most recent air quality management plan is
2012 Air Quality Management Plan and it is applicable to City of Jurupa Valley. The purpose of the
2012 Air Quality Management Plan is to achieve and maintain both the national and state ambient
air quality standards described above.

In order to determine if a project is consistent with the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, the
South Coast Air Quality Management District has established consistency criterion which are
defined in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
CEQA Air Quality Handbook and are discussed below.

Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed project will not result in an increase in the frequency or
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay the timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the 2012 Air
Quality Management Plan.

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards and
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. As evaluated under Issues 3.3 (b), (c), and (d), below, the
Project would not exceed regional or localized significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant
during construction or during long-term operation. Accordingly, the Project’s regional and localized
emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or potential future air quality violation
or delay the attainment of air quality standards.

Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in the 2012 Air
Quality Management Plan.
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The growth forecasts used in the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan to project future emissions
levels are based on the projections of the Regional Transportation Model utilized by the Southern
California Association of Governments, which incorporates land use data provided by city and
county General Plans, as well as assumptions regarding population number, location of population
growth, and a regional housing needs assessment.

The General Plan land use deéignatidns currently assigned to the Project site are Highest Density
Residential (20 dwelling units per acre), High Density Residential (8-14 dwelling units per acre),
and Commercial Retail. The Commercial Retail designation applies to a narrow strip of land located
on the eastern boundary of the Project site and is approximately 2,178 square feet in size and is
most likely a parcel previously used for access. This area is not used for calculating the population
estimates.

If the Project site were built out in accordance with its existing General Plan land use designations, a
maximum of 68 residential dwelling units could be constructed on the property. (Highest Density
Residential @25% = 0.81 acres x 20 units = 16 units; High Density Residential @ 75% = 2.43 acres x
14 units = 34 units; and Medium High Density Residential = 2.27 acres x 8 units = 18 units for a total
of 68 units). The Project proposes 26 residential dwelling units which is the maximum permitted
under the General Plan.

The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan relied in part upon the City’s General Plan for the growth
forecast estimates used in the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan. As such, the Project would not
exceed the assumptions in the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan because it does not exceed the
growth forecasts contained in the Plan.

For the reasons stated above, the Project would not result in an increase in the frequency or
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, delay the timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the 2012 Air
Quality Management Plan. In addition, the Project would not exceed the growth assumptions in the
2012 Air Quality Management Plan. As such, the Project would be consistent with the 2012 Air
Quality Management Plan and impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures
are required.

3.3(b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Sources: California Emissions Estimator Model, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan,
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts related to air quality violations. These
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.3-1 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality

Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule 403 requires implementation
of best available dust control measures during construction activities that generate
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fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities, grading, and
equipment travel on unpaved roads.

PPP 3.3-2 The Project is required to comply with California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, “Regulation to Reduce Emissions of
Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In-
Use Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles” and California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne Toxic Control Measure to
Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle 1dling.”

PPP 3.3-3 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1113, “Architectural Coatings” and Rule 431.2, “Sulfur
Content of Liquid Fuels.” Adherence to Rule 1113 limits the release of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere during painting and application of other
surface coatings. Adherence to Rule 431.2 limits the release of sulfur dioxide (SOx)
into the atmosphere from the burning of fuel.

PPP 3.3-4 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1186 “PMio Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads and
Livestock Operations” and Rule 1186.1, “Less-Polluting Street Sweepers.” Adherence to
Rule 1186 and Rule 1186.1 reduces the release of criteria pollutant emissions into
the atmosphere during construction.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Impact Analysis

As shown in Table 3 above, the South Coast Air Basin, in which the Project is located, is considered
to be in “non-attainment” status for several criteria pollutants.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District has developed regional and localized significance
thresholds for regulated pollutants. Any project in the South Coast Air Basin with daily emissions
that exceed any of the indicated regional or localized significance thresholds would be considered
to contribute to a projected air quality violation. The Proposed Project’s regional and localized air
quality impacts are discussed below.

Regional Impact Analysis

As with any new development project, the Proposed Project has the potential to generate pollutant
concentrations during both construction activities and long-term operation. The following provides
an analysis based on the applicable regional significance thresholds established by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District in order to meet national and state air quality standards.
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Table 4. South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Regional Significance
Thresholds

NOx 100 55
voc 75 55
PM10 150 150
PM2.5 55 55
SOx 150 150
co 550 550
Lead 3 3
Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (2009)

Both construction and operational emissions for the Project were estimated by using the California
Emissions Estimator Model which is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to
provide a uniform platform for government agencies to quantify potential criteria pollutant
emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. The
model can be used for a variety of situations where an air quality analysis is necessary or desirable
such as California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents and is authorized for use by the

South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Construction Related Impacts

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project will result in emissions of CO, VOCs,
NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2s. Construction related emissions are expected from the following onsite

and offsite construction activities:

» Site Preparation

e Grading
¢ Building Construction
e Paving

o Architectural Coatings (Painting)

Assumptions for equipment use and duration used to estimate air quality emissions are shown in

Table 5.
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Table 5. Construction Equipment by Phase

ase quipment
Site Preparation 35-days 3-rubber tire dozers (8-hrs/day),
4 tractor/loader/backhoes (8-hrs/day)
Grading __..60-days 1 excavator (8-hrs/day), 1 rubber tire dozer (8-
hrs/day),
1 grader (8-hrs/day),
3 tractor/loader/backhoes (8-hrs/day)
Construction 180-days. 1 crane (7-hrs/day), 3 forklifts (8-hrs/day),
3 tractor/loader/backhoes (7-hrs/day),
1 generator set (8-hrs/day)
Paving 10-days 2 pavers (8-hrs/day), 2 rollers (8-hrs/day),
2 paving equipment (8-hrs/days)
Architectural 86-days. 1 Air Compressor (6-hrs/day)
Coating
Source: California Emissions Estimator Model

Table 6 shows the South Coast Air Quality Management District Regional Thresholds for
construction emissions compared to the Project’'s maximum daily summer emissions without
utilizing Best Available Control Measures contained in South Coast Air Quality Management District
regulatory requirements to present a “worst case scenario.”

Table 6. Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

58.20 . . .
Regional Threshold 100 75 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Regional Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: SCAQMD and California Emissions Estimator Model

As shown in Table 6 above, construction related emissions would not exceed South Coast Air
Quality Management District regional construction criteria thresholds. Accordingly, the Project
would not emit substantial concentrations of these pollutants during construction and would not
contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, on a direct or cumulative basis.

Long-Term Regional Operation Related Impacts
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The proposed Project would be operated as a residential community. Typical operation of a
residential community would include residents and visitors traveling to and from the proposed
residences, parks, and general maintenance activities.

Table 7 shows the South Coast Air Quality Management District Regional Thresholds for
operational emissions compared to the Project’s maximum daily emissions during the summer
months to present a “worst case scenario.”

Table 7. Maximum Daily Operational Emissions

417 12.83 . . . .
Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Regional Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: SCAQMD and California Emissions Estimator Model

As shown in Table 7 above, operational related emissions would not exceed South Coast Air Quality
Management District regional operational criteria thresholds. Accordingly, the Project would not
emit substantial concentrations of these pollutants during operation and would not contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation, on a direct or cumulative basis.

Based on the analysis above, regional air quality impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation measures are required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts
would be further reduced to the maximum extent feasible.

Localized Impact Analysis

As previously discussed, the South Coast Air Quality Management District has established that
impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause localized
exceedances of the national and/or state ambient air quality standards. The South Coast Air Quality
Management District has established Localized Significance Thresholds which were developed in
response to environmental justice and health concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of
individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities.

Localized Significance Thresholds are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: oxides of
nitrogen (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic
diameter (PM10) and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter
(PM2.5). Localized Significance Threshold’s represent the maximum emissions from a project that
are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable national
or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of
that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor.

Construction-Related Localized Emissions

Table 8 shows the South Coast Air Quality Management's Localized Significance Thresholds for
construction emissions compared to the Project’'s maximum daily emissions.
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Table 8. Summary of Construction Localized Emissions

Maximum Daily Emissions 58.15 4419 731 6.8
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 277 1,577 13 8
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO NO NO

Source: California Emissions Estimator Model

As shown on Table 8, operational emissions would not exceed Localized Significance Thresholds for
PM10 and PM2s.

Operational-Related Localized Emissions
Table 9 shows the South Coast Air Qﬁéility Management District’s Localized Significance Thresholds
compared to the Project’s maximum localized emissions.

Table 9. Summary of Operational Localized Emissions

Maximum Daily Emissions 3.55 20.77 3.04 1.64
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 270 1,577 4 2
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO NO NO
Source: California Emissions Estimator Model

As shown on Table 9, operational emissions would not exceed Localized Significance Thresholds for
PM10 and PM2s.

CO Hot Spots

CO Hot Spots are typically associated with idling vehicles at extremely busy intersections (i.e.,
intersections with an excess of 100,000 vehicle trips per day). There are no intersections in the
vicinity of the Project site which exceed the 100,000 vehicle per day threshold typically associated
with CO Hot Spots. In addition, the South Coast Air Basin has been designated as an attainment area
for CO since 2007. Therefore, Project-related vehicular emissions would not create a Hot Spot and
would not substantially contribute to an existing or projected CO Hot Spot.

Based on the analysis above, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts would be further reduced
to the maximum extent feasible.

3.3(c) 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)?
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Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Sources: California Emissions Estimator Model, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan,
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts related to a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant. These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.3-1 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule 403 requires implementation
of best available dust control measures during construction activities that generate
fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities, grading, and
equipment trave| on unpaved roads.

PPP 3.3-2 The Project is required to comply with California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, “Regulation to Reduce Emissions of
Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In-
Use Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles” and California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne Toxic Control Measure to
Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.”

PPP 3.3-3 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1113, “Architectural Coatings” and Rule 431.2, “Sulfur
Content of Liquid Fuels.” Adherence to Rule 1113 limits the release of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere during painting and application of
other surface coatings. Adherence to Rule 431.2 limits the release of sulfur dioxide
(S0x) into the atmosphere from the burning of fuel.

PPP 3.3-4 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1186 “PM1o Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads
and Livestock Operations” and Rule 1186.1, “Less-Polluting Street Sweepers.”
Adherence to Rule 1186 and Rule 1186.1 reduces the release of criteria pollutant
emissions into the atmosphere during construction.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

If an area is in nonattainment for a criteria pollutant, then the background concentration of that
pollutant has historically been over the ambient air quality standard. It follows if a project exceeds
the regional threshold for that nonattainment pollutant, then it would result in a cumulatively

considerable net increase of that pollutant and result in a significant cumulative impact.

As discussed in Issue 3.3(b) above, the Project would not exceed the regional or localized
significance thresholds for construction or operational activities. The Project would comply with
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South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 (fugitive dust control) during construction,
as well as all other adopted Air Quality Management Plan emissions control measures. Per South
Coast Air Quality Management District rules and mandates, as well the California Environmental
Quality Act requirement that impacts be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible, these same
requirements would also be imposed on all projects within the South Coast Air Basin area, which
would include all related projects.

Based on the analysis above impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts would be further reduced
to the maximum extent feasible.

3.3(d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Sources, South Coast Air Quality Management District, CALLEMod

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts related to substantial pollutant
concentrations to sensitive receptors. These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.3-1 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule 403 requires implementation
of best available dust control measures during construction activities that generate
fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities, grading, and
equipment travel on unpaved roads.

PPP 3.3-2 The Project is required to comply with California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, “Regulation to Reduce Emissions of
Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In-
Use Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles” and California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne Toxic Control Measure to
Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.”

PPP 3.3-3 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1113, “Architectural Coatings” and Rule 431.2, “Sulfur
Content of Liquid Fuels.” Adherence to Rule 1113 limits the release of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere during painting and application of
other surface coatings. Adherence to Rule 431.2 limits the release of sulfur dioxide
(SOx) into the atmosphere from the burning of fuel.

PPP 3.3-4 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
"Management District Rule 1186 “PM1o Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads
and Livestock Operations” and Rule 1186.1, “Less-Polluting Street Sweepers.”
Adherence to Rule 1186 and Rule 1186.1 reduces the release of criteria pollutant
emissions into the atmosphere during construction.
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Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Sensitive receptors (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or chronically ill people) are more
susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the general population. Land uses that are considered
sensitive receptors typically include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, hospitals,
convalescent homes, and retirement homes. To the north, the site is bordered by a residential
mobile home park. Several commercial businesses and a residence border the site on the south. A
mobile home park, vacant land, and a church border the site to the east. The Mission Village Senior
Apartments complex borders the site to the south and west. The residential uses adjacent to the site
are considered sensitive receptors.

As indicated above under the discussion of Issue 3.3 (b)), the Project would not exceed any of the
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Localized Significance Thresholds during near-term
construction or long-term operation. In addition, the Project would not create a CO Hot Spot.
Accordingly, Project-related localized emissions would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations during construction or long-term operation, and impacts would be less
than significant. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts would be further
reduced to the maximum extent feasible.

3.3 (e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Source: CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to objectionable odors. This
measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.3-5 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 402 “Nuisance.” Adherence to Rule 402 reduces the
release of odorous emissions into the atmosphere.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

According to the South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land
uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and
fiberglass molding. The Project does not include any the above identified uses and therefore would
not produce objectionable odors during operation.
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Construction activities both onsite and offsite could produce odors from equipment exhaust,
application of asphalt, and/or the application of architectural coatings. However, any odors emitted
during construction would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature, and would cease
upon completion of construction activities.

Based on the analysis above impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-5, impacts would be further reduced to the maximum
extent feasible,
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34 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

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?

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

C. 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?

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

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

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

3.4(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?

Determination: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.

Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A)
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to impacts to candidate,
sensitive, or special status species. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.4-1 The Project is required to pay mitigation fees pursuant to the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MHSCP) Plan.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The project area is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation. Sporadic ornamental
plant and tree species were also found on site. No indication of habitat conducive to sensitive
species was noted due to the highly disturbed nature of the site. No large burrows were found in
the area and the particularly dense ruderal vegetation suggest poor habitat for burrowing owl.
However, their presence cannot be ruled out because burrowing owls have been known to occupy
disturbed sites. Mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures (MM)
MM-BIQ-1; Pre-Construction Burrowing Owl Survey. Within 30 calendar days prior to grading, a

qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of the Project’s proposed impact footprint and make a
determination regarding the presence or absence of the burrowing owl. The determination shall be
documented in a report and shall be submitted, reviewed, and accepted by the City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department prior to the issuance of a grading permit and subject to the following provisions:

a. In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies no burrowing owls in the impact area,
a grading permit may be issued without restriction.

b. In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of at least one individual
but less than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl, then prior to the issuance of a grading
permit and prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities on the property, the
qualified biologist shall passively or actively relocate any burrowing owls. Passive relocation,
including the required use of one-way doors to exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of
burrows, will occur if the biologist determines that the proximity and availability of alternate
habitat is suitable for successful passive relocation. Passive relocation shall follow California
Department of Fish and Wildlife relocation protocol. If proximate alternate habitat is not
present as determined by the biologist, active relocation shall follow California Department of
Fish and Wildlife relocation protocol. The biologist shall confirm in writing to the Planning
Department that the species has fledged or been relocated prior to the issuance of a grading
permit.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or
special status species are less than significant.
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3.4(b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Determination: No Impact.

Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A)

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation. Sporadic ornamental
plant and tree species were also found on site. No indication of riparian habitat or other sensitive

natural communities was noted due to the highly disturbed nature of the site. As such, there is no
impact and no mitigation measures are required.

3.4(c) 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?

Determination: No Impact.

Source: Biological Resources W&Il?i;ﬁé;‘ﬁe\;ﬁz;& Iﬁppendix A)

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Based on a field survey, the Project site does not contain any wetlands. As such, there are no
impacts and no mitigation measures are required.

3.4(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?
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Determination: No Impact.

Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A)

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site consists of approximately 5.3 gross acres and is predominantly surrounded by
existing development. The project site is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation.
Sporadic ornamental plant and tree species were also found on site. No indication of wildlife was
noted due to the highly disturbed nature of the site. As such, there are no impacts and no
mitigation measures are required.

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

P 3 & SR RN

Determination: No Impact.

Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A)

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The project site is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation. Sporadic ornamental

plant and tree species were also found on site. No species of trees are required to be preserved.

There are no other ordinances in place protecting biological resources that are applicable to the

Project. As such, there are no impacts and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.
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Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A), WRMSHCP.
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to conflicting with the
provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. This measure would be included
in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.4-2 The project is required to comply with the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MHSCP) Plan.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP, a regional Habitat Conservation Plan was adopted on June
17, 2003. The intent of the MSHCP is to preserve native vegetation and meet the habitat needs of
multiple species, rather than focusing preservation efforts on one species at a time. The MSHCP
provides coverage (including take authorization for listed species) for special-status plant and

animal species, as well as mitigation for impacts to sensitive species.

Based on the Biological Resources Walkover Review and a review of the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan:

e The Project site is not located within an MSHCP Criteria Area (area proposed for
conservation).

¢ The Project site does not contain MSHCP riparian/riverine areas or vernal pools.

¢ The Project site does not will not impact any MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species.

o The Project site is not required to comply with the Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines.

e No large burrows were found in the area and the particularly dense ruderal vegetation

suggest poor habitat for burrowing owl. However, their presence cannot be ruled out
because burrowing owls have been known to occupy disturbed sites. Mitigation is required.

41



Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
December 29, 2014

Mitigation Measures (MM)
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 under Issue 3.4(a) above shall apply.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts related to conflicts with the provisions

of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan are less than significant.
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

significance of a historical resource as defined |
in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological resource [ |
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

¢. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or unique [ ]
geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

3.5(a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

Determination: No Impact.

Source: Riverside County Environmental Assessment No. 41196

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Historic resources generally consist of buildings, structures, improvements, and remnants
associated with a significant historic event or person(s) and/or have a historically significant style,
design, or achievement. Damaging or demolition of historic resources is typically considered to be a
significant impact. Impacts to historic resources can occur through direct impacts, such as
destruction or removal, and indirect impacts, such as a change in the setting of a historic resource.

CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(a) clarifies that historical resources include the following:

1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.
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2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the
Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the
requirements [of] section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code.

3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California.

The Project site was part of Tentative Parcel Map No. 34696 which was approved by Riverside
County on March 11, 2008 and subsequently recorded. Parcel Map No. 34696 subdivided 9.98 gross
acres into 2 residential parcels. Parcel 1 with 4.17 gross (3.95 net) acres and Parcel 2 with 5.81
gross (5.65 net) acres.

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map No. 34696 was developed with the Mission Village Senior Apartments. Parcel
2 (which is the Project site) was graded but not included as part of the apartment complex. The site
is vacant and contains no structures.

Environmental Assessment No. 41196 was approved as part of Parcel Map No. 34696 and covered
the Project site. Environmental Assessment No. 41196 determined that the proposed Project would
not alter or destroy an historic site based on a Phase I Archaeological Survey Report prepared by L
& L Environmental, Inc., datedjtne 15, 2007.

Therefore, there will be no impact to historical resources as a result of the Project and no mitigation
measures are required.

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

Source: Riverside County Environmental Assessment No. 41196

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
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Impact Analysis

Archaeological sites are locations that contain resources associated with former human activities,
and may contain such resources as human skeletal remains, waste from tool manufacture, tool
concentrations, and/or discoloration or accumulation of soil or food remains.

The Project site was part of Tentative Parcel Map No. 34696 which was approved by Riverside
County on March 11, 2008 and suhsequently recorded. Parcel Map No. 34696 subdivided 9.98 gross
acres into 2 residential parcels. Parcel 1 with 4.17 gross (3.95 net) acres and Parcel 2 with 5.81
gross (5.65 net) acres.

Parcel 1 of Parcel Map No. 34696 was developed with the Mission Village Senior Apartments. Parcel
2 (which is the Project site) was graded but not included as part of the apartment complex. The site
is vacant and contains no structures.

Environmental Assessment No. 41196 was approved as part of Parcel Map No. 34696 and covered
the Project site. Environmental Assessment No. 41196 determined that the Project would have a
less than significant impact with mitigation based on a Phase I Archaeological Survey Report
prepared by L & L Environmental, Inc., dated June 15, 2007. Therefore, the following mitigation
measure is required.

Mitigation Measures (MM)
MM- CR-1: Archaeological Monitoring. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project

Proponent shall provide evidence to the City that the previous grading on the Project site was
monitored by a qualified arehdéologist and any subsurface cultural resources were appropriately
treated. If no such evidence is provided, then the Project Proponent shall implement the following
program:

a) A qualified archaeological monitor shall be retained by the Project Proponent to conduct
monitoring of all grading and trenching activities and has the authority to halt and redirect
earthmoving activities in the event that suspected archaeological resources are unearthed
during Project construction.

b) Appropriate Native American representative(s) shall be allowed to monitor and have received
or will receive a minimum of 15 days advance notice of grading activities. During grading
operations in previously undisturbed soils, a professional archaeological monitor shall observe
the grading operation until such time as monitor determines that there is no longer any
potential to uncover buried cultural deposits. If the monitor suspects that an archaeological
resource may have been unearthed, the monitor shall immediately halt and redirect grading
operations in a 100-foot radius around the find to allow identification and evaluation of the
suspected resource. If the monitor determines that the suspected resource is potentially
significant, the archaeologist shall notify the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) and invite
a tribal representative to consult on the resource evaluation. In consultation with the
appropriate Native American Tribe(s), the archaeological monitor shall evaluate the
suspected resource and make a determination of significance pursuant to California Public
Resources Code Section 21083.2. If the resource is significant, Mitigation Measure CR-2 shall

apply.
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MM- CR-2: Treatment Plan. If a significant archaeological resource(s) is discovered on the property,
ground disturbing activities shdll be suspended 100 feet around the resource(s). The archaeological
monitor and a representative of the appropriate Native American Tribe(s), the Project Proponent, and
the City Planning Department shall confer regarding mitigation of the discovered resource(s). A
treatment plan shall be prepared and implemented by the archaeologist to protect the identified
archaeological resource(s) from damage and destruction. The treatment plan shall contain a research
design and data recovery program necessary document the size and content of the discovery such that
the resource(s) can be evaluated for significance under CEQA criteria. The research design shall list
the sampling procedures appropriate to exhaust the research potential of the archaeological
resource(s) in accordance with current professional archaeology standards (typically this sampling
level is two (2) to five (5) percent of the volume of the cultural deposit). The treatment plan shall
require monitoring by the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) during data recovery excavations of
archaeological resource(s) of prehistoric origin, and shall require that all recovered artifacts undergo
laboratory analysis. At the completion of the laboratory analysis, any recovered archaeological
resources shall be processed and curated according to current professional repository standards. The
collections and associated records shall be donated to an appropriate curation facility, or, the artifacts
may be delivered to the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) if that is recommended by the City of
Jurupa Valley. A final report containing the significance and treatment findings shall be prepared by
the archaeologist and submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department and the Eastern
Information Center.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, impacts will be less than significant.

3.5(c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

Sources: Riverside County Land Information System

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Paleontological resources are the preserved fossilized remains of plants and animals. Fossils and
traces of fossils are preserved in sedimentary rock units, particularly fine- to medium grained
marine, lake, and stream deposits, such as limestone, siltstone, sandstone, or shale, and in ancient
soils. They are also found in coarse-grained sediments, such as conglomerates or coarse alluvium
sediments. Fossils are rarely preserved in igneous or metamorphic rock units. Fossils may occur
throughout a sedimentary unit and, in fact, are more likely to be preserved subsurface, where they

have not been damaged or destroyed by previous ground disturbance, amateur collecting, or
natural causes such as erosion.
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According to the Riverside County Land Information System, the Project Site is located in a “High
Sensitivity (High A) area for paleontological resources. As noted in the response to Issue 3.5 (a)
above, the Project site has been graded and the potential for paleontological resources to be present
at the Project site is considered low. Regardless, there is a potential to uncover paleontological
resources during additional excavation and/or grading activities on the Project site. Therefore, the
following mitigation measure is required.

Mitigation Measures (MM)

MM- CR-3: Paleontological Monitoring. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Proponent
shall provide evidence to the City that the previous grading on the Project site was monitored by a
qualified paleontologist and that no further paleontological monitoring is required. If no such
evidence is provided, then the Project Proponent shall implement the following program:

a) A qualified paleontolo;ﬁ'st shall be on-site at the pre-construction meeting to discuss
monitoring protocols.

b) The qualified paleontologist shall be empowered to temporarily halt or redirect grading
activities paleontological resources are discovered.

¢) In the event of a paleontological discovery the monitor shall flag the area and notify the
construction crew immediately. No further disturbance in the flagged area shall occur until
the qualified paleontologist has cleared the area.

d) The qualified paleontologist shall quickly assess the nature and significance of the find. If the
specimen is not significant it shall be quickly removed and the area cleared.

e} If the discovery is significant the qualified paleontologist shall notify the Project proponent
and the City immediately.

f) In consultation with the Project proponent and the City, the qualified paleontologist shall
develop a plan of mitigation which shall include salvage excavation and removal of the find,
removal of sediment from around the specimen (in the laboratory), research to identify and
categorize the find, curation in the find a local qualified repository, and preparation of a
report summarizing the find.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3, impacts will be less
than significant.

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Sources: California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq.

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
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The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to disturbing human
remains. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program:

PPP 3.5-1 The project is required to comply with the applicable provisions of California Health
and Safety Code §7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site does not contain a cemetery and no known formal cemeteries are located within
the immediate site vicinity. As noted in the response to Issue 3.5 (a) above, the Project site has been
graded and the potential for uncovering human remains at the Project site is considered low.
Nevertheless, the remote potential exists that human remains may be unearthed during grading
and excavation activities associated with Project construction.

In the event that human remains are discovered during Project grading or other ground disturbing
activities, the Project would be required to comply with the applicable provisions of California
Health and Safety Code §7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq. California Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as
to the treatment and disposition has been made by the Coroner.

If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the California Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted and the NAHC must then immediately notify the
“most likely descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the discovery. The most likely descendant(s)
shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, and engage in consultations concerning the
treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.5-1, impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

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

2) Strong seismic ground shaking? - [ ]

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including -
liquefaction?

4) Landslides? ]

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

¢. 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 n
on-site or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the
Uniform Building Code, creating substantial |
risks to life or property?

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?

3.6 (a) (1) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: Riverside County Land Information System, Geotechnical Evaluation (Appendix B)

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

49




Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
December 29, 2014

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is not located within any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, and no known
faults underlie the site. The nearest mapped fault is located approximately 9 miles to the southwest
of the Project site (Chino-Central fault). Because there are no faults located on the Project site, there

is no potential for the Project to expose people or structures to adverse effects related to ground
rupture. No mitigation measures are required.

3.6 (a) (2) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Strong seismic ground shaking?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Source: Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract 36720 (Appendix B)
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to seismic ground shaking.
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and
City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with strong
seismic ground shaking.

PPP 3.6-2 The project is required to comply with the site-specific ground preparation and
construction recommendations contained in Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract
36720, Project No. 1195-CR3, GeoTek Inc,, June 23, 2014.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site is located in a seismically active area of Southern California and is expected to
experience moderate to severe ground shaking during the lifetime of the Project. This risk is not
considered substantially different than that of other similar properties in the southern California
area. As a mandatory condition of Project approval, the Project would be required to construct the
proposed structures in accordance with the California Building Standards Code also known as
California Code of Regulations Title 24 and the City Building Code as well as the Project’s
Geotechnical Evaluation.
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Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.6-1 and PPP 3.6-2, impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

3.6 (a) (3) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract 36720 (Appendix B)
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to seismic ground shaking.
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and
City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with strong
seismic ground shaking.

PPP 3.6-2 The project is required to comply with the site-specific ground preparation and
construction recommendations contained in Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract
36720, Project No. 1195-CR3, GeoTek Inc., June 23, 2014.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Lt g

Impact Analysis

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated, relatively cohesion-less soil deposits lose
shear strength during strong ground motions. The factors controlling liquefaction are:

Seismic ground shaking of relatively loose, granular soils that are saturated or submerged
can cause soils to liquefy and temporarily behave as a dense fluid. For liquefaction to occur,
the following conditions have to occur: Intense seismic shaking;

Presence of loose granular soils prone to liquefaction; and
Saturation of soils due to shallow groundwater.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.6-1 and PPP 3.6-2, impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

3.6 (a) (4) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Landslides?

Determination: No Impact.

Source: Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract 36720 (Appendix B)
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Generally, a landslide is defined as the downward and outward movement of loosened rock or earth
down a hillside or slope. Landslides can occur either very suddenly or slowly, and frequently
accompany other natural hazards such as earthquakes, floods, or wildfires. Landslides can also be
induced by the undercutting of slopes during construction, improper artificial compaction, or
saturation from sprinkler systems or broken water pipes.

The Project site is generally level without significant slopes. As such, the site is not considered

susceptible to seismically induced landslides. There are no impacts and no mitigation measures are
required.

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Sources: Project Application Materials,
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to soil erosion. This measure
will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.9-2 Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan. Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to
confirm compliance.

Note: A comprehensive discussion of erosion can be found in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Soils in the project area have already been disturbed by previous mass grading. Therefore, the loss
of topsoil is not a potential impact.
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Soils in the project area are particularly prone to erosion during the grading phase, especially
during heavy rains. Reduction of the erosion potential can be accomplished through
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, which specifies best management
practices for temporary erosion controls. Such measures typically include temporary catchment
basins and/or sandbagging to control runoff and contain sediment transport within the Project site.
Impacts are less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-2, impacts would be less than
significant.

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract 36720 (Appendix B)
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to an unstable geologic unit.
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and
City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with strong
seismic ground shaking.

PPP 3.6-2 The project is required to comply with the site-specific ground preparation and
construction recommendations contained in Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract
36720, Project No. 1195-CR3, GeoTek Inc., June 23, 2014.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site is flat and gently sloping and contains no substantial natural or man-made slopes.
There is no evidence of on-site landslides on or near the Project site, nor are there any exposed
boulders that could result in rock fall hazards. As such, there will no impacts associated with
landslides and rock fall hazards.

Based on the Riverside County Land Information System, the Project site is “susceptible” to
subsidence. However, the Project’s Geotechnical Evaluation indicates that the site’s subsidence and
collapse potential would be attenuated through removal of near surface soils down to a depth of
three (3) to five (5) feet and replacement with properly compacted fill, which is included as a
recommendation in the Project’s Geotechnical Evaluation.
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Lateral spreading is primarily associated with liquefaction hazards. As noted above under Issue
3.6(a) (3), the potential for liquefaction at the Project site is “negligible.” Therefore, impacts
associated with lateral spreading would be less than significant. Also refer to responses 3.6(a) (2)
through3.6 (a) (4) above.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.6-1 and PPP 3.6-2, impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

3.6(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the Uniform Building Code, creating
substantial risks to life or property?

Determination: Less than Significant Impact.

Source: Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract 36720 (Appendix B)
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to expansive soils. These
measures will be included in the‘ Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and
City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with strong
seismic ground shaking.

PPP 3.6-2 The project is required to comply with the site-specific ground preparation and
construction recommendations contained in Geotechnical Evaluation for Tract
36720, Project No. 1195-CR3, GeoTek Inc., June 23, 2014,

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates; swelling
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can damage structures by cracking
foundations, causing settlement and distorting structural elements.

The Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the Project indicates that older alluvial materials
consisting of silty sand and clayey sand were encountered in all of the exploratory borings. Based
on the results of the laboratory testing performed on a soil sample of these materials, these
materials possess a “very low” expansion potential.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.6-1 and PPP 3.6-2, impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

3.6(e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? ‘
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Determination: No Impact.
Source: Project Application Materials
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, Programs, or Standard Conditions applicable to the Project relating to
this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems.
The Project would install domestic sewer infrastructure and connect to the Jurupa Community

Service District’s existing sewer conveyance and treatment system. As such, there are no impacts
and no mitigation measures are required.

Lk s
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

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

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing [ |
the emissions of greenhouse gases?
3.7(a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a

significant impact on the environment?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: California Emissions Estimator Model, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to greenhouse gas emissions.
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP3.7-1

PPP 3.7-2

PPP 3.7-3

Prior to issuance of the first residential building permit, the Project Applicant shall
submit energy usage calculations in the form of a Title 24 Compliance Report to the
City of Jurupa Valley Building & Safety Department showing that the Project will be
constructed in compliance with the most recently adopted edition of the applicable
California Building Code Title 24 requirements.

Prior to building permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following note is
included on building plans.

“All installed appliances shall comply with California Code of Regulations Title 20
(Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards), which establishes energy efficiency
requirements for appliances.”

Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the note and permit
inspection by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to ensure compliance. The
note also shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective construction
contractors.

Prior to the approval of landscaping plans, the City shall verify that all landscaping
will comply with City Ordinance No. 859, “Water Efficient Landscape
Requirements.” Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with
approved landscaping plans.
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Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis ~
An individual project cannot generate enough GHG emissions to influence global climate change.
The Project participates in this potential impact by its incremental contribution combined with the
cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs, which when taken together may have a significant
impact on global climate change.

A numerical threshold for determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions in the South
Coast Air Basin has not been established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. The
City of Jurupa Valley is using the following as interim thresholds for residential projects:

1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions that exceeds the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s project-level efficiency target of 4.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MTCO2¢) per service population (Service population is defined as the sum of the
residential population and employees; a development's GHG emissions are divided by the
service population to yield a GHG efficiency metric that is presented in terms of "metric tons
of COze per service population per year"; or

2) Generate greenhouse gas emissions that exceeds a screening threshold of 3,000 MTCOZ2e
per year. Residential projects that emit less stationary source greenhouse gas emissions less
than 3,000 MTCOZ2e per year are not considered a substantial greenhouse gas emitter and
the impact is less than significant. Projects that emit in excess of 3,000 MTCO2e per year
require additional analysis and mitigation.

For purposes of this analysis, the 3,000 MTCO2e per year threshold is used. A summary of the

proposed Project’s projected annual operational greenhouse gas emissions, including amortized
construction-related emissions, is provided in Table 10.
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Table 10. Total Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Annual) (Metric Tons Per Year)

Mobile Sources 0.002 415.59 0.010 415.89
Area 0.016 9.81 0.010 10.09

Energy 0.040 119.98 0.004 120.57
Solid Waste 0.000 7.15 0.420 16.04

Water/Wastewater V ©0.016 11.82 0.064 13.66

30-year Amortized 13.93

Construction GHG

TOTAL 590.18
SCAQMD Threshold 3,000
Exceed Threshold? NO

As shown in Table 10, the Project is estimated to emit approximately 590.18 MTCOZ2e per year,
including amortized construction-related emissions which is below the threshold used by the City
to determine if greenhouse gas emissions are significant. Therefore, impacts are less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: First Update to the CIimggg(QI_xg?g.e,Scoping Plan, May 22, 2014

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to greenhouse gas

emissions. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program:

PPP 3.7-4 The Project is required to be in compliance with the First Update to the Climate
Change Scoping Plan, May 22, 2014 adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project’s is consistent with the Scoping Plan because its individual greenhouse gas emissions
are below significance thresholds as noted in the response to Issue 3.7 (a) above and the Project is
required to implement such greenhouse reduction measures as Energy Efficient Appliances, Water

Efficient Landscaping, and Title 24 Energy Efficiency Requirements. As such, impacts are less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.
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Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.7-4, impacts would be less than
significant.
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3.8

T

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

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

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?

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

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?

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?

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?

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

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 with wildlands?

3.8(a)

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

Determination: Less than Significant Impact.

Source: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix C)

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
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There are numerous regulations pertaining to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
. materials. The following PPP applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to this issue.
This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.8-1 The Project is subject all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations
regarding hazardous materials, including but not limited requirements imposed by
the Environmental Protection Agency, California Department of Toxic Substances
Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District, and the Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Existing Site Conditions

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted on the Project site by GeoTek, to assess
existing conditions. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment did not revealed evidence of a
recognized environmental condition in connection with the subject site. Therefore, no additional
investigation is necessary. Impacts are less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required.

Construction Activities

Typical hazardous wastes that may be present during construction of the project include:

e Spills or leaks of construction materials such as concrete curing compounds, asphalt
products, paints, etc.

Petroleum products from equipment operation and maintenance

Septic wastes

Pesticides and herbicides

Any material deemed hazardous waste in California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22,
Division 4.5; or listed in Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 40, Parts 110,117, 261, or 302.

Operational Activities

The Project site would be developed with residential land uses and supporting recreational and
open space land uses, which are land uses not typically associated with the transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials. Although residential land uses may utilize household products that
contain toxic substances, such as cleansers, paints, adhesives, and solvents, these products are
usually in low concentration and small in amount and would not pose a significant risk to humans
or the environment during transport to/from or use at the Project site.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.8-1, impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.
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3.8(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?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Sources: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix C}

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are numerous regulations pertaining to the accidental release of hazardous materials. The
following PPP applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to this issue. This measure
will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.8-1 The Project is subject all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations
regarding hazardous materials, including but not limited requirements imposed by
the Environmental Protection Agency, California Department of Toxic Substances
Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District, and the Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Accidents involving hazardous materials that could pose a significant hazard to the public or the
environment would be highly unlikely during the construction and long-term operation of the
Project and are not reasonably foreseeable. The transport, use and handling of hazardous materials
on the Project site during construction is a standard risk on all construction sites, and there would
be no greater risk for upset and accidents than would occur on any other similar construction site.

Upon build-out, the Project site would operate as a residential community, which is a land use type
not typically associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials that could be
subject to upset or accident involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.8-1, impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Determination: No Impact.

Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
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There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The

nearest school is Granite HillunE.lementary School which is located approximately 3/4% mile
northwest of the Project site. AS such, there is no impact and no mitigation measures ae required.

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

Determination; No Impact.

Sources: DTSC's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List - Site Cleanup (Cortese List) Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (Appendix C).

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The proposed Project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code Section 65962.5. No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are
required.

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

Determination: No Impact.
Source: Google Earth

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

63



Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
December 29, 2014

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is located approximately 6 miles southeast of Ontario International Airport and 4.2
miles northwest of the Flabob Airport in Jurupa Valley. Therefore, the Project would not expose any

workers during construction or residents of the Project area to airport related safety hazards. No
impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

3.8(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?

Determination: No Impact.
Source: Google Earth. Site Reconnaissance

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact would occur and no
mitigation measures are required.

3.8(g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Sources: General Plan Safety Element, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Access to the Project site is proposed from Mission Boulevard via Amarillo Street which will
connect to proposed Street “D.” Both these roadways are fully improved. The Project site does not
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contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency evacuation route. During
construction and long-term operation, the proposed Project would be required to maintain
adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles via Mission Boulevard and Amarillo Street and
connecting roadways as required by the City. Furthermore, the Project would not result in a
substantial alteration to the design or capacity of any public road that would impair or interfere
with the implementation of evacuation procedures. Because the Project would not interfere with an
adopted emergency response or evacuation plan, impacts are less than significant and no mitigation
measures are required.

3.8 (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 with wildlands?

Determination: No Impact.

Source: Riverside County Land Information System

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

According to the Riverside County Land Information System, the Project area is not located within a
high wildfire hazard area. The Project area is substantially surrounded by existing development on
all four sides. Therefore development of the Project would not expose people or structures to a

significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires and no impact would occur. No
mitigation measures are required.
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3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b. 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}?

¢. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of stream or river, in a ]
manner, which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or offsite?

d. 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 offsite?

e. Create or contribute runoff which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? [ |

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

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures, 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.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? n
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3.9(a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: Tentative Tract Map 36720

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating water quality and waste
discharge requirements. These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program:

PPP 3.9-1.

PPP 3.9-2

PPP 3.9-3

PPP 3.9-4

Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall obtain a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit from the State Resources Control
Board. Evidence that an National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit has
been issued shall be provided to the City of Jurupa Valley prior to issuance of the
first grading permit.

Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan. Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to
confirm compliance.
s A

During construction, Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance
with the Project’s Water Quality Management Plan associated with the Project and
permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or
its designee to confirm compliance.

The Project shall be in compliance with Chapter 6.10, Storm Water/Urban Runoff
Management and Discharge Controls of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code.

Project Design Features (PDF)

The following is incorporated into the Project by the applicant, and would reduce impacts related to
water quality and discharge requirements. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PDF3.9-1

Tentative Tract Map No. 36720 provides for a Neighborhood Park and a Recognition
Tree Park. The Neighborhood Park proposes two (2) bio-retention areas. In
addition, bio-swales are located along the frontage of Lots 1-7. The Recognition Tree
Park proposes-one (1) bio-retention areas. These areas shall be designed to manage
water quality runoff to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

67



Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
December 29, 2014

Impact Analysis
Construction

Construction of the Project would involve clearing, grading, paving, utility installation, building
construction, and the installation of landscaping, which would result in the generation of potential
water quality pollutants such as silt, debris, chemicals, paints, and other solvents with the potential
to adversely affect water quality. As such, short-term water quality impacts have the potential to
occur during construction of the Project in the absence of any protective or avoidance measures.

Pursuant to the requirements of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board and the City of
Jurupa Valley, the Project would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Municipal Stormwater Permit for construction activities. The National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit is required for all Projects that include construction activities, such as
clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area.

In addition, the Project would be required to comply with the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality
Control Board’'s Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program. Compliance with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit and the Santa Ana River Basin Water
Quality Control Program involves the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan for construction-related activities, including grading. The Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan would specify the Best Management Practices that the Project would be required to
implement during construction activities to ensure that all potential pollutants of concern are
prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise appropriately treated prior to being discharged from the
subject property.

Operation

Storm water pollutants commonly associated with the land uses proposed by the Project (i.e.,
residential, open space, and park) include sediment/turbidity, nutrients, trash and debris, oxygen-
demanding substances, organic compounds, bacteria and viruses, oil and grease, pesticides, and
metals.

Pursuant to the requirements of the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit,
a Water Quality Management Plan is required for managing the quality of storm water or urban
runoff that flows from a developed site after construction is completed and the facilities or
structures are occupied and/or operational. A Water Quality Management Plan describes the Best
Management Practices that will be implemented and maintained throughout the life of a project to
prevent and minimize water pollution that can be caused by storm water or urban runoff.

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-1 through PPP 3.9-4 and PDF 3.9-1,
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

68



Habitat for Humanity (MA 1463)
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
December 29, 2014

3.9(b) 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)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: Tentative Tract Map 36720

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

The proposed Project would be served with potable water by the Jurupa Community Services
District. Domestic water supplies from this service provider are reliant on groundwater from the
Chino Groundwater Basin as a primary source. All municipal water entities that exceed their safe
yield (i.e. the annual amount of water that can be taken from a source of supply over a period of
years without depleting that source beyond its ability to be replenished naturally in "wet years)
incur a groundwater replenishment obligation, which is used to recharge the groundwater basin
with water obtained from the State Water Project. Thus, the Project’s demand for domestic water
service would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level.

Development of Project would increase impervious surface coverage on the site which would in
turn reduce the amount of direct infiltration of runoff into the ground. Water runoff from Lots 8-26
will be conveyed to the interior streets of the Project site and then directed into the bio-retention
areas located in the Neighborhood Park and the Recognition Tree Park. Water runoff from Lots 1-7
will be directed into bio-swales located along the street frontage for each of these lots. Ultimately
the water runoff is discharged into the storm drain system in Amarillo Street and then Mission
Boulevard. As such, impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant
and no mitigation measures are required.

3.9(c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

Source: Tentative Tract Map 36720
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