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The City of Murrieta intends to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  Persons with special needs should call Jennifer Ransom at 

(951)461-6035 at least 72 hours in advance.  Please note that any writings or documents provided to the Administrative Hearing Officer regarding any 
item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection at the Public Counter at City Hall located at 1 Town Square, Murrieta, CA during normal 

business hours. 
 
DECORUM:  Pursuant to the City Council Meeting Rules adopted by Resolution No. 14-3301, City Council Members, 
Employees and the Public are reminded to preserve decorum and order throughout the meeting.  Therefore, 
unauthorized remarks, stamping of feet, whistles, yells and similar demonstrations shall not be permitted by the 
Presiding Officer, who may direct the sergeant-at-arms to remove such offenders from the room.   A brief audience 
reaction (for example, clapping, standing ovations, etc.) is permitted at the conclusion of any Presentation listed 
on the agenda, prior to Public Comments.  To show respect to speakers, raise one's hand for agreement and show 
thumbs down for disagreement.  As a courtesy to others, please silence all electronic devices. 

 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

Order of Presentation for Public Hearing 
Action:  1.   Staff Presentation 
              2.   Commission Questions of Staff  
              3.   Public Comments 
                           a.   Presentation by Applicant 
                           b.   Public speakers in favor, against, or neutral 
                           c.   Applicant response to comments 
                           d.   Questions of applicant or public speakers 
                           e.   Closing comments by Staff  
               4.   Close Public Comments 
               5.   Commission Discussion and Action 

 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND PRESENTATIONS 
 

Any member of the public may address the Hearing Officer during the public comments portion of the agenda 
on items within the Hearing Officer’s jurisdiction, that are not already scheduled for consideration on this 
agenda.  However, the Hearing Officer can take no action on matters that are not part of the posted agenda. A 
time limit of three minutes may be applied on each individual addressing the Hearing Officer. 
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PH - 1 MINOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 2019-1933:  A request by Prestige Golf Cars to operate a golf cart 

dealership within an existing 14,955 square foot building. The project is located in the Business Park (BP) 
zone at 26525 Jefferson Avenue (APN: 909-300-053).  Environmental Determination:  Finding that the 
project is exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 – Existing Facilities. 

 
Recommended Action: 

Adopt the environmental determination and Adopt the resolution approving Minor Conditional Use 
Permit 2019-1933 based on the Findings and subject to the Conditions of Approval in Exhibit A and the 
Operations Statement in Exhibit B. 

 
PH - 2 DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2018-1740:  A request by Nittobo to expand a manufacturing facility with the 

construction of a 34,964 square foot manufacturing/office building, a 6,176 square foot animal operation 
facility, a 1,600 maintenance shop, and a 3,000 square foot hay barn. The project is located in the 
Business Park (BP) zone at 25549 Adams Avenue and 41950 Brown Street (APN: 909-180-010 and 909-
180-018).  Environmental Determination:  The project has been determined to require a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration pursuant to the Guidelines for Implementation the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14.  A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared 
for the project and circulated for a 20-day public review from October 10, 2019 - October 30, 2019. 

 
Recommended Action: 

Adopt the environmental determination and Adopt the resolution approving Development Plan 2018-
1740 based on the Findings and subject to the Conditions of Approval in Exhibit A and the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting in Exhibit B. 

 
ADJOURNMENT  Off Calendar 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY 
 

This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with the following: 

• California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code Sections 
21000 et seq.); 

• California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3 (State CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15000 et seq.); and 

Pursuant to CEQA, this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the potential for significant 
impacts on the environment resulting from implementation of the proposed residential development. 
As required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, this Initial Study is a preliminary analysis 
prepared by the Lead Agency, the City of Murrieta, in consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, 
to determine if a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
is required for the project.  

 
This Initial Study informs City decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of potentially 
significant environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the project. A “significant 
effect” or “significant impact” on the environment means “a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project” (Guidelines 
§15382). 
 
Given the project's broad scope and level of detail, combined with previous analyses and current 
information about the site and environs, the City’s intent is to adhere to the following CEQA 
principles: 

• Provide meaningful early evaluation of site planning constraints, service and infrastructure 
requirements, and other local and regional environmental considerations. (Pub. Res. Code 
§21003.1) 

• Encourage the applicant to incorporate environmental considerations into project 
conceptualization, design, and planning at the earliest feasible time. (State CEQA 
Guidelines §5004[b][3]) 

• Specify mitigation measures for reasonably foreseeable significant environmental effects 
and commit the City and applicant to future measures containing performance standards to 
ensure their adequacy when detailed development plans and applications are submitted. 
(State CEQA Guidelines §15126.4) 

 

Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies (PPPs) 
 
Throughout the impact analysis in this IS/MND, reference is made to Existing Plans, Programs, or 
Policies (PPPs) that are currently in place which effectively reduce environmental impacts. Where 
applicable, PPPs are listed to show their effect in reducing potential environmental impacts. Where 
the application of these measures does not reduce an impact to below a level of significance, a 
project-specific mitigation measure is introduced.  
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1.2 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
 
This IS/MND includes the flowing sections: 
 
Section 1.0 Introduction 

Provides information about CEQA and its requirements for environmental review and explains that 
an Initial Study/MND was prepared by the City of Murrieta to evaluate the proposed project’s 
potential to impact the physical environment. 
 
Section 2.0 Project Setting 

Provides information about the proposed project’s location. 
 
Section 3.0 Project Description  

Includes a description of the proposed project’s physical features and construction and operational 
characteristics. 
 
Section 4.0 Environmental Checklist 

Includes the Environmental Checklist and evaluates the proposed project’s potential to result in 
significant adverse effects to the physical environment. 
 
Section 5.0 Document Preparers and Contributors 

Provides information regarding the organizations responsible for preparation of this document. 

 

2 PROJECT SETTING 
 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The project site is the Nittobo America, Inc. (Nittobo) facility located at 25549 Adams Avenue, 
Murrieta, California, which is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 909-180-010 and 
909-180-018. All new structures and associated facilities, such as parking and retention basins, are 
located within a 5.1-acre portion of the project site, which is proposed to become a separate parcel 
with implementation of the lot line adjustment included in the project scope. The 5.1-acre area is 
referred to herein as the “development area.” Temporary impacts, consisting of grading, will occur 
on 8 acres outside the development area, within the Nittobo property. The site is located on the 
east side of Brown Street, south of Adams Avenue, east of Washington Street, and west of Guava 
Street (Figures 1 and 2). The project site is approximately one mile southwest of Interstate (I) 15 at 
the I-215 interchange. Additionally, the site is located within the Murrieta U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) quadrangle, in unsectioned lands, Township 7 South and Range 3 West. 
 

2.2 EXISTING LAND USES  
 
The project site is approximately 29 acres in size and is utilized as a biomedical manufacturing 
facility by Nittobo for production of antiserum products. The site currently includes various structures 
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including a 16,463-square-foot manufacturing facility, structures utilized to store grain and hay, 
and canopy structures to provide shelter for goats.  
 
The project site has a General Plan and zoning designation for Business Park (BP). 
 
Pictures of the existing site are shown in Figure 3. 
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Figure 1:  Regional Location 
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Figure 2:  Local Vicinity 
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Figure 3:  Project Site Photos 
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2.3 SURROUNDING LAND USES 
 
The project site is surrounded by undeveloped lands with exception of the single-family housing 
tract that is located west of Brown Street, across from the project site. Adams Avenue is to the north 
of the site, Brown Street to the west, and Guava Street to the east; Murrieta Creek is located to the 
south. The existing uses and designations for the project site and adjacent areas are listed in Table 
1, below. An aerial photograph of the site, showing surrounding land uses, is provided in Figure 4. 
 

Table 1: Existing Land Uses 

  Existing Land Use General Plan Designation Zoning Designation 

Project Site Biomedical Manufacturing Business Park (BP) Business Park (BP) 

North Undeveloped Business Park (BP) Business Park (BP) 

East Undeveloped  Business Park (BP) Business Park (BP) 

South  Undeveloped Business Park (BP) Business Park (BP) 

West  Single-Family Residential  Single-Family Residential (SFR) Estate Residential (ER-2) 

  
 

3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

3.1 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Nittobo is proposing to develop and operate modern facilities to replace existing facilities on the 
project site. The proposed project would remove 10 canopy structures and develop a new facility 
on a 5.1-acre portion of the site. The canopy structures are currently utilized to store grain and hay 
and provide shelter for goats. The new facility would consist of a manufacturing/office building 
(Main Facility) with ancillary facilities (Animal Operation Facility, Maintenance Shop, and Hay Barn) 
that would be 38,464 square feet and have an optional future expansion of 7,276 square feet, as 
detailed in Table 2. The expansion could occur concurrently with the initial project. With the optional 
future expansion, the proposed development would total 45,740 square feet, as shown in Table 2.  
 

Table 2: Summary of Proposed Development 

Description 

Proposed 
Project 

Square footage 

Expansion 
Option  

Square footage Total 

Main Facility (Manufacturing/Office) 28,360 6,604 34,964 

Animal Operation Facility 5,504 672 6,176 

Maintenance Shop 1,600 -- 1,600 

Hay Barn (unenclosed) 3,000 -- 3,000 

Total 38,464 7,276 45,740 

 
The new facilities would be located immediately to the south of the existing facility, as shown in 
Figure 5. The Main Facility, where the manufacturing and office functions of Nittobo America would 
be located, would be one story and 24 feet in height. The building would house the following 
functions: 

• Administrative offices and employee facilities 

• Quality assurance/quality control testing areas 

• Cooler and freezer 
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Figure 4:  Aerial Photograph 
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• Chromatography lab 

• Antigen purification and development 

• Shipping and receiving area 

• Production office 

• Testing areas 

• Storage 
 
The proposed new facilities would not expand the existing on-site operations and no increase in 
personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities would provide new state-of-the art 
facilities to upgrade the existing operations. The new facility would implement mechanization in the 
manufacturing functions that would require fewer employees than the existing facility but would 
require greater space than the existing facility. The existing buildings that would remain onsite 
would be used for storage.  
 
Access to the project site would be provided from a driveway along Brown Street at the 
southwestern portion of the site that would have manual sliding gates. An emergency access 
entrance with automatic sliding gates would also be provided from a driveway at the northwestern 
portion of the site that would be gated and secured with a knox box that allows emergency 
personnel to enter, as necessary. The project would provide 68 parking spaces. Bicycle racks would 
be provided around the Main Facility per Building Code requirements. 
 
The project also includes approximately 32,975 square feet of landscaped areas along the 
perimeter of the site and around the Main Facility. The project would install drainage infrastructure 
that would direct runoff from all impervious surfaces to bioretention swales. Runoff that does not 
infiltrate into the bioretention swales would flow to perforated underground drain lines that would 
connect to the existing onsite storm drainage system. Water and sewer utilities would be provided 
by installation of onsite infrastructure that would connect to the existing lines within Adams Avenue. 
Upgraded or enlarged water and sewer lines may be required along Brown Street or Adams 
Avenue. 
 

3.1.1 CONSTRUCTION  
 
Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately 12 months and would include relocation 
of the existing canopy structures and goat shelters, clearing and grubbing, grading, excavation 
and re-compaction of soils, utility and infrastructure installation, building construction, roadway 
pavement, and architectural coatings. Grading would involve cut of 1,000 cubic yards of cut and 
17,300 cubic yards of fill, all of which would be sourced from within the 29-acre site. It is 
anticipated that excavation for the project would extend 2 feet below the existing grade of the 
site to provide for the required re-compaction of soils and installation of the foundations and 
utilities.  
 

3.2 DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS 

• Development Plan Review to permit the development of the proposed facility.   

• Lot Line Adjustment to amend parcel boundaries  
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Figure 5:  Site Plan 
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST  
 
This section includes the completed environmental checklist form. The checklist form is used to assist 
in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. The checklist form 
identifies potential project effects as follows: 1) Potentially Significant Impact; 2) Less Than 
Significant with Mitigation Incorporation; 3) Less Than Significant Impact; and, 4) No Impact. 
Substantiation and clarification for each checklist response is provided in Section 5 (Environmental 
Evaluation). Included in the discussion for each topic are standard condition/regulations and 
mitigation measures, if necessary, that are recommended for implementation as part of the 
proposed project. 

 

4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
The environmental factors checked below (X) 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. 
 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources 
 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Wildfire  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 

4.2 DETERMINATION 

(To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

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

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

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

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
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(c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated 
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-
specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources:  A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, 

lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to 
a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The analysis of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or threshold used to 

evaluate each question; and (b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the 
impact to less than significance. 

 
 
 
  



  Nittobo Facility 
  Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

   14 

 

4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

1. AESTHETICS  

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Section 21099 (d)(1) of the Public Resources Code (PRC) states that a project’s aesthetic and 
parking impacts shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment if:  

 1. The project is a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project, and  

 2. The project is located on an infill site within a transit priority area. 

The project is not a mixed-use residential or employment center project, and the project site is not 
within a transit priority area. 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Scenic vistas consist of expansive, panoramic views of important, 
unique, or highly valued visual features that are seen from public viewing areas. This definition 
combines visual quality with information about view exposure to describe the level of interest or 
concern that viewers may have for the quality of a particular view or visual setting.  
 
The City’s General Plan identifies natural visual resources, including mountain ranges, hillsides, low-
lying valley, and streams. The project site is currently developed with one story structures and is 
located within a partially developed area. The project site and surrounding area are generally 
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level, without substantial hills or topography changes, which provides background views of distant 
hillsides from roadway corridors, across undeveloped parcels around the project site, and above 
or in between existing buildings on the project site and in the project vicinity.  
 
Development of the proposed one-story buildings and accessory uses on the project site would be 
similar to the existing development on the project site and would not hinder any scenic vistas or 
panoramic views. The existing residences to the east of the project site across Brown Street are two-
story structures that are taller than the proposed one-story structures. Thus, the proposed structures 
would not be taller than existing buildings in the area, such that it would not hinder background 
views of hillsides.  
 
Additionally, the proposed development would be set back from Brown Street and would not 
intrude into the roadway view corridor. As a result, the proposed project would not result in less 
than significant impacts on a scenic vista. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?  

No Impact. The proposed project would not damage any scenic resources or historic buildings within 
a state scenic highway. There are no designated state scenic highways in the City of Murrieta. I-15, 
located one mile from the project site, is identified as an Eligible State Scenic Highway (Caltrans 
2018). However, I-15 is not visible from the project site; thus, no impacts to state scenic highways 
would occur from implementation of the proposed project. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located within a partially developed area. The site 
is surrounded by streets, single-family housing, vacant land, and the Murrieta Creek. The site is 
developed with various structures including a 16,463 square foot one-story manufacturing facility, 
structures for storing grain and hay, and canopies to provide shelter for goats. The goat shelter 
areas are surrounded by wire and metal fencing, and the project site is bound by both chain link 
and 6-foot wood fencing along Brown Street and by chain link fencing along the other sides. Existing 
gated driveways from Brown Street and Adams Avenue lead to surface parking lots that are 
adjacent to the existing office and manufacturing buildings on-site. The site is largely surrounded 
by undeveloped areas, except for the single-family housing tract that is located across Brown 
Street.  

The proposed project would alter the existing views of the site by removing 10 canopy structures 
surrounded by chained linked fencing and develop the proposed building structures, parking lots, 
driveways, and installation of landscaping. The buildings would be one-story (a maximum of 
approximately 24 feet) high. The exterior of the building would be painted concrete with textured 
patterns and lined with windows. The colors of the proposed structures would be beige, clay, grey, 
and other similar earth-toned colors. In addition, the project would provide consistent landscaping 
throughout the development area that would consist of ornamental trees, ornamental shrubs, and 
ground covers. 

Public views of the proposed development would be available from Brown Street, which would 
include views of the new landscaping, surface parking, and the Main Facility building structure. The 
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Main Facility is proposed to be setback from Brown Street behind new ornamental trees and shrubs, 
which would minimize views of the building from the roadway. In addition, the accessory structures 
are proposed to be located behind the Main Facility and would not be visible from Brown Street.  

Given the existing visual character of site that includes canopy structures, wire fencing for goats, 
and the manufacturing building, development of the proposed project would alter, but not 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the project site and 
its surroundings. As a result, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. As described above, the project site is developed with various 
structures and has some existing sources of nighttime lighting from security lighting and exterior 
building lights onsite. Additionally, the project site is surrounded by sources of nighttime lighting that 
includes illumination from vehicle headlights along Brown Street and Adams Avenue and interior 
illumination from the single-family residences across Brown Street passing through windows. 
Sensitive receptors relative to lighting and glare include residents, motorists, and pedestrians.  

The proposed project would include installation of new lighting sources for security. Operations on 
the project site would continue to occur during regular business hours; therefore, interior lighting, 
which could be visible through windows to the outside and headlights from vehicles would be 
minimal. In addition, the project would develop a new facility that would not result in additional 
employees, and therefore, would not result in additional vehicular trips after sunset.  

In addition, the project would be required to be consistent with the requirements of City’s Municipal 
Code. Light emanating from the proposed project is required by Municipal Code Section 16.18.100 
to be shielded and directed downward and away from adjoining properties and public rights-of-
way. Also, Municipal Code Section 16.18.110 provides for additional light shielding to protect 
astronomical observation from Mount Palomar and Municipal Code Section 16.34.070 provides 
lighting standards for off-street parking. With compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, that is 
included as PPP AE-1 through PPP AE-3 and is checked through the City’s plan check and project 
permitting process, impacts related to increased sources of light would be less than significant.  

Glare can emanate from many different sources, some of which include direct sunlight, sunlight 
reflecting from cars or buildings, and bright outdoor or indoor lighting. Glare in the project vicinity 
is generated by building and vehicle windows reflecting light. However, there are no substantial 
buildings or structures near the project site that presently generate substantial glare since most of 
the buildings are one or two-story structures that are constructed of non-reflective materials and 
are not surfaced with a substantial number of windows adjacent to one another that would create 
a large reflective area. 

As described above, the exterior of the proposed structure would be painted concrete, which is not 
a reflective surface. Additionally, installation of outdoor lighting would be required to meet the 
requirements of the City’s Municipal Code, as included as PPP AE-1 through PPP AE-3, which would 
reduce the potential to generate glare from new lighting fixtures. As a result, the proposed project 
would not create a substantial source of glare, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPPs are incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to aesthetics: 
 
PPP AE-1: The project is required to comply with the provisions of the City of Murrieta Municipal 
Code Section 16.18.100 to reduce light spillage that include. Lighting must be: 

• Architecturally integrated with the character of adjacent structure(s);  

• Directed downward and shielded so that glare is confined within the boundaries of the 
subject parcel;  

• Installed so that lights not blink, flash, or be of unusually high intensity or brightness.  

• Appropriate in height, intensity, and scale to the uses they are serving.  Outside and parking 
lot lighting shall not exceed 0.3 footcandle at residential property lines. 

PPP AE-2: The project is required to comply with the provisions of the City of Murrieta Municipal 
Code Section 16.18.110 to restrict the use of certain light fixtures emitting into the night sky 
undesirable light rays that have a detrimental effect on astronomical observation and research at 
Mount Palomar. 
PPP AE-3: The project is required to comply with the provisions of the City of Murrieta Municipal 
Code Section 16.34.070 to provide adequate illumination for security and safety in parking areas 
and to ensure that all lighting be directed downward, away from adjacent properties and public 
rights-of-way. 
 
Mitigation Measures  
 
No mitigation measures related to aesthetics are required. 

 
References 

 
Caltrans California Scenic Highway Mapping System (Caltrans 2017). Accessed: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/ 
 
City of Murrieta Municipal Code. Accessed: 
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/murrieta_ca/murrietacaliforniamunicipal
code?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:murrieta_ca 
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
RESOURCES  

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

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

 
Less than Significant Impact. The project site is identified by the California Department of 
Conservation Important Farmland Finder as Urban and Built-Up Land, Farmland of Local 
Significance, and Other Land (CDC 2017). The facility is unique in that it is a biomedical 
manufacturing use that contains an integrated and essential agricultural component, the raising of 
goats. The project site is not designated as Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. 
Thus, the proposed project would not result in impacts related to conversion of Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. 
 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  
 
No Impact. The project site has an existing zoning designation of Business Park (BP). The project 
site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract. Thus, the 
proposed project would not result in impacts related to conflict with an existing agricultural zoning 
or Williamson Act contract, and impacts would not occur. 
 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 

Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

 
No Impact. No forest land exists on or adjacent to the project site. The project site has a zoning 
designation for business park uses and is not zoned for forest land or timberland uses. Thus, the 
proposed project would not result in impacts related to conflict with an existing forest land or 
timberland zoning, and impacts would not occur. 
 
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
 
No Impact. No forest land exists on the project site. Thus, the proposed project would not result in 
the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and impacts would not occur.  
 
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 

could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use?  

  
No Impact. As described in the responses above, the project area does not include or forest land. 
Agricultural uses on the site are integrated with the manufacturing use, and would continue to exist 
with implementation of the project. In addition, the proposed project would develop a new facility 
to better accommodate operations and would not 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. Impacts would not occur. 
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Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to agriculture and forestry that 
are applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures  
 
No mitigation measures related to agriculture and forestry are required. 
 
References 

 
California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Finder (CDC 2017). Accessed: 
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/ciff/   
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3. AIR QUALITY  

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

    

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

    

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

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?  

    

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

    

The discussion below is based on the Air Quality Impact Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads, 
2018 (AQ 2018), which is included as Appendix A. 
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  
 
Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and is 
under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD 
and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are responsible for preparing the Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which addresses federal and state Clean Air Act (CAA) 
requirements. The AQMP details goals, policies, and programs for improving air quality in the Basin. 
In preparation of the AQMP, SCAQMD and SCAG use land use designations contained in General 
Plan documents to forecast, inventory, and allocate regional emissions from land use and 
development-related sources. For purposes of analyzing consistency with the AQMP, if a proposed 
project would have a development density and vehicle trip generation that is substantially greater 
than what was anticipated in the General Plan, then the proposed project would conflict with the 
AQMP. On the other hand, if a project’s trip generation is consistent with the General Plan, its 
emissions would be consistent with the assumptions in the AQMP, and the project would not conflict 
with SCAQMD’s attainment plans. In addition, the SCAQMD considers projects consistent with the 
AQMP if the project would not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations or cause a new violation. 
 
As provided in the Project Description, the proposed facilities would not expand the existing on-site 
operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities would 
provide new state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations, which would require 
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fewer employees than the existing facility. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an 
increase in daily vehicle trips. As a result, the vehicular trips and emissions generated from the 
proposed project would be consistent with the assumptions in the AQMP and would not conflict with 
SCAQMD’s attainment plans. 
 
In addition, emissions generated by construction and operation of the proposed project would not 
exceed thresholds, as described in the analysis below, which are based on the AQMP and are 
designed to bring the Basin into attainment for the criteria pollutants for which it is in nonattainment. 
Therefore, because the proposed project does not exceed any of the thresholds it would not conflict 
with SCAQMD’s goal of bringing the Basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants and, as such, is 
consistent with the AQMP. As a result, impacts related to conflict with the AQMP from the proposed 
project would be less than significant 
 
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard?  

 
Less than Significant Impact. As described in the previous response, the project site is within the 
SCAQMD. Thus, the methodologies from the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and SCAQMD 
thresholds are used in evaluating project impacts. The South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is in a non-
attainment status for federal ozone standards, federal carbon monoxide standards, and state and 
federal particulate matter standards. The SCAQMD has established daily mass thresholds for 
regional pollutant emissions, which are shown in Table AQ-1. Should construction or operation of 
the proposed project exceed these thresholds a significant impact could occur; however, if estimated 
emissions are less than the thresholds, impacts would be considered less than significant. 
 

Table AQ-1: SCAQMD Regional Daily Emissions Thresholds (lbs/day)1 

Pollutant Construction Operations 

VOC 75 55 
NOx 100 55 
CO 550 550 
PM-10 150 150 
PM-2.5 55 55 
SOx 150 150 

 
Construction 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate pollutant emissions from 
the following: (1) demolition of existing structures, site preparation, grading, and excavation. (2) 
construction workers traveling to and from project site; (3) delivery and hauling of construction 
supplies to, and debris and soil export from, the project site; (4) fuel combustion by onsite 
construction equipment; (5) building construction; application of architectural coatings; and paving. 
The amount of emissions generated on a daily basis would vary, depending on the intensity and 
types of construction activities occurring. Grading for the proposed project would involve 1,000 
cubic yards of cut and 17,300 cubic yards of fill within the 5.1-acre development area; the soil 
required in the development area will be sourced from within the 29-acre project site, minimizing 
truck emissions that would be generated by offsite soil import. As shown in Table AQ-2, peak-day 

 
1 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November 1993 Rev. 
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construction emissions generated by the proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD regional 
thresholds. Therefore, construction activities would result in a less than significant impact.  
 

Table AQ-2: Peak-Day Regional Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 

 VOC NOx CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5 

2018 3.54 42.47 18.18 0.04 5.01 3.00 
2019 14.28 28.00 19.29 0.04 1.87 1.45 
Maximum Daily Emissions 14.28 42.47 19.29 0.04 5.01 3.00 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2018. 

 
It is mandatory for all construction projects to comply with several SCAQMD Rules, including Rule 
403 for controlling fugitive dust, PM-10, and PM-2.5 emissions from construction activities, 
particularly during grading. Rule 403 requirements include, but are not limited to, applying water 
in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust plumes, applying soil binders to 
uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as possible, utilizing a wheel washing 
system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the 
proposed project site, covering all trucks hauling soil with a fabric cover and maintaining a 
freeboard height of 12 inches, and maintaining effective cover over exposed areas. Compliance 
with Rule 403 is included as PPP AQ-1 and was accounted for in the construction emissions modeling. 
In addition, implementation of SCAQMD Rule 1113 that governs the VOC content in architectural 
coating, paint, thinners, and solvents, was accounted for in the construction emissions modeling, and 
is included as PPP AQ-2. 
 
Operations 
As provided in the Project Description and described above, the proposed facilities would not 
expand the existing on-site operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. 
The proposed facilities would provide new state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing 
operations, which would require fewer employees than the existing facility. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in an increase in daily vehicle trips. However, the Air Quality Impact Analysis 
includes quantification of fugitive dust related to tire wear particulates from vehicles traveling on 
paved roads and the following aspects of the proposed project would generate emissions as 
described below. 
 
Architectural Coatings: Over a period of time the structures developed by the project would be 
subject to emissions resulting from the evaporation of solvents contained in paints, varnishes, primers, 
and other surface coatings used as part of maintenance of the facilities.  
 
Consumer Products: Consumer product that are anticipated to be used by the project include, but 
are not limited to detergents, cleaning compounds, polishes, and lawn and garden products.  Many 
of these products contain organic compounds which when released in the atmosphere can react to 
form ozone and other photochemically reactive pollutants. The bio manufacturing uses that would 
occur in the proposed facilities would not generate substantive emissions that require modeling. 
 
Landscape Maintenance Equipment: Landscape maintenance equipment would generate emissions 
from fuel combustion and evaporation of unburned fuel. Equipment in this category would include 
lawnmowers, shedders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used to 
maintain the proposed landscaping.   
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The modeled operational emissions are summarized in Table AQ-3. As shown, the proposed project 
would not generate emissions exceeding the SCAQMD’s applicable thresholds. Therefore, the 
project’s operational emissions would be less than significant. 
 

Table AQ-3: Peak Operational Emissions (lbs/day) 

Summer Scenario 
Emissions (pounds per day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM-10 PM-2.5 

Area Source  1.04 <0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.01 <0.01 

Energy Source  0.04 0.400 0.34 <0.01 0.03 0.03 

Mobile 0.77 5.72 10.63 0.04 2.82 0.78 

Total Maximum Daily Emissions 1.85 6.12 10.98 0.04 2.85 0.81 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded?  No No No No No No 

Winter Scenario 
Emissions (pounds per day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM-10 PM-2.5 

Area Source  1.04 <0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.01 <0.01 

Energy Source  0.04 0.400 0.34 <0.01 0.03 0.03 

Mobile 0.67 5.78 9.07 0.04 2.82 0.78 

Total Maximum Daily Emissions 1.75 6.19 9.41 0.04 2.85 0.81 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded?  No No No No No No 
  Source: Urban Crossroads, 2018. 

 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD recommends the evaluation of localized NO2, CO, 
PM-10, and PM-2.5 construction-related impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of 
the project site. Such an evaluation is referred to as a localized significance threshold (LST) analysis. 
The impacts were analyzed pursuant to the SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold 
Methodology (SCAQMD 2008). According to the LST Methodology, “off-site mobile emissions from 
the project should not be included in the emissions compared to the LSTs” (SCAQMD 2008). 
 
Localized Air Quality Thresholds 
SCAQMD has developed Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs) that represent the maximum emissions 
from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards, and thus would not cause or contribute 
to localized air quality impacts. LSTs are developed based on the ambient concentrations of NOx, 
CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5 pollutants for each of the 38 source receptor areas (SRAs) in the SCAB. 
The project site is located in SRA 26, Temecula.  
 
Construction 
The localized thresholds from the mass rate look-up tables in SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance 
Threshold Methodology document, were developed for use on projects that are less than or equal 
to 5-acres in size or have a disturbance of less than or equal to 5 acres daily.  
 
The Air Quality Impact Analysis (Appendix A) determined that the proposed project would disturb 
a maximum of 1.5 acres per day during site preparation and 2.5 acres per day during grading 
activity, and that the closest receptor is approximately 121 feet (36.88 meters) from the project 
site. Thus, a 36.88-meter receptor distance is utilized to determine the LSTs. As shown in Table AQ-
4, emissions during construction activity would not exceed SCAQMD’s localized significance 
thresholds. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  
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Table AQ-4: Peak Localized Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 

Site Preparation  
Emissions (pounds per day) 

NOx CO PM-10 PM-2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 28.15 8.94 3.92 2.41 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 287 1,527 16 6 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 

Grading  
Emissions (pounds per day) 

NOx CO PM-10 PM-2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 42.43 17.77 4.90 2.97 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 275 1,490 15 6 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2018. 

 
Operation 
The operational activities described previously would also generate LSTs. As shown below, emissions 
during operational activities would not exceed the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds for 
any criteria pollutant and a less than significant impact would occur. 
 

Table AQ-5: Peak Localized Daily Operational Emissions (lbs/day) 

Operational Activity 
Emissions (pounds per day) 

NOx CO PM-10 PM-2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 0.69 0.88 0.17 0.07 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 371 1,965 4 2 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2018. 

 
Hot Spots 
Regarding potential “hot spots” of CO that could result from the project, the Air Quality Impact 
Analysis (Appendix A) describes that the proposed project would not generate enough traffic to 
generate a potential hotspot. As described in the AQMP, even if the daily traffic volume at any 
intersection was to reach 400,000 vehicles per day, it still would not likely exceed the most stringent 
1-hour CO standard (20 ppm).  
 
As described above, the proposed facilities would not expand the existing on-site operations and 
no increase in personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities would provide new 
state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations, which would require fewer employees 
than the existing facility. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an increase in daily 
vehicle trips. Thus, impacts related to a CO hot spot would not occur from implementation of the 
proposed project. 
 
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 

number of people?  
  
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not emit other emissions beyond those 
described above. Regarding odors, the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses 
associated with odor issues include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting activities, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding 
operations.  
The proposed project would implement mechanization to the existing manufacturing functions that 
would not emit objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. In addition, odors 
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generated by land uses are required to be in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent odor 
nuisances on sensitive land uses. SCAQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, states:  
 

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants 
or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable 
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety 
of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, 
injury or damage to business or property. 

 
During construction, emissions from diesel equipment, use of volatile organic compounds from 
architectural coatings, and paving activities may generate some nuisance odors. However, these 
odors would be temporary and are not expected to affect a substantial number of people. 
Therefore, impacts relating to both operational and construction activity odors would be less than 
significant. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPPs are incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to air 
quality: 
 
PPP AQ-1: The project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403, which includes the following:  

• All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when winds exceed 
25 mph per SCAQMD guidelines in order to limit fugitive dust emissions. 

• The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within the 
project are watered, with complete coverage of disturbed areas, at least 3 times daily 
during dry weather; preferably in the mid-morning, afternoon, and after work is done for 
the day. 

• The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and project site areas are 
reduced to 15 miles per hour or less. 

 
PPP AQ-2: The project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule (SCAQMD) Rule 1113. Only “Low-Volatile Organic Compounds” paints 
(no more than 50 gram/liter of VOC) and/or High Pressure Low Volume (HPLV) applications shall 
be used 
 
Mitigation Measures  
 
No mitigation measures related to air quality are required. 
 
References 
 
Air Quality Impact Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads, 2018 (AQ 2018). 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

    

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

Wildlife Service?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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? 

    

 
The discussion below is based on the Biological Resources Assessment & MSHCP Consistency Analysis 
prepared by Material Culture Consulting, 2019 (BIO 2019), which is included as Appendix B.  
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 

species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service?  
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Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The 5.1-acre development area of the project 
site is highly disturbed from existing uses and currently contains 10 canopy structures that are 
currently utilized to store grain and hay and provide shelter for goats. Vegetation communities 
present within the development area are agriculture-livestock, developed, and nonnative grassland. 
Temporary impact areas include agriculture-livestock, disturbed, and nonnative grassland 
vegetation. Portions of the 29-acre project site that are adjacent to Murrieta Creek and Guava 
Street contain various other vegetation communities (saltbush scrub, scalebroom scrub, willow 
thickets, and unvegetated wash); these areas would not be impacted by the project. Table BIO-1 
summarizes impacts to vegetation communities. 
 

Table BIO-1: Vegetation Communities 

 

Not Impacted 
(acres) 

Permanent Impacts 
(acres) 

Temporary Impacts  
(acres) 

Non-native grassland 6.83 1.38 0.70 

Saltbush scrub 0.68   

Scalebroom scrub 0.39   

Willow thickets 0.70   

Unvegetated wash 1.52   

Open water-seasonal 0.08   

Agriculture-Livestock 0.46 3.04 4.46 

Disturbed 2.04  2.77 

Developed 3.44 0.62  

Total 16.13 5.04 7.93 

 
The Biological Resources Assessment (BIO 2019) describes that project site hosts common wildlife 
species that includes: great-blue heron (Ardea herodias), killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), red-tailed 
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), common raven (Corvus corax), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), 
western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), Eurasian collared dove (Streptopelia decaocto), black 
phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), 
northern rough-winged swallow (Stelgidopteryx serripennis), red-winged blackbird (Agelaius 
phoeniceus), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), great-tailed grackle (Quiscalus mexicanus), 
bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), savannah sparrow 
(Passerculus sandwichensis), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), 
and house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus).  
 
Additionally, the Biological Resources Assessment states that no burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia) 
(a CDFW species of special concern) or burrowing owl sign were identified during breeding-season 
focused surveys completed in 2019. As required by the Western Riverside County Regional 
Conservation Authority (RCA) Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the MSHCP area, a 
preconstruction burrowing owl survey is also required at the site due to the presence of suitable 
burrowing owl habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires a preconstruction burrowing owl survey 
to be conducted prior to start of ground disturbance activities. Mitigation Measure BIO-4 requires 
biological monitoring during construction activities. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 
BIO-1 and BIO-4, impacts related to burrowing owl would be less than significant and impacts 
related to candidate, sensitive, or special status species would be less than significant. 
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?  

 
Less than Significant Impact. The development area of the project site consists of disturbed upland 
areas. A drainage feature that ponds is located on the site near the mid-eastern boundary that is 
not within or adjacent to the project construction area. The pond is fed by a partially concrete-lined 
and partially earthen drainage channel that traverses the site from the west. In addition, the 
southern boundary of the project site consists of the Murrieta Creek. 
 
The project would not disturb the existing area of the site that ponds, the earthen drainage channel, 
or areas within or adjacent to Murrieta Creek. The development area limits of grading are a 
minimum of 130 feet from Murrieta Creek and the nearest riparian vegetation (willow thickets). 
Thus, the proposed project would not disturb any riparian habitat, jurisdictional streambed or 
wetland areas, or sensitive natural community identified by USFWS or CDFW. As described in the 
previous response, the portion of the site that would be developed is highly disturbed from existing 
uses. Thus, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community. 
 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands through direct 

removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?  
 
No Impact. As described in the response above, the development area of the project site consists 
of disturbed upland areas. The development area does not contain any jurisdictional areas that 
would be subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. At its closest point, Murrieta Creek is at 
least 130 feet from the limits of grading. Furthermore, the proposed project does not involve any 
removal, filling, or other hydrological interruption to any existing water resources. Thus, impacts to 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not occur 
from implementation of the proposed project. 
 
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Wildlife corridors are linear features that 
connect areas of open space and provide avenues for the migration of animals and access to 
additional areas of foraging. Habitat linkages are areas that join larger blocks of habitat and 
help to reduce the adverse effects of habitat fragmentation.  
 
The project site does not contain any wildlife corridors or habitat linkages. The project site is 
surrounded by fencing and roadways and does not provide a linkage to any open space or habitat 
area. Wildlife movement along Murrieta Creek would not be impeded by the project. An existing 
fence is located within the project site along the creek; no new fencing would be placed closer to 
the creek. Thus, impacts related to interference with movement of wildlife species or wildlife 
corridors would not occur from implementation of the proposed project. 
 
The Biological Resources Assessment describes that existing vegetation and structures that would be 
removed for the project have the potential to host nesting birds and as listed previously. These birds 
that are subject to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Disturbance to or destruction of migratory 
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bird eggs, young, or adults is in violation of the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code. If 
construction of the proposed project occurs during the general bird breeding season, between 
February 15 to August 15, then pre-construction surveys and avoidance of nesting birds will be 
required pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-2. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-
2 impacts related to native wildlife nursery sites would be less than significant. 
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance?  
 
No Impact. There are no local biological policies or ordinances, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance, that is applicable to the proposed project. The City’s Municipal Code Chapter 16.42 
provides regulations for the protection, preservation, and maintenance of native oak, sycamore, 
and cottonwood trees, trees of historic or cultural significance, groves and stands of mature trees, 
and mature trees. The project site does not contain any of these types of trees. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with local polices or ordinances protecting 
trees and no impact would occur. 
 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?  
 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is located within the within the 
MSHCP Southwest Area Plan, subunit 1 - Murrieta Creek, within criteria cells 6422 and 6416. The 
development area is exclusively within cell 6422. The development area would primarily impact 
areas identified as agriculture-livestock (3.04 acres), with a smaller amount of nonnative grassland 
(1.38 acres) and developed areas (0.62 acre).  
 
The project’s biological studies were submitted as part of the Joint Project Review (JPR) process in 
the MSHCP to the Regional Conservation Authority and distributed to the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The JPR #19-02-11-01 concluded that: 
 

• The project would not conflict with the preservation goals within Rough Step Unit #5 in the 
MSHCP. 

• The project would not conflict with the MSHCP Reserve Assembly targets. 

• The project would not affect any riparian/riverine areas or vernal pools on the site. 

• The project is not located within a Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area. 

• The project conducted required focused surveys for burrowing owl, and no direct burrowing 
owl observations or sign were observed. 

 
The complete results of the JPR are included in Appendix B. 
 
MSHCP goals for conservation within cell 6422 focus on contributions to Constrained Linkage 13, 
which follows the path of Murrieta Creek. Specifically, conservation targets the existing Murrieta 
Creek channel and adjacent grassland and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub habitat and 
agricultural land. The target for conservation within this cell is 25-35%. Following implementation 
of the project, the 29-acre project site would contain approximately 10 acres of disturbed or 
developed area, with the remainder consisting primarily of agricultural areas, nonnative grassland, 
and various habitats adjacent to Murrieta Creek. The project would therefore not significantly 
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reduce the amount of land uses that are targeted for conservation in cell 6422, and impacts related 
to this criteria cell are less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 allows grading outside the 5.1-acre development area to occur only on 
non-sensitive habitats such as developed land, agricultural land, and nonnative grasslands, among 
others; with the implementation of this mitigation measure, impacts related to the MSHCP of grading 
beyond the development area would be less than significant.  
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact-reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to biological resources that are 
applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Burrowing Owl: A 30-day pre-construction survey for burrowing owls 
is required prior to initial ground-disturbing activities (e.g. vegetation clearing, clearing and 
grubbing, tree removal, site watering) to ensure that no owls have colonized the site in the days or 
weeks preceding the ground-disturbing activities. If burrowing owls have colonized the project site 
prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities, the project proponent will immediately inform 
the Wildlife Agencies and the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), and will need to coordinate 
further with RCA and the Wildlife Agencies, including the possibility of preparing a Burrowing Owl 
Protection and Relocation Plan, prior to initiating ground disturbance. If ground-disturbing activities 
occur but the site is left undisturbed for more than 30 days, a pre-construction survey will again be 
necessary to ensure burrowing owl has not colonized the site since it was last disturbed. If burrow 
owl is found, the same coordination described above will be necessary. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Nesting Birds: If vegetation removal is required during the nesting bird 
season (between February 15 and August 15), conduct take avoidance surveys for nesting birds 
within 100-feet of areas proposed for demolition and/or vegetation removal. Surveys should be 
conducted by a qualified biologist(s) within three days of vegetation removal. If active nests are 
observed, a qualified biologist will determine appropriate minimum disturbance buffers or other 
adaptive mitigation techniques (e.g., biological monitoring of active nests during construction-
related activities, staggered schedules, etc.) to ensure that impacts to nesting birds are avoided 
until the nest is no longer active. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Grading: Any grading that occurs beyond the 5.1-acre development 
area shall be limited to those areas mapped in the Biological Resources Assessment (Material 
Culture Consulting, 2018), or subsequent biological assessment, as being disturbed, developed, 
agricultural, nonnative grassland, or other non-sensitive habitat.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Biological Monitoring: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
project permittee/owner shall provide to the City verification that a certified biologist has been 
retained. A qualified biologist shall monitor construction activities for the duration of the project to 
ensure that practicable measures are being employed to avoid incidental disturbance of habitat 
and species of concern outside the project footprint.  
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Would the project:  

    

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

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to Section 15064.5?  

    

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

    

 
The discussion below is based on the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and the Phase I 
Paleontological Resources Assessment, prepared by Material Culture Consulting (MCC 2018), which 
are included as Appendix C and Appendix D, respectively.  

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

 
Less than Significant. The 5.1-acre development area contains no historical resources. The larger 
29-acre project site includes one known historic-era built environment resource (P-33-007431, The 
Brown House), which is a single-family structure that was built in the 19th century (MCC 2018). The 
Brown House and the adjacent structures would not be impacted by the proposed project. The 
proposed structures are located over 300 feet to the south of the Brown House and set behind two 
existing structures on the site. The proposed structures would be of similar height to the Brown House 
and would not affect the visibility of the historical structure from public areas. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in an impact related to this existing resource, and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Cultural Resources Assessment identified 
67 resources that have been previously recorded within one mile of the project site; however, most 
of these are at least half a mile to one mile away from the project site and the entire parcel has 
undergone intensive disturbance from past agricultural and the existing uses. Therefore, the 
potential for encountering buried sites is very low. However, there still remains the possibility that 
undiscovered, buried archaeological resources may be encountered during construction. Mitigation 
Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 have been included to require archaeological monitoring of ground-
disturbing activities. With implementation of this Mitigation Measure, potential impacts related to 
archaeological resources would be less than significant.  
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c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

Less than Significant Impact. The project site has historically used for agriculture and has 
undergone intensive ground disturbance. In addition, the site is not located adjacent to any known 
cemeteries. It is possible, though, that construction activities could unearth previously unknown human 
remains. However, compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, as included 
by PPP CUL-1, would ensure that human remains were treated with dignity and as specified by 
law, which would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  

As specified by California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are found on 
the project site during construction or during archaeological work, the County Coroner’s office shall 
be immediately notified and no further excavation or disturbance of the discovery or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur until the Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98. The 
Coroner would determine within two working days of being notified, if the remains are subject to 
his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native American, he or she shall 
contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC would make 
a determination as to the Most Likely Descendent. Overall, compliance with the existing California 
Health and Safety Code regulations, as included by PPP CUL-1, would reduce impacts related to 
human remains to a less than significant level. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPP is incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to cultural 
resources: 
 
PPP CUL-1: If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the 
treatment and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County Coroner determines the remains 
to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24 
hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately identify the “most likely 
descendants(s)” for purposes of receiving notification of discovery. The most likely descendant(s) 
shall then make recommendations within 48 hours and engage in consultation concerning the 
treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 
 
Mitigation Measure  
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Retention of Archaeological Monitor: The project permittee/owner 
shall retain a Riverside County-certified archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing 
activities in an effort to identify any unknown cultural resources. Prior to grading, the project 
permittee/owner shall provide to the City verification that a certified archaeological monitor has 
been retained. Any newly discovered cultural resource deposits shall be subject to a cultural 
resources evaluation. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Archaeological Monitoring: At least 30-days prior to grading permit 
issuance and before any grading, excavation, and/or ground-disturbing activities on the site take 
place, the project permittee/owner shall retain a Riverside County-certified archaeological monitor 
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to monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological 
resources. 

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

a. Project grading and development scheduling; 
b. The development of a schedule in coordination with the permittee/owner and the 

Project Archeologist for designated Native American Tribal Monitors from the 
consulting tribes during grading, excavation and ground-disturbing activities on the 
site: including the scheduling, safety requirements, duties, scope of work, and Native 
American Tribal Monitors’ authority to stop and redirect grading activities in 
coordination with all project archaeologists; and, 

c. The protocols and stipulations that the permittee/owner, City, tribes, and Project 
Archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, 
including any newly discovered cultural resource deposits that shall be subject to a 
cultural resources evaluation. 

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

 
References 
 
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment, prepared by Material Culture Consulting, March 2018 
(MCC 2018). 
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a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?  
 
Less than Significant Impact.  

Construction. During construction of the proposed project, energy would be consumed in three 

general forms:  

1. Petroleum-based fuels used to power off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the 

project site, construction worker travel to and from the project sites, as well as delivery truck 

trips;  

2. Electricity associated with providing temporary power for lighting and electric equipment; and  

3. Energy used in the production of construction materials, such as asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes, 

and manufactured or processed materials such as lumber and glass. 

Construction activities related to the proposed buildings and the associated infrastructure would not 

be expected to result in demand for fuel greater on a per-unit-of-development basis than other 

development projects in Southern California. Demolition of existing structures that exist onsite would 

need to be undertaken; however, because the existing onsite development is limited and much of 

the demolition materials can be recycled, the limited demolition needed to implement the proposed 

project is not considered to be wasteful. In addition, the extent of construction activities that would 

occur from implementation of the proposed project is limited to a 12-month period, and the demand 

for construction-related electricity and fuels would be limited to that time frame. 

In addition, construction contractors are required to demonstrate compliance with applicable 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations governing the accelerated retrofitting, 

repowering, or replacement of heavy-duty diesel on- and off-road equipment. In addition, 

compliance with existing CARB idling restrictions and the use of newer engines and equipment would 

reduce fuel combustion and energy consumption. Overall, construction activities would require 

limited energy consumption, would comply with all existing regulations, and would therefore not be 

expected to use large amounts of energy or fuel in a wasteful manner. Thus, impacts related to 

construction energy usage would be less than significant. 
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6. ENERGY       

Would the project: 

    

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

    

b)   Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 

for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 
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Operation. Once operational, the proposed new facilities would not expand the existing on-site 

operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities would 

provide new state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations. The new facility would 

implement mechanization in the manufacturing functions that would require fewer employees than 

the existing facility. The new state-of-the art mechanization would generate demand for electricity 

and natural gas. Additionally, the proposed facilities are larger than the existing facilities, and 

would use energy for heating, cooling, and lighting of the expanded facilities. This use of energy is 

typical, and no operational activities or land uses would occur that would result in extraordinary 

energy consumption. 

Because no increase in personnel would occur from the project, no additional gasoline would be 

used for motor vehicle trips. In addition, Title 24 California Code of Regulations (Title 24) establishes 

energy efficiency requirements for new (and altered) buildings. Typical Title 24 measures include 

insulation; use of energy-efficient heating, ventilation and air conditioning equipment (HVAC); solar-

reflective roofing materials; energy-efficient indoor and outdoor lighting systems; reclamation of 

heat rejection from refrigeration equipment to generate hot water; and incorporation of skylights, 

etc.  

The proposed project is required to comply with Title 24, which would be verified by the City during 

the project permitting process. Similarly, the project would be required to comply with Murrieta 

Municipal Code Section 16.28 (Landscaping Standards and Water Efficient Landscaping), which 

would reduce the project’s energy demand associated with landscaping and water use. Overall, 

the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 

resources, and impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?  
 
Less than Significant Impact. The State of California has established a comprehensive framework 
for the use of efficient energy that is implemented through regularly updated Title 24 Energy 
Efficiency and California Green Building standards. In addition, the City of Murrieta adopted a 
Climate Action Plan (CAP) in 2011, which provides for renewable energy and the efficient use of 
energy. 
 
As described in the previous response, the proposed project would comply with existing regulations, 
that include Title 24/CALGreen and Municipal Code water efficient landscaping standards, which 
would reduce the project’s energy demand. In addition, the Greenhouse Gas Emissions discussion 
(Section 7) describes that the proposed project would comply with the City’s CAP. The City’s 
administration of the Title 24 requirements and the CAP includes review of design components and 
energy conservation measures that occurs during the permitting process, which ensures that all 
requirements are met. Thus, impacts related to conflict or obstruction of a plan for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency would not occur from implementation of the proposed project. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPP is incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to energy: 
 
PPP ENG-1: CALGreen Compliance. The project is required to comply with the CALGreen Building 
Code as included in the City’s Municipal Code to ensure efficient use of energy. CALGreen 
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specifications are required to be incorporated into building plans as a condition of building permit 
approval. 
 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS  

Would the project:  

    

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

    

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?  

    

iv) Landslides?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water?  
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The discussion below is based on the Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler, 
2017 (GEO 2017), included as Appendix E. 

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

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault?  

 
Less than Significant Impact. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 
to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. The Act’s main purpose 
is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active 
faults. The Act requires the State Geologist to establish regulatory zones, known as “Alquist-Priolo 
(AP) Earthquake Fault Zones,” around the surface traces of active faults and to issue appropriate 
maps. If an active fault is found, a structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over the trace 
of the fault and must be set back from the fault (typically 50 feet).  

The Geotechnical Investigation describes that the project site is not located within a designated 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. No active faults have been mapped near the project site. The 
closest active fault to the project site is the Wildomar fault section of the Elsinore fault zone, located 
approximately 730 feet northeast of the site. In addition, based on the available geologic data, 
active or potentially active faults with the potential for surface fault rupture are not known to be 
located directly beneath or projecting toward the site. Therefore, the potential for surface rupture 
due to fault plane displacement propagating to the surface at the site during the design life of the 
proposed building is considered low (GEO 2017). Furthermore, the proposed project would not 
result in additional employees on the project site, and no additional humans would be exposed to 
potential of fault rupture. Therefore, impacts related to rupture of a known earthquake fault would 
be less than significant.  

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

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a seismically active region, as is all of 
Southern California. The project site could be subject to seismically related strong ground shaking. 
Groundshaking is a major cause of structural damage from earthquakes. The amount of motion 
expected at a building site can vary from none to forceful depending upon the distance to the 
fault, the magnitude of the earthquake, and the local geology. Greater movement can be expected 
at sites located closer to an earthquake epicenter, that consist of poorly consolidated material such 
as alluvium located near the source, and in response to an earthquake of great magnitude. 

The Geotechnical Investigation that was prepared for the project states that the site is likely to be 
subject to strong seismic ground shaking during the life of the project due to the numerous faults in 
the region, and states that the seismic design of the proposed structures should be implemented in 
accordance with the applicable provisions stipulated in the California Building Code (CBC) (GEO 
2017).  

As described above, the Wildomar fault section of the Elsinore fault zone is located approximately 
730 feet northeast of the site (GEO 2017). However, as described in the population and housing 
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analysis, the proposed project would not add employees, or other persons to the project site; and 
the proposed project would automate existing processes. Therefore, project implementation would 
not subject any additional people to hazards from ground shaking and the California Building Code 
(CBC) includes provisions to reduce impacts caused by major structural failures or loss of life 
resulting from earthquakes or other geologic hazards. For example, Chapter 16 of the CBC contains 
requirements for design and construction of structures to resist loads, including earthquake loads. 
The CBC provides procedures for earthquake resistant structural design that include considerations 
for onsite soil conditions, occupancy, and the configuration of the structure including the structural 
system and height.  

The City of Murrieta has adopted the 2016 version of the CBC in Chapter 15.08 of the Municipal 
Code, which includes provisions to reduce impacts caused by potential major structural failures or 
loss of life resulting from earthquakes or other geologic hazards. For example, as done by the 
proposed project, the CBC requires that a California Certified Engineering Geologist or California-
licensed civil engineer prepare a site-specific engineering analysis that demonstrates the 
satisfactory performance of proposed structures and contains requirements for design and 
construction of structures to resist loads and peak ground accelerations that could result from 
earthquakes. The Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the project includes this information, in 
addition to recommendations for site grading, construction, foundation design, slab design, retaining 
walls, infiltration design, and pavement design that are based on the CBC regulations and identified 
specifically for the proposed project based on site conditions. These CBC-related and geologist 
and/or civil engineer specifications for the proposed project are required to be incorporated into 
grading plans and specifications as a condition of project approval, as included as PPP GEO-1. 
Thus, the project would be required to adhere to the provisions of the CBC as specified for the 
project, which are reviewed by the City for appropriate inclusion, as part of the building plan check 
and development review process. Overall, compliance with the requirements of the CBC and the 
City municipal code for structural safety, as included as PPP GEO-1, would reduce hazards from 
strong seismic groundshaking to a less than significant level. 

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

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The term “liquefaction” describes a phenomenon in which a saturated 
cohesionless soil loses strength and acquires a degree of mobility as a result of strong ground 
shaking during an earthquake. The factors known to influence liquefaction potential include soil type 
and depth, grain size, relative density, groundwater level, degree of saturation, and both the 
intensity and duration of ground shaking. 

The Geotechnical Investigation notes that the historical high groundwater level in the vicinity of the 
site is shallower than 10 feet below ground surface and that perched water was encountered at a 
depth of 20 feet in one of the on-site borings. In addition, the site is mapped by the City’s General 
Plan as being located in an area with moderate to high liquefaction susceptibility, and the site is 
underlain by sedimentary units that could be susceptible to liquefaction (GEO 2017). 

Therefore, the Geotechnical Investigation included an engineering analysis of the underlying soils, 
which determined that there is a moderate potential for liquefaction of less than ¾ inch to occur 
onsite. As a result, construction would include removal and re-compaction of the upper two feet of 
the site soils and development of foundation systems in compliance with the CBC, which would reduce 
the potential of liquefaction, settlement, and subsidence to a less than significant level. As described 
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previously, the proposed project would be required to be constructed in compliance with the CBC 
and the City’s Municipal Code, which would be verified through the City’s plan check and permitting 
process. Thus, the project would be required to implement re-compaction of soils and foundation 
systems in compliance with the CBC, and potential impacts related to liquefaction, settlement, and 
subsidence would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

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

iv. Landslides?  

No Impact. The project site is generally level without significant slopes and is not located near 
substantial slopes or hillsides. The Geotechnical Investigation states that the site is not within an area 
identified to have a potential for seismic slope instability, there are no known landslides near the 
site, nor is the site in the path of any known or potential landslides (GEO 2017). Therefore, the 
project would not expose people or structures to slope instability or seismically induced landslides. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Construction 
Grading and excavation activities that would be required for the proposed project would expose 
and loosen topsoil, which could be eroded by wind or water. Thus, construction of the project has 
the potential to contribute to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil. 

However, the City’s Municipal Code Section 15.52, Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control states 
that all significant development within the City, such as the proposed project, shall be undertaken 
in accordance with the Riverside County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP), which is 
included in the City’s Municipal Code as Chapter 8.36. The DAMP requires construction sites to 
implement control practices that address erosion and sedimentation. Additionally, per the Statewide 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for General Construction Activity a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required to be prepared and implemented by a 
Qualified SWPPP Developer. The SWPPP is required to be consistent with the County DAMP, 
address site-specific conditions related to sources of sediment, and implement erosion control and 
sediment control BMPs to reduce or eliminate sediment during construction. Adherence to a City 
approved SWPPP, which is included as PPP WQ-1 would be verified prior to the issuance of a 
demolition or grading permit would ensure that potential erosion associated with construction 
activities would be minimized, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
The proposed project includes installation of landscaping throughout the project site and areas of 
loose topsoil that could erode by wind or water would not exist upon operation of the proposed 
commercial and residential uses. In addition, as described in Section 9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality the hydrologic features of the proposed project have been designed to flow to biofiltration 
swales and landscaping that would reduce the potential for stormwater to erode topsoil. 
Furthermore, pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 8.36, implementation of the project 
requires a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), which is included as PPP WQ-2. The WQMP 
describes the operational BMPs that would be implemented to minimize or eliminate the potential 
for soil erosion or loss of topsoil during operation of the project. As a result, potential impacts 
related to substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

Less Than Significant Impact. As described above, the project site is relatively level, and does not 
contain nor is adjacent to any significant slope of hillside area. The project would not create slopes. 
Thus, on or off-site landslides would not occur from implementation of the project.  

Lateral spreading, a phenomenon associated with seismically-induced soil liquefaction, is a display 
of lateral displacement of soils due to inertial motion and lack of lateral support during or post 
liquefaction. It is typically exemplified by the formation of vertical cracks on the surface of liquefied 
soils, and usually takes place on gently sloping ground or level ground with nearby free surface 
such as drainage or stream channel. The Geotechnical Investigation describes that the southern and 
southeastern portion of the site borders the Murrieta Creek levee and may be susceptible to lateral 
spreading that could be activated by liquefaction during a seismic event. However, the proposed 
building development is outside of this area and far enough from the creek that the potential for 
lateral spreading affecting the proposed building site is considered to be low (GEO 2017) and 
would be less than significant with implementation of the CBC requirements, which are included as 
PPP GEO-1. 

Subsidence is a general lowering of the ground surface over a large area that is generally 
attributed to lowering of the ground water levels within a groundwater basin. Localized or focal 
subsidence or settlement of the ground can occur as a result of earthquake motion in an area where 
groundwater in a basin is lowered. The City’s General Plan describes that the site is in an area of 
Active Subsidence Susceptibility although it notes there are no reports of substantial subsidence due 
to groundwater withdrawal in the city. Because the project would not pump water from the project 
area (as further described below), impacts related to subsidence would not occur from 
implementation of the project. Also, the proposed project would not result in additional employees 
on the project site, and no additional humans would be exposed to potential of risk related to 
subsidence. 

Seismic related ground failure or settlements can occur within loose to moderately dense, dry or 
saturated granular soil. As described previously, the Geotechnical Investigation identified that the 
sand, silty sand, and sandy silt soils encountered near the site are considered susceptible to 
seismically-induced settlement of less than ¾ inch. The Geotechnical Investigation recommends that 
onsite soils providing foundations for buildings and pavement areas be overexcavated and 
recompacted pursuant to the CBC compaction regulations. With implementation of the 
overexcavation requirements per the CBC, as included as PPP GEO-1, the potential for settlement 
or collapse of soils would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, compliance with the 
requirements of the CBC as identified in the site geotechnical design recommendations that would 
be reviewed by the City for appropriate inclusion, as part of the permitting process, would reduce 
potential impacts related to ground collapse to a less than significant level. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soils contain significant amounts of clay particles that swell 
when wet and shrink when dry. Foundations constructed on expansive soils are subjected to forces 
caused by the swelling and shrinkage of the soils and could result in heaving and cracking of 
buildings and foundations. 
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As described by the Geotechnical Investigation, the soils on the project site consist of massive to 
thickly-bedded layers of clayey sand, clay, sand, and silty sand. The clay soils are somewhat 
expansive (medium expansion potential) and would shrink and swell with fluctuations in moisture 
content. However, the Geotechnical Investigation also describes that foundation soils would be 
recompacted to a minimum 90 percent relative compaction and comply with the CBC requirements, 
as implemented by the City’s Municipal Code and through the plan check and permitting process. 
Thus, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant.  

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

 
No Impact. The proposed project would tie into existing sewers and would not use septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems. As a result, impacts related to septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems would not occur from implementation of the proposed project. 
 
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature?  

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site has been heavily disturbed by 
previous site activities to an unknown depth below surface. However, the northwestern half of the 
project site has exposures of the Pauba Formation that also may occur at relatively shallow depths 
in the southeastern portion of the project site. Pauba Formation deposits have a high potential to 
contain significant, nonrenewable paleontological resources. Therefore, potential exists for 
encountering paleontological resources during excavation activities. As a result, Mitigation Measure 
PAL-1 is included to provide a paleontological resource monitoring plan with procedures to follow 
for monitoring and fossil discovery, and requires a curation agreement with an appropriate, 
accredited institution. With implementation of Mitigation Measure PAL-1, impacts related to 
paleontological resources would be less than significant. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPPs are incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to geology 
and soils: 
 
PPP GEO-1: The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code as 
included in the City’s Municipal Code and the Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Amec Foster 
Wheeler, 2017 (or subsequent investigation) to preclude significant adverse effects associated with 
seismic hazards. CBC related and geologist and/or civil engineer specifications for the proposed 
project are required to be incorporated into grading plans and specifications as a condition of 
project approval. 
 
PPP WQ-1: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, provided in Section 9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 
 
PPP WQ-2: Water Quality Management Plan, provided in Section 9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 
 
Mitigation Measures  
 
Mitigation Measure PAL-1: Paleontological Resources: Prior to the issuance of the first grading 
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permit, the applicant shall provide a letter to the City of Murrieta Building Safety Division from a 
qualified paleontologist stating that the paleontologist has been retained to provide services for 
the project. The paleontologist shall develop a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan 
(PRIMP) to mitigate the potential impacts to unknown buried paleontological resources that may 
exist onsite for the review and approval by the City. The PRIMP shall require that the paleontologist 
be present at the pre-grading conference to establish procedures for paleontological resource 
surveillance. The PRIMP shall require all excavation in Pauba Formation be monitored on a full-time 
basis, and any substantial excavations that occur below 5 feet of depth in the Quaternary Alluvium 
be spot-checked. The project paleontologist may re-evaluate the necessity for paleontological 
monitoring after initial examination of the affected sediments during excavation, which may result 
in part-time or spot-checking the remainder of excavations within the Pauba Formation. 
 
References 
 
City of Murrieta General Plan. Accessed: 
https://www.murrietaca.gov/departments/planning/general.asp 
 
City of Murrieta Municipal Code. Accessed: 
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/murrieta_ca/murrietacaliforniamunicipal
code?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:murrieta_ca 
 
Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler, 2017 (GEO 2017). 
 
Phase I Paleontological Resources Assessment, prepared by Material Culture Consulting, March 
2018 (MCC 2018). 
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The discussion below is based on the Greenhouse Gas Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads, 
2018 (GHG 2018), which is included as Appendix F. 
 
Threshold 

The City of Murrieta has not established local CEQA significance thresholds for greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, as allowed by Section 15064.7 of the CEQA guidelines. The City utilizes the 
SCAQMD’s numeric significance thresholds that are based on capture of approximately 90 percent 
of emissions from development, which is 3,000 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per 
year. This approach has been adopted by the SCAQMD and is also widely used by cities in the 
South Coast Air Basin. As such, this threshold is utilized herein to determine if emissions of greenhouse 
gases from this project would be significant. 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities produce combustion emissions from various 
sources, such as demolition, excavation, grading, utility engines, heavy-duty construction vehicles 
onsite, equipment hauling materials to and from the site, asphalt paving, and motor vehicles 
transporting the construction crew. Exhaust emissions from onsite construction activities would vary 
daily as construction activity levels change. 
 
In addition, operation of the proposed bio manufacturing facility would result in area and indirect 
sources of operational GHG emissions from vehicle trips, electricity and natural gas consumption, 
water transport (the energy used to pump water), and solid waste generation. GHG emissions from 
electricity consumed from the proposed development would be generated off-site by the electricity 
provider and is assumed to be generated by fuel combustion. GHG emissions from water transport 
are also indirect emissions resulting from the energy required to transport water from its source.  
 
The estimated operational GHG emissions that would be generated from implementation of the 
proposed project, assuming that all vehicle trips to the site are new are shown in Table GHG-1. 
This is a conservative assumption because the proposed new facilities would not expand the existing 
on-site operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities 
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would provide new state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations. The new facility 
would implement mechanization in the manufacturing functions that would require fewer employees. 
 
In accordance with SCAQMD’s recommendation, the project’s construction-related GHG emissions 
are amortized over 30 years and added to the operational emissions estimate in order to determine 
the project’s total annual GHG emissions. As shown in Table GHG-1, the project would result in 
approximately 331.33 MTCO2e per year from construction, area, energy, waste, and water usage. 
In addition, approximately 430.59 MTCO2e per year would be generated from mobile sources. 
However, as described above, these are existing trips and not new trips from the project. With 
inclusion of the existing vehicular trips, the project would generate a total of approximately 608.10 
MTCO2e per year and would not exceed the threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year. Thus, project-
related GHG emissions would be less than significant. 
 

Table GHG-1: Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions Generated by the Project 

Emission Source 
Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O Total CO2E 

Construction emissions  
amortized over 30 years 

12.28 0.00 0.00 12.35 

Area <0.01 <0.01 0.00 <0.01 

Energy 230.81 <0.01 <0.01 231.83 

Mobile Sources 430.05 0.02 0.00 430.59 

Waste 11.54 0.68 0.00 28.58 

Water Usage 47.34 0.35 <0.01 58.57 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 761.91 

SCAQMD Threshold 3,000 

Threshold Exceeded? No 
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2018. 

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

the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 
No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. The project would comply 
with regulations imposed by the State and the SCAQMD that reduce GHG emissions, as described 
below:  

• Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) is applicable to the project because many 
of the GHG reduction measures outlined in AB 32 (e.g., low carbon fuel standard, advanced 
clean car standards, and cap-and-trade) have been adopted over the last five years and 
implementation activities are ongoing. The proposed project would develop commercial and 
residential uses that would not conflict with fuel and car standards or cap-and-trade.  

• Pavley Fuel Efficiency Standards (AB1 493). Establishes fuel efficiency ratings for new 
(model year 2009-2016) passenger cars and light trucks. AB 1493 is applicable to the 
project because the vehicles traveling to and from the project site would meet the 
manufacturer required fuel efficiency standards that would reduce GHG emissions. The 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) anticipates that implementation of the Pavley 
regulations will reduce GHG emissions from California passenger vehicles by about 30 
percent. 

• Title 24 California Code of Regulations (Title 24) establishes energy efficiency requirements 
for new construction that address the energy efficiency of new (and altered) residences and 
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commercial buildings. The proposed project is required to comply with Title 24, which would 
be verified by the City during the project permitting process. 

• Title 17 California Code of Regulations (Low Carbon Fuel Standard [LCFS]). Requires carbon 
content of fuel sold in California to be 10 percent less by 2020. Because the LCFS applies 
to any transportation fuel that is sold or supplied in California, all vehicles trips generated 
by the project would comply with LCFS.  

• California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB 1881) provides 
requirements to ensure water efficient landscapes in new development and reduced water 
waste in existing landscapes. The proposed project is required to comply with AB 1881 
landscaping requirements, which would be verified by the City during the project permitting 
process. 

 
In addition, the City of Murrieta adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in 2011 that provides a 
framework for reducing GHG emissions and managing resources to best prepare for a changing 
climate. The CAP recommends GHG emissions targets that are consistent with the reduction targets 
of the State of California and presents a number of strategies that will make it possible for the City 
to meet the recommended targets. The CAP also suggests best practices for implementation and 
makes recommendations for measuring progress. As described in Table GHG-2, the proposed 
project would be consistent with and/or not conflict with the CAP’s strategies, goals, and measures. 
 

Table GHG-2: Project Consistency with Murrieta Climate Action Plan 

CAP Strategy Project Consistency 

Strategy 1: 
Community 
Involvement Strategy 

Not Applicable.  The CAP’s Community Involvement Strategy provides guidance to the City 
for conducting outreach programs to involve residents and businesses in GHG-reducing 
activities, assessments, and actions.  The proposed project is not related to community 
outreach. 

Strategy 2: Land Use 
and Community Vision 
Strategy 

Consistent.  The proposed project is consistent with the existing Business Park General Plan 
and zoning designations and would not change the land uses throughout the community.  

Strategy 3: 
Transportation and 
Mobility Strategy 

Consistent. The project would redevelop onsite uses, and the goals and measures of the 
Transportation and Mobility Strategy are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Strategy 4: Energy 
Use and Conservation 
Strategy 

Consistent.  The project would be required to comply with Title 24 California Code of 
Regulations (California Building Code), which establishes stringent energy efficiency 
requirements for new development. The remaining goals and measures under the Energy 
Use and Conservation Strategy are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Strategy 5: Water 
Use and Efficiency 
Strategy 

Consistent.  The project would be required to comply with Murrieta Municipal Code Section 
16.28 (Landscaping Standards and Water Efficient Landscaping), which would reduce the 
project’s energy demand associated with landscaping and water use.  The remaining goals 
and measures under the Water Use and Efficiency Strategy are not applicable to the 
proposed project. 

Strategy 6: Waste 

Reduction and 
Recycling Strategy 

Consistent.  The project has been designed to provide adequate infrastructure for water, 

sewer, storm water, and energy. The remaining goals and measures under the Waste 
Reduction and Recycling Strategy are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Strategy 7: Open 
Space Strategy 

Consistent.  The project incorporates a variety of trees, bushes, and groundcover.   

 
Also, as described in the previous response, the proposed project would not result in GHG emissions 
that would exceed the threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year, which is the SCAQMD’s numeric 
significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
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policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases and 
impacts would not occur. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to greenhouse gas emissions that 
are applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to greenhouse gas emissions are required. 

 
References 
 
Greenhouse Gas Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads, 2018 (GHG 2018). 
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The discussion below is based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 2017, prepared by 
Professional Service Industries, Inc. (Phase I 2017), which is included as Appendix G. 
 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 

use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  
 
Less than Significant Impact. A hazardous material is defined as any material that, due to its 
quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or 
potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released into the workplace 
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or environment. Hazardous materials include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances, 
hazardous wastes, and any material that a business or the local implementing agency has a 
reasonable basis for believing would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to 
the environment if released. There are multiple state and local laws that regulate the storage, use, 
and disposal of hazardous materials, including the following: 
 

• Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, Title 42, Section 11022 of the United States 
Code is the principal federal law in the United States regulating the transportation of 
hazardous materials. Its purpose is to "protect against the risks to life, property, and the 
environment that are inherent in the transportation of hazardous material in intrastate, 
interstate, and foreign commerce". 

 
The Act was passed as a means to prevent spills and illegal dumping endangering the public 
and the environment. Regulations are enforced through four key provisions of the code that 
include: Procedures and Policies, Material Designations and Labeling, Packaging 
Requirements, and Operational Rules 

• California Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.95 establishes minimum statewide standards 
for Hazardous Materials Business Plans (HMBPs). HMBPs contain basic information on the 
location, type, quantity, and health risks of hazardous materials and/or waste. Each business 
shall prepare a HMBP if that business uses, handles, or stores a hazardous material and/or 
waste or an extremely hazardous material in quantities greater than or equal to the 
following:  

o 55 gallons for a liquid 

o 500 pounds of a solid 

o 200 cubic feet for any compressed gas 

o Threshold planning quantities of an extremely hazardous substance 

• California Health and Safety Code Section 117705-Medical Waste Generator defines 
Medical Waste Generators as “Medical and dental offices, clinics, hospitals, surgery 
centers, laboratories, research laboratories, chronic dialysis clinics, and education and 
research facilities. 

• California Medical Waste Management Act identifies that “Medical waste” means any 
biohazardous, pathology, pharmaceutical, or trace chemotherapy waste not regulated by 
the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-580), as 
amended; sharps and trace chemotherapy wastes generated in a health care setting in the 
diagnosis, treatment, immunization, or care of humans or animals; waste generated in 
autopsy or necropsy; waste generated during preparation of a body for final disposition 
such as cremation or interment; waste generated in research pertaining to the production 
or testing of microbiologicals; waste generated in research using human or animal 
pathogens; sharps and laboratory waste that poses a potential risk of infection to humans 
generated in the inoculation of animals in commercial farming operations; waste generated 
from the consolidation of home-generated sharps; and waste generated in the cleanup of 
trauma scenes.  

 
Construction 
The proposed construction activities would involve transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials such as paints, solvents, oils, grease, and calking. In addition, hazardous materials would 
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be used for fueling and serving construction equipment onsite. These types of hazardous materials 
used during construction are not acutely hazardous, and all storage, handling, use, and disposal of 
these materials are regulated by state and federal laws that the project is required to strictly 
adhere to. As a result, the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials during 
construction activities of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
 
Operation 
As described in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I), the Nittobo uses on the project 
site generates various quantities of hazardous wastes that include: laboratory waste chemicals, 
unspecified solvent mixtures, other inorganic solid wastes, oxygenated solvents, liquids with pH 2 
or lower, other organic solids, and off-specification aged or surplus inorganics. The Phase I describes 
that no violations related to these substances were reported. Operation of the new facility would 
generate the same type of wastes that are currently generated on the site. As a result, the proposed 
facilities would be involved in the transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and 
the project would be required to comply with the standards set forth by the federal Hazardous 
Materials Transportation Act (U.S. Code Title 42, Section 11022), the California Department of 
Public Health the Medical Waste Management Act (California Health and Safety Code Sections 
117600-118360) that requires preparation of a Medical Waste Management Plan, and Chapter 
6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code that requires reporting of hazardous materials when 
used or stored in certain quantities. These regulations are currently being implemented on site and 
would continue with the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous medical waste 
during operation of the proposed project to a less than significant level. 
 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment?  

 
Less than Significant Impact. As described above, project construction and operation activities 
would involve use and disposal of hazardous materials. Equipment that would be used in construction 
of the project has the potential to release gas, oils, greases, solvents; and spills of paint and other 
finishing substances. However, the amount of hazardous materials onsite would be limited, and 
construction activities would be required to adhere to all applicable regulations regarding 
hazardous materials storage and handling, as well as to implement construction BMPs (through 
implementation of a required SWPPP, per PPP WQ-1) to prevent a hazardous materials release 
and to promptly contain and clean up any spills, which would minimize the potential for harmful 
exposures. With compliance to existing laws and regulations, which is required by the City to receive 
construction permits, the project’s construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 
 
In addition, as described above, operation of the new facility would generate the same type of 
hazardous wastes that are currently generated on the site. As a result, the proposed facilities would 
be required to comply with the standards set forth by the federal and state regulations that are 
currently being implemented on site and would continue with the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to a reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident condition involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-

quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  
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No Impact. There are no schools or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the project site. 
The closest school to the project site is the Murrieta Elementary School, which is located at 24725 
Adams Avenue, 1.7 miles from the project site. Vehicle trips that would handle hazardous waste 
would likely travel from I-15 via the Murrieta Hot Springs Road interchange to and from the project 
site, which does not pass the school. 
 
Additionally, as described in response a), construction and operation of the proposed project would 
involve the use, generation and disposal of hazardous materials on the project site. These hazardous 
materials would be used and disposed of in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, 
which would reduce the potential of accidental release into the environment.  
 
Furthermore, the emissions that would be generated from construction and operation of the 
proposed project were evaluated in the air quality analysis presented in Section 3, and the 
emissions generated from the proposed project would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
the federal or state air quality standards. Thus, impacts related to emission or handling of 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste near the school would not occur. 
 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment?  

 
No Impact. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I 2017) prepared for the project 
conducted a database search to determine if the project site or any nearby properties are 
identified as having hazardous materials. The Phase I record search determined that the project 
site is not located on or near by a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites. As a 
result, impacts related to hazards from being located on or adjacent to a hazardous materials site 
would not occur from implementation of the proposed project. 
 
e) For a project within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?  

 
No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles 
of an airport. The closest airport to the project site is the French Valley Airport, which is 
approximately 4.25 miles northeast of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in an airport related safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area. 
 
f) Impair implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would provide commercial and single-family 
residential uses that would be permitted and approved in compliance with existing safety 
regulations, such as the California Building Code and Fire Code as included in the City’s Municipal 
Code (Chapter 15.08 Building Code and Chapter 15.24, Fire Code) to ensure that it would not 
conflict with implementation of an emergency evacuation.  
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The proposed construction activities, including equipment and supply staging and storage, would 
occur within the project site and would not restrict access of emergency vehicles to the project site 
or adjacent areas, and impacts related to interference with an adopted emergency response or 
evacuation plan during construction activities would be less than significant.  
 
Operation of the proposed project would also not result in a physical interference with an 
emergency response evacuation. Direct access to the project site would be provided from a 
driveway along Brown Street at the southwestern portion of the site that would have automatic 
sliding gates. Additionally, an emergency access entrance would be provided from Brown Street 
at the northwestern portion of the site, which would be gated and secured with a knox box that 
provides emergency access. The project is also required to design and construct internal access and 
provide fire suppression facilities in conformance with the City Municipal Code. The project plans 
would be reviewed by the City’s Building and Safety Division to ensure adequate emergency access 
pursuant to the requirements of the building and fire codes is provided. As such, the proposed 
project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury 

or death involving wildland fires? 
 
No Impact. The project site is not adjacent to wildlands and is not located within an identified 
wildland fire hazard area, as identified by the City’s General Plan Exhibit 12-8, High Fire Hazard 
Zones. In addition, implementation of the proposed project would be required to adhere to the 
California Fire Code, as included in the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 15.24, and would be 
reviewed by the City’s Building Safety Division during the permitting process to ensure that the 
project plans meet the fire protection requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from wildfires.  
 
Project Design Features & Standard Conditions/Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to hazards and hazardous 
materials that are applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to hazards and hazardous materials are required. 

 
References 
 
City of Murrieta General Plan Safety Element. Accessed: 
https://www.murrietaca.gov/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=5173 
 
City of Murrieta Municipal Code. Accessed: 
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/murrieta_ca/murrietacaliforniamunicipal
code?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:murrieta_ca 
 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 2017. Prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc.  
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY 

Would the project:  

    

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

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 

or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

iv)  impede or redirect flood flows?  
    

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

    

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

    

 

The discussion below is based on the Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler, 
2017 (GEO 2017), which is included as Appendix E, and the Preliminary Water Quality 
Management Plan, prepared by Joseph C. Truxaw & Associates, Inc., 2018 (WQMP 2018), which 
is included as Appendix H. 
 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  
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Construction 
Construction of the proposed project would require grading and excavation of soils, which would 
loosen sediment, and then have the potential to mix with surface water runoff and degrade water 
quality. Additionally, construction would require the use of heavy equipment and construction-
related chemicals, such as concrete, cement, asphalt, fuels, oils, antifreeze, transmission fluid, grease, 
solvents and paints. These potentially harmful materials could be accidentally spilled or improperly 
disposed of during construction and, if mixed with surface water runoff, could wash into and pollute 
waters.    
 
These types of water quality impacts during construction of the project would be prevented through 
implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). Construction of the project 
would disturb more than one acre of soil; therefore, the proposed project would be required to 
obtain coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 
Construction Activity (Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended). 
Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading, and ground disturbances such 
as trenching, stockpiling, or excavation. The Construction General Permit requires implementation 
of a SWPPP that is required to identify all potential sources of pollution that are reasonably 
expected to affect the quality of storm water discharges from the construction site. The SWPPP 
would generally contain a site map showing the construction perimeter, proposed buildings, 
stormwater collection and discharge points, general pre- and post-construction topography, 
drainage patterns across the site, and adjacent roadways. The SWPPP would also include 
construction BMPs such as: 

• Silt fencing, fiber rolls, or gravel bags  
• Street sweeping and vacuuming 
• Storm drain inlet protection 
• Stabilized construction entrance/exit 
• Vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling 
• Hydroseeding 
• Material delivery and storage 
• Stockpile management 
• Spill prevention and control 
• Solid waste management 
• Concrete waste management  

 
Adherence to the existing requirements and implementation of the appropriate BMPs as ensured 
through the City’s construction permitting process and included as PPP WQ-1, would ensure that the 
project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, potential 
water quality degradation associated with construction activities would be minimized, and impacts 
would be less than significant.  
 
Operation 
The proposed project would introduce a new building and additional impervious surfaces to the 
project site, which would introduce the potential for pollutants such as, chemicals from cleaners, trash 
and debris, and oil and grease from vehicles. These pollutants could potentially discharge into 
surface waters and result in degradation of water quality. Thus, the project would be required to 
comply with existing regulations that limit the potential for pollutants to discharge from the site. 
 
The Riverside County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) requirements, which are included 
in the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 8.36, is the primary water pollutant control regulation for 



  Nittobo Facility 
  Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

   56 

development projects. The DAMP requires implementation of Water Quality Management Plans 
(WQMPs) based on the anticipated pollutants that could result from the project. The potential 
pollutants guide which BMPs are incorporated into the project, including the Low Impact 
Development (LID) features, pollutant source control features, and pollutant treatment control 
features. In addition, the DAMP requires the project to infiltrate, evapotranspire, or 
biotreat/biofilter the 85th percentile 24-hour storm event. As provided in the Project Description, 
the project would be designed such that runoff is directed to bioretention swales and then to 
perforated underground drain lines that would connect to the existing onsite storm drainage system. 
The bioretention swales would remove pollutants (i.e., sediments, nutrients, heavy metals, oxygen 
demanding substances, oil and grease, bacteria, and pesticides).  
 
With implementation of the operational BMPs that would be included in the required WQMP, that 
is required pursuant to the DAMP and City Municipal Code that is implemented by PPP WQ-2, 
which would be verified during the permitting process for the proposed project, potential pollutants 
would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, and development of the proposed project would 
not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, degrade surface or 
ground water quality and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is within the service boundaries of, and would 
be served by, the Western Municipal Water District. In 2015, Western purchased or imported 
approximately 80 percent of its total water supply from Metropolitan and from local groundwater 
sources from the City of Riverside, Riverside Highland Water Company, and the Meeks and Daley 
Water Company that pumps potable and raw groundwater from the Bunker Hill basin in the San 
Bernardino/Riverside area. The project site does not overlay groundwater basin that is used to 
supply water. In addition, the proposed project would result in a limited increased need for water 
supply. Construction of the project would require limited water supplies over the 12-month 
construction period, which would not deplete water supplies, as further described in the Utilities and 
Service Systems discussion.   
 
Additionally, as described in the Project Description, the new facilities would not expand the existing 
on-site operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities 
would provide new state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations that would require 
fewer employees. Thus, no additional employees would occur that could require additional water 
supply that could result in lowering of the groundwater table. In addition, the project does not 
propose to extract groundwater. Thus, the proposed project would not result in the lowering of the 
local groundwater table or impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, 
in a manner which would: 

i) Result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
Less than Significant Impact. The project site does not contain, a stream, river, creek, or other 
flowing water body. Murrieta Creek is located to the south of the Nittobo site, in excess of 130 
feet south of the development area; no project activity would occur within or adjacent to the creek, 
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and the project is designed to avoid any increase in stormflows to the creek. Thus, impacts related 
to alteration of the course of a stream or river would not occur. 
 
Construction 
Construction of the proposed project would require grading and excavation of soils, which would 
loosen sediment and could result in erosion or siltation. However, as described in Response 3.9 a), 
construction of the proposed project requires City approval of a SWPPP prepared by a Qualified 
SWPPP Developer, as included by PPP WQ-1. The SWPPP is required for plan check and approval 
by the City’s Building Safety Division, prior to provision of permits for the project, and would include 
construction BMPs to reduce erosion or siltation. Typical BMPs for erosion or siltation, include: use of 
silt fencing, fiber rolls, gravel bags, stabilized construction driveway, and stockpile management 
(as described in the previous above). Adherence to the existing requirements and implementation 
of the required BMPs per the permitting process would ensure that erosion and siltation associated 
with construction activities would be minimized, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Operation 
The proposed building development location is currently largely pervious. After development of the 
project, the building and parking lot footprints would be impervious, and the pervious areas would 
be landscaped. Thus, implementation of the project would not generate soils that could erode. In 
addition, the proposed bioretention swales would slow and retain stormwater, which would also 
limit the potential for erosion or siltation. As described in previous Response 3.9 a), the project 
would be required to implement a WQMP (as included by PPP WQ-2) to infiltrate, evapotranspire, 
or biotreat/biofilter the 85th percentile 24-hour storm event, and the project would achieve this by 
the use of the bioretention swales and drainage infrastructure that has been incorporated to meet 
the drainage needs of the proposed project. As a result, stormwater runoff and the potential for 
erosion and siltation would not increase with implementation of the proposed project. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern in the project area and would 
not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Impacts would be less than significant.   
 

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

 
Less than Significant Impact. As described in the previous response, the project site does not 
contain, a stream, river, creek, or other flowing water body. Murrieta Creek is located in excess of 
130 feet south of the development area and no project activity would occur within or adjacent to 
the creek. In addition, the proposed project would be required to implement a SWPPP (included as 
PPP WQ-1) during construction that would implement BMPs, such as the use of silt fencing, fiber 
rolls, and gravel bags, that would ensure that runoff would not substantially increase during 
construction, and flooding on or off-site would not occur.  
 
Also, as described above, the project would implement an operational WQMP (as included by PPP 
WQ-2) that would install an onsite storm drain system and bioretention swales that would infiltrate, 
evapotranspire, or biotreat/biofilter the 85th percentile 24-hour storm event. Thus, operation of 
the proposed project would not substantially increase stormwater runoff, and flooding on or off-
site would not occur.  
 

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 
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Less than Significant Impact. As described in the previous responses, the proposed project would 
be required to implement a SWPPP (included as PPP WQ-1) during construction that would 
implement BMPs, such as the use of silt fencing, fiber rolls, and gravel bags, that would ensure that 
runoff would not substantially increase during construction, and that pollutants would not discharge 
from the project site, which would reduce potential impacts to drainage systems and water quality 
to a less than significant level.  
 
Also, the project would implement an operational WQMP (included as PPP WQ-2) that would install 
an onsite storm drain system and bioretention swales, that would infiltrate, evapotranspire, or 
biotreat/biofilter the 85th percentile 24-hour storm event, as required by the DAMP. Thus, 
operation of the proposed project would not substantially increase stormwater runoff, and 
pollutants would be filtered onsite. Impacts related to drainage systems and polluted runoff would 
be less than significant with implementation of the existing requirements, which would be verified 
during the permitting process. 
 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
No Impact. The Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the 
project area (06065C2715G) identifies that the project site is not located within a 100-year flood 
zone. Thus, the proposed project would not place structures within a flood hazard area that would 
impede or redirect flood flows, and impacts would not occur. 
 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 

inundation? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. As described in the previous response, the project site is not located 
within a flood hazard zone. The Pacific Ocean is located more than 23 miles west of the project 
site; consequently, there is no potential for the project site to be inundated by a tsunami. A seiche 
is a surface wave created when an inland body of water is shaken, usually by earthquake activity. 
The site also is not subject to flooding hazards associated with a seiche because the nearest large 
body of surface water is the Skinner Reservoir, which is located over 7.5 miles northeast of the site 
and is too far away from the project site to result in effects related to a seiche.   
 
However, the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the site is located within a potential dam 
inundation area for the Diamond West and Diamond Saddle Dams. The City’s General Plan EIR 
describes that a statistical risk analysis performed as part of the Eastside Reservoir Project EIR, 
which indicated that the potential of dam failure to be less than one chance in one hundred million 
under the worst foreseeable earthquake event; therefore, dam failure was considered an 
extremely remote possibility as dams are designed at strength much stronger than necessary to 
survive the largest magnitude possible earthquake without affecting the dam structure. Therefore, 
impacts related to risk release of pollutants due to project inundation would be less than significant. 
 
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 

groundwater management plan? 
 
No Impact. As described previously, the project would be required to have an approved SWPPP, 
which would include construction BMPs to minimize the potential for construction related sources of 
pollution. For operations, the proposed project would be required to implement a WQMP. With 
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implementation of the operational source and treatment control BMPs that would be included in the 
WQMP, potential pollutants would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, and implementation 
of the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. 
 
Additionally, as described previously, the new facilities would not expand the existing on-site 
operations and no increase in water demand would result from the project that could result in 
lowering of the groundwater table. In addition, the project does not propose to extract 
groundwater. Thus, the proposed project would not obstruct a sustainable groundwater 
management plan, and impacts would not occur. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPPs are incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to water 
quality: 
 
PPP WQ-1: Prior to grading permit issuance, the project developer shall have a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared by a QSD (Qualified SWPPP Developer) pursuant to 
the Riverside County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) and the City’s Municipal Code 
Chapter 8.36. The SWPPP shall incorporate all necessary Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations to limit the 
potential of polluted runoff during construction activities. Project contractors shall be required to 
ensure compliance with the SWPPP and permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City 
staff or its designee to confirm compliance. 
 
PPP WQ-2: Prior to grading permit issuance, the project developer shall have a Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) approved by the City for implementation. The project shall comply 
with the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 8.36, the Riverside County Drainage Area Management 
Plan (DAMP), and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements in effect at the 
time permitting to control discharges of sediments and pollutants during operation of the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures  
 
No mitigation measures related to hydrology and water quality are required. 
 
References 
 
City of Murrieta General Plan and General Plan EIR. Accessed: 
https://www.murrietaca.gov/departments/planning/general.asp 
 
Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Map Service Center. Accessed: 
https://msc.fema.gov. 
 
Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler, 2017 (GEO 2017). 
 
Western Municipal Water District 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (WMWD 2015). 
Accessed:  
http://wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/View/3162/Western_2015-UWMP_Final_Body-
Only?bidId= 
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?      

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

    

 
a) Physically divide an established community?  
 
No Impact. The physical division of an established community could occur if a major road 
(expressway or freeway, for example) were built through an existing community or neighborhood, 
or if a major development was built which was inconsistent with the land uses in the community such 
that it divided the community. The environmental effects caused by such a facility or land use could 
include lack of, or disruption of, access to services, schools, or shopping areas. It might also include 
the creation of blighted buildings or areas due to the division of the community.    
 
The proposed project site is currently used by Nittobo and the proposed project would develop 
and operate new modernized facilities on the project site. The proposed project would remove 10 
canopy structures that are currently utilized to store grain and hay and provide shelter for goats 
and develop a new manufacturing/office building with ancillary facilities. All of the new structures 
would be developed within the existing Nittobo property, and the existing community would not be 
divided. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not physically divide an 
established community, and impacts would not occur. 
 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 

or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  
 
No Impact. The project site has an existing General Plan land use and zoning designation of 
Business Park (BP). The proposed project would develop a new manufacturing/office building with 
ancillary facilities that would be the same as the existing biomedical manufacturing uses on the 
project site and would be consistent with the existing BP General Plan and zoning designations of 
the project site. Thus, impacts related to conflict with a policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect would not occur. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 

There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to land use and planning that 
are applicable to the project. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to land use and planning are required. 

 
References 
 
City of Murrieta General Plan. Accessed: 
https://www.murrietaca.gov/departments/planning/general.asp 
 
City of Murrieta Municipal Code. Accessed: 
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/murrieta_ca/murrietacaliforniamunicipal
code?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:murrieta_ca 
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project:  

    

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

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 

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

    

 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state?  
 
No Impact. The project area is classified as MRZ-3 by the California Geological Survey, which 
means that it is an area where the significance of mineral deposits is undetermined. In addition, the 
City’s General Plan EIR Exhibit 5.12-1 does not identify any mineral resources on the project site. 
Therefore, the project area is not considered to be an area of known mineral resources, and impacts 
related to known mineral resources would not occur.  
 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on the general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  
 
No Impact. The project site has been historically used for agriculture and most recently used for 
biomedical manufacturing uses and is not identified as an area of known mineral resources. In 
addition, the project site is not identified as a locally-important mineral resources recovery site on 
the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the project would not have the potential to result in the loss of 
availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated in the General Plan, 
and no impacts would occur. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to mineral resources that are 
applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to mineral resources are required. 
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13. NOISE 

Would the project result in:  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 

vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
Less Than Significant.  
Construction  
Section 16.30.130 of the City of Murrieta Municipal Code regulates construction noise. It prohibits 
noise generated by construction activities between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and on 
Sundays and holidays. In addition, the City’s code provides noise limits on construction activities. The 
maximum construction noise level is not allowed to exceed 75 dBA within the allowable construction 
hours. 
 
Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to last 12 months and would involve demolition 
of existing structures, grading, excavation and re-compaction of onsite soils, building construction, 
paving, and architectural coatings. Construction of the proposed project would require use of heavy 
equipment that would increase noise levels in the immediate project area. The noise from 
construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of use 
of construction equipment. Table N-1 provides both the maximum (Lmax) and average (Leq) noise 
levels produced by various types of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet between the 
equipment and noise receptor. 
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Table N-1: Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Construction 
Equipment 

Noise Level at 50 
Feet (dBA, Lmax) 

Noise Level at 50 
Feet (dBA, Leq) 

Chain Saw 83.7 76.7 
Compactor (Ground) 83.2 76.2 
Concrete Pump Truck 81.4 74.4 
Dozer 81.7 77.7 
Dump Truck 76.5 72.5 
Excavator 80.7 76.7 
Front End Loader 79.1 75.1 
Generator 80.6 77.6 
Grader 85.0 81.0 
Paver 77.2 74.2 
Pneumatic Tools 85.2 82.2 
Pumps 80.9 77.9 
Scraper 83.6 79.6 
Tractor 84.0 80.0 
Source: FHWA, 2006. 

 
The sensitive receptors closest to the project site are single-family residences that are over 100 feet 
from the project site, across Brown Street. These residences are located behind 6-foot high cement 
block walls, which can achieve 15 dB of noise reduction (US DOT, 2016). 
 

The highest noise levels would be approximately 85 dBA Leq at 50 feet away from construction 
equipment during the use of graders or pneumatic tools. The project’s estimated construction noise 
levels were calculated based on this construction scenario, which would occur during site preparation 
and grading of the site. The estimated noise levels at the residential uses were calculated using 
noise propagation formulas and the reference noise level for the highest piece of equipment. It was 
determined that noise levels at the closest residence, which is behind the 6-foot high block wall could 
reach approximately 64 dBA during project construction, which is less than the 75 dBA allowable 
maximum construction noise level.  
 
The project’s construction activities would only occur during the allowable construction hours, as 
ensured through PPP N-1, and as described above, construction noise at the closest sensitive 
receptor would be lower than the maximum allowed. Therefore, construction of the project would 
be consistent with the City’s Municipal Code, and impacts related to noise standards would not occur 
from construction activities. 
 
Operation 
The proposed project would operate new modernized facilities within the proposed cement 
structures. No new exterior operational activities would occur that could generate higher noise 
levels. In addition, the new facility would implement mechanization in the manufacturing functions 
that would require fewer employees than the existing facility; therefore, no additional vehicle trips 
that would generate noise would occur from the project. Therefore, operational activities related 
to the project would not result in impacts related to generation of noise levels in excess of standards. 
 
Stationary Equipment Noise. Once the proposed project is operational, noise levels generated at 
the project site would mainly occur from new stationary equipment such as heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning (HVAC) units that would be installed for the new residences. Although the operation 
of this equipment would generate noise, the design of these onsite HVAC units and exhaust fans 
would be required to comply with the noise limit regulations of the City’s Municipal Code Section 
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16.30.090 that does not allow exterior noise to substantially exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. at residential properties. Therefore, 
impacts related to generation of noise in excess of standards would not occur from operation of 
the proposed project. 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?  
 
Less than Significant Impact. A vibration descriptor commonly used to determine structural damage 
and human annoyance is the peak particle velocity (ppv), which is defined as the maximum 
instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration signal, usually measured in in/sec.  
 
According to Caltrans, the threshold for structural vibration damage for modern structures is 0.5 
in/sec for intermittent sources, which includes sources such as: impact pile drivers, pogo-stick 
compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction 
equipment. The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
(1990) identifies maximum vibration levels for preventing damage to structures from intermittent 
construction or maintenance activities for residential buildings in good repair with gypsum board 
walls to be 0.4–0.5 in/sec. Additionally, the range of human response to vibration is listed in Table 
N-2: 

Table N-2: Human Response to Vibration 

Average Human Response ppv (in/sec) 

Severe 2.000 
Strongly perceptible 0.900 
Distinctly perceptible 0.240 
Barely perceptible 0.035 
Source: Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration 
Guidance Manual, 2013. 

 
Construction 
Construction activities for the proposed project would include demolition, grading, and excavation 
activities, which have the potential to generate low levels of groundborne vibration. Persons residing 
and working in close proximity to the project area could be exposed to the generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels related to construction activities. The results from 
vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling 
sounds and perceptible vibrations at moderate levels, to slight structural damage at the highest 
levels. Ground vibrations from construction activities very rarely reach the levels that can damage 
structures, but they can be perceived in the audible range and be felt in buildings very close to a 
construction site.  
 
Groundborne vibration is a concern when sensitive receptors, such as homes, are in proximity to the 
vibration sources. The nearest sensitive receptor that could be exposed to vibration levels from 
project construction are the single-family residences that are a minimum of 100 feet from the project 
boundary. No pile driving or blasting, which are considered to be major sources of vibration levels, 
would be required for the proposed project.  
 
The various PPV vibration velocities for several types of construction equipment, along with their 
corresponding RMS velocities (in VdB), that can generate perceptible vibration levels are identified 
in Table N-3. As shown, vibration velocities could range from approximately 0.003 to 0.089 inch-
per-second PPV at 25 feet from the source activity, depending on the type of construction 
equipment in use, which corresponds to RMS velocity levels of 58 to 87 VdB at 25 feet, respectively, 
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from the source activity. For the purpose of this analysis, the vibration level for a large bulldozer 
provided in Table N-3 was used to evaluate vibration source levels at the nearest sensitive receptor 
from project construction. 
 

Table N-3: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
PPV (in/sec) 
at 25 feet 

PPV (in/sec) 
at 50 feet) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 
Source: FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006 

 
The closest existing single-family residences, which are a minimum of 100 feet from the project 
boundary, would be exposed to an estimated maximum vibration of 0.011 in/sec PPV, which is 
below the barely perceptible level for human response listed in Table N-2. Therefore, vibration 
from construction equipment activity would be less than significant.  
 
Operation 
The proposed bio manufacturing uses would not include any equipment that would result in high 
vibration levels, which are more typical for large industrial projects. While groundborne vibration 
within and surrounding the project site may result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g., refuse 
trucks) on the nearby local roadways, this would not result in significant vibration impacts. As such, 
vibration associated with operation of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
 
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles 
of an airport. The closest airport to the project site is the French Valley Airport, which is 
approximately 4.25 miles northeast of the project site. In addition, there are no private airstrips 
located within the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
airport related noise impacts to people residing or working within the project site. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPP is incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to noise: 
 
PPP N-1: Per Municipal Code Section 16.30.130 construction activity is limited to the hours of 7:00 
a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday to Saturdays; with no activity allowed on Sundays or holidays. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to noise are required. 
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project:  

    

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

    

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

    

 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly?  
 
No Impact. The project site is used by Nittobo for biomedical manufacturing uses. As described in 
the Project Description the new facilities would not expand the existing on-site operations and no 
increase in personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities would provide new state-
of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations. The new facility would implement 
mechanization in the manufacturing functions that would require fewer employees. Therefore, the 
project would not result in growth. 
 
In addition, indirect growth related to the expansion of infrastructure, such as water, sewer or street 
systems would not occur because the proposed facilities would be served by existing infrastructure 
that the project would connect to. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inducement of 
population growth, either directly or indirectly, and impacts would not occur.  

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

No Impact. The project site is used by Nittobo for biomedical manufacturing and does not contain 
any housing for humans on the project site. The proposed project would provide a new Nittobo 
facility and would not displace any existing people or housing or necessitate the construction of 
housing elsewhere. Thus, impacts would not occur. 

 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to population and housing that 
are applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to population and housing are required. 
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES     

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

other performance objectives for any of the 
public services:  

    

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

 
 
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for:  

Fire protection?  
Police protection? 
Schools? 
Parks? 
Other public facilities? 

Fire Protection  
Less Than Significant Impact. Murrieta Fire and Rescue provides fire protection to the City of 
Murrieta from 5 fire stations. The services provided include fire prevention and suppression, 
emergency medical services, technical rescue, and hazardous materials response. Murrieta Fire and 
Rescue Station 1 is located at 41825 Juniper Street, which is 1.2 miles from the project site. In 
addition, Fire Station 3 is located 2.9 miles from the project site.  
 
The project site is used by Nittobo for biomedical manufacturing uses. As described in the Project 
Description, the new facilities would not expand the existing on-site operations and no increase in 
personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities would provide new state-of-the art 
facilities to upgrade the existing operations. The new facility would implement mechanization in the 
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manufacturing functions that would require fewer employees. Therefore, no additional people 
would be onsite that could result in additional calls for fire services.  
 
Additionally, implementation of the project would be required to adhere to the California Fire 
Code, which is included in the City’s Municipal Code per Chapter 15.24 and would be reviewed 
during the project permitting process to ensure that the project plans meet the fire protection 
requirements. Furthermore, because the site is within 3 miles of 2 fire stations that currently serve 
the project area, the proposed project would not result in the need for, new or physically altered 
fire department facilities, and substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or expanded facilities would not occur. Therefore, impacts related to fire protection services 
would be less than significant. 
 
Police Protection 
Less Than Significant Impact. The Murrieta Police Department provides policing services throughout 
the City from its headquarters at 2 Town Square, which is approximately 1.6 miles from the project 
site. As described previously, the proposed project would develop new facilities would not expand 
the existing on-site operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in an additional onsite population that could result in 
additional calls for fire services. In addition, on-site security concerns are addressed in the project 
design by providing low-intensity security lighting for the purposes of wayfinding, safety, and 
security. Overall the proposed project would not result in the need for, new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, and substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or expanded facilities would not occur. 
 
Schools 
No Impact. As described previously, the proposed project would develop new Nittobo facilities 
that would not expand the existing on-site operations and no increase in personnel would occur 
from the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in additional employees that 
could have school-aged children. Hence, the project would not generate additional students the 
could attend area schools. Thus, impacts related to schools would not occur from the proposed 
project. 

 
Parks 
No Impact. As described previously, the proposed project would develop new Nittobo facilities 
that would not expand the existing on-site operations and no increase in personnel would occur 
from the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in additional employees that 
could use area parks. Thus, impacts related to parks would not occur from the proposed project. 
 
Other Services 
No Impact. As described in the previous response, the proposed project would not result in 
additional employees that could increase in the use of libraries, senior centers, and other public 
facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in a substantial increase in the demand for these 
services, such that construction of new or expanded facilities would be required. Thus, the proposed 
project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to public services that are 
applicable to the project. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to public services are required. 
 
References 
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https://www.murrietaca.gov/departments/police/default.asp 
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16. RECREATION     

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

    

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

    

 
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 

such that physical deterioration of the facility would be accelerated?  
 
No Impact. As described in response to Impact 14, Public Services, the proposed project would 
develop new Nittobo facilities that would not expand the existing on-site operations and no increase 
in personnel would occur from the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
additional employees that could use area parks or recreational facilities. Thus, impacts related to 
the physical deterioration of recreation facilities would not occur from the proposed project.  
 
b) Include or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have 

an adverse physical effect on the environment?  
 
No Impact. As described in the previous response and Project Description, the proposed project 
includes development and operation of a new biomedical facility on the project site that would not 
include recreation facilities or require additional employees that could result in the need for 
recreation facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not require the construction or expansion 
of other recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. As a 
result, impacts related to recreation would not occur. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to recreation that are applicable 
to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to recreation are required. 
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17. TRANSPORTATION  

Would the project: 

    

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

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature or incompatible uses? 

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. Existing transit service in the City is provided by the Riverside County 
Transit Agency; however, there are no bus routes that directly serves the project site. The only 
existing sidewalk near the project site is located on a portion of Brown Street across the street from 
the project site. There are no existing bicycle lanes near the project site.  
 
Construction 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate vehicular trips from 
construction workers traveling to and from project site and the delivery and hauling of construction 
supplies to, and debris from, the project site. However, these activities would only occur for a period 
of 12 months. In addition, construction related trips would generally travel from I-15 via the 
Murrieta Hot Springs Road interchange, which is 2 miles from the project site past mostly 
undeveloped areas. Thus, the short-term vehicle trips from construction of the project would generate 
less than significant traffic related impacts. 
 
Operation 
The project site is used by Nittobo for biomedical manufacturing uses. As described in the Project 
Description, the new facilities would not expand the existing on-site operations and no increase in 
personnel would occur from the project. Therefore, no additional vehicular trips would occur from 
operation of the proposed project, and traffic impacts related to operation of the project would 
not occur. 
 
In addition, the proposed project would not remove or alter the existing sidewalk or transit service 
access. The project would include sidewalks along Brown Street, adjacent to the new building and 
parking lot. In addition, the project will include 3 bicycle racks that would be located around the 



  Nittobo Facility 
  Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

   75 

Main Facility. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in impacts to public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities.   
 
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
 
No Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) provides criteria for analyzing transportation 
impacts. For land use projects, such as the proposed project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) 
states that vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a 
significant impact. In addition, it states that the analysis includes evaluation of factors such as the 
availability of transit, proximity to other destinations, etc.  
 
As described in the previous response, the proposed project would not expand the existing on-site 
operations and no increase in personnel or vehicular trips would occur from the project. Therefore, 
the project would not generate vehicle miles traveled that would exceed an applicable threshold 
of significance and the project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). 
 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses? 

 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes development of new Nittobo uses that 
are similar to the existing uses of the project site. The project would not increase any hazards 
related to a design feature. Access to the project would be provided from a driveway along Brown 
Street at the southwestern portion of the site that would have automatic sliding gates. An emergency 
access entrance would also be provided from a driveway at the northwestern portion of the site 
that would be gated and secured with a knox box that allows emergency personnel to enter, as 
necessary. The project driveways are approximately 28 feet wide, which would be adequate for 
passenger car and delivery truck ingress/egress.  
 
Additionally, the project does not include any visual obstructions that would obstruct sight distance 
or that would prohibit full access in, and out of, the project area. Thus, motorists entering and exiting 
the project site would be able to do so comfortably, safely, and without undue congestion. As such, 
project access and circulation would be adequate, and project impacts related to hazardous design 
features would be less than significant. 
 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
No Impact. The proposed construction activities, including equipment and supply staging and 
storage, would occur within the project site and would not restrict access of emergency vehicles to 
the project site or adjacent areas. During construction, Brown Street would remain open to ensure 
adequate emergency access to the project area and vicinity. Thus, impacts related to inadequate 
emergency access during construction activities would not occur.  
 
The proposed project would operate with two driveway accesses and a circulation plan that would 
be permitted and approved in compliance with existing safety regulations, such as the California 
Building Code and Fire Code (as integrated into the City’s Municipal Code) to ensure that it would 
not result in inadequate emergency access.  
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Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to transportation that are 
applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to transportation are required. 
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

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

    

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

    

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

    

The discussion below is based on the Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment, prepared by Material 
Culture Consulting, March 2018 (MCC 2018). 

 
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?  
 
Less Than Significant. The development area contains no historical resources. The larger 29-acre 
project site includes one known historic-era built environment resource (P-33-007431, The Brown 
House), a single-family structure built in the 19th century (MCC 2018). This is not a tribal cultural 
historic resource, and no tribal cultural historic resource are located on the highly disturbed site 
(MCC 2018). Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, and impacts would not occur. 
 
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe?  

 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  
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Assembly Bill 52 
Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014 (i.e., Assembly Bill [AB] 52), requires that Lead Agencies evaluate 
a project’s potential to impact “tribal cultural resources.” Such resources include “[s]ites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe that are eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or 
included in a local register of historical resources.” AB 52 also gives Lead Agencies the discretion 
to determine, supported by substantial evidence, whether a resource qualifies as a “tribal cultural 
resource.” Also, per AB 52 (specifically PRC 21080.3.1), Native American consultation is required 
upon request by a California Native American tribe that has previously requested that the City 
provide it with notice of such projects.  
 
As part of the Cultural Assessment prepared by Material Culture Consulting, a search of the Sacred 
Lands File by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was requested on January 24, 
2018. The NAHC responded on January 25, 2018, stating that there are no known sacred lands 
within one mile of the project area and recommending contact be made with 38 tribes for further 
information regarding the general project vicinity. Thus, letters were sent to the 38 tribal contacts 
on January 26, 2018 requesting any information related to cultural resources or heritage sites 
within or adjacent to the project area. Additional attempts to contact by letter, email, or phone call 
were made on February 6 and February 27, 2018.  

• On January 30, 2018 a letter was received from Amanda Vance, representing the 
Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians, who stated that the tribe is not aware of specific 
resources within the project area.  

• On February 2, 2018, a letter was received from Mr. Ray Teran, representing the Viejas 
Band of Kumeyaay Indians, who stated that the proposed project area has little cultural 
significance or ties to Viejas. 

• On February 15, 2018, an email was received from Katie Croft, representing the Agua 
Caliente Band of Mission Indians, who stated that the project area is not within the tribe’s 
traditional use area. 

• On February 21, 2018, Joseph Ontiveros, representing the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, 
sent an email stating that the project area is within the tribe’s ancestral traditional use area 
and is located in proximity to known cultural sites. In addition, the project area is a shared 
use area where ongoing trade occurred between tribes that is considered culturally sensitive 
to the people of Soboba.  

• On February 28, 2018, MCC received a phone call from Heather Housh with Cabazon 
Band of Mission Indians who stated that the project area is out of the Tribe’s jurisdiction. 

• On March 1, 2018, an email was received from Erica Martinez, representing the Rincon 
Band of Luiseno Indians, who stated that the project area is located within the Territory of 
the Luiseno people and within Rincon’s specific area of Historic Interest. Two Luiseño Place 
Names are located within 1.5 miles of the project area.  

 
Pursuant to the requirements of AB 52, the City sent informational letters about the proposed project 
and requests for consultation to each tribe on the City’s list of tribes requesting consultation. The 
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians requested consultations, which were conducted on November 2, 
2018. 
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As described above, tribal cultural resources are sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred 
places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either eligible 
or listed in the California Register of Historical Resources or local register of historical resources 
(PRC Section 21074).  
 
The project area is within the ancestral traditional use area of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
and within the territory of the Luiseno people and within Rincon’s specific area of Historic Interest 
(MCC 2017). However, as detailed previously, the project site has been highly disturbed from 
previous uses and the potential for encountering buried sites is very low. However, to ensure that 
impacts to potential tribal cultural resources do not occur, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 has been 
included to require archaeological monitoring. With implementation of this Mitigation Measure, 
potential impacts related to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. 
 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
The following PPP is incorporated into the project and would reduce impacts related to tribal 
cultural resources: 
 
PPP CUL-1: Human Remains, provided previously in Section 5, Cultural Resources.  
 
Mitigation Measure 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Retention of Archaeological Monitor: Listed previously in Section 5. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Archaeological Monitoring: Listed previously in Section 5. 
 
Mitigation Measure PAL-1: Paleontological Resources: Listed previously in Section 7. 
 
Mitigation Measure TCR-1: Native American Monitoring: Native American Tribal monitors shall 
monitor ground-disturbing activity. At least 30 days prior to issuance of grading permits, 
agreements between the permittee/owner and a Native American Monitor shall be developed 
regarding prehistoric cultural resources and shall identify any monitoring requirements and 
treatment of Tribal Cultural Resources so as to meet the requirements of CEQA. The monitoring 
agreement shall address the treatment of known Tribal Cultural Resources; the designation, 
responsibilities, and participation of professional Native American Tribal monitors during grading, 
excavation, and ground-disturbing activities; project grading and development scheduling. 
 
Mitigation Measure TCR-2: Tribal Cultural Resources: In the event that Native American cultural 
resources are inadvertently discovered during grading for the project, one or more of the following 
treatments, in order of preference, shall be employed with the tribes. Evidence of such shall be 
submitted to the City of Murrieta Planning Department: 
 

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

2)  On-site reburial of the discovered items. This shall include measures and provisions to protect 
the future reburial area from any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until 
all legally required cataloging and basic recordation have been completed. No recordation 
of sacred items is permitted without the written consent of all Consulting Native American 
Tribal Governments. 
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3)  The permittee/owner shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, including sacred items, 
burial goods, and all archaeological artifacts and non-human remains as part of the required 
mitigation for impacts to cultural resources, and adhere to the following: 

a.  A curation agreement with an appropriate qualified repository within Riverside County 
that meets federal standards per 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800 Part 79. 

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

 
References 
 
Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment, prepared by Material Culture Consulting, March 2018 
(MCC 2018). 
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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

    

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 

relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

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

 
Less than Significant Impact.  
Water 
The proposed project would develop new facilities for the existing onsite Nittobo uses and water 
lines currently exist in the Brown Street right-of-way. The proposed project would install new onsite 
water lines that would convey water supplies from the existing line in Brown Street to each of the 
proposed structures. The project site would continue to receive water supplies through the existing 
water lines and would not require expansion or relocation to serve the proposed project. Therefore, 
although construction of the onsite water lines would be required to support the new development, 
no extensions, expansions, or relocations to the water pipelines supplying the project site would be 
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required. The necessary installation of the onsite water supply lines is included as part of the 
proposed project and would not result in any physical environmental effects beyond those identified 
in other sections of this IS/MND. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the construction 
of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Wastewater 
The proposed project would install onsite sewer lines that would connect to the existing sewer line 
in Brown Street. The wastewater generated by the project would be conveyed by existing trunk 
sewer lines to the Western Municipal Water District wastewater treatment plant. Although 
construction of the onsite wastewater conveyance line would be included to connect the new structure 
to the sewer system, no extensions or expansions to the sewer system serving the project area would 
be required. The necessary installation of onsite sewer lines is included as part of the proposed 
project and would not result in any physical environmental effects beyond those identified in other 
sections of this IS/MND. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the construction of new 
wastewater facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Stormwater Drainage  
The proposed project includes development of onsite storm water drainage features that would 
direct runoff from all impervious surfaces to the bioretention swales. Runoff that does not infiltrate 
into the bioretention swales would flow to perforated underground drain lines that would connect 
to the existing onsite storm drainage system. The Riverside County DAMP and City’s Municipal Code 
requires the project to infiltrate, evapotranspire, or biotreat/biofilter the 85th percentile 24-hour 
storm event. As provided in the Project Description, the proposed drainage system would slow and 
filter runoff and bioretention swales would be installed to capture and filter runoff. Due to the 
appropriate sizing of the onsite drainage features, operation of the proposed project would not 
substantially increase stormwater runoff, and the project would not require or result in the 
construction of new off-site storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing offsite facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. The required installation of 
onsite drainage features is included as part of the proposed project and would not result in any 
physical environmental effects beyond those identified in other sections of this IS/MND. Overall, 
impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities would be less than significant. 

Electric Power, Natural Gas, or Telecommunications Facilities 
The project site is currently used by Nittobo for biomedical manufacturing uses and is connected to 
the existing electricity, gas, and telecommunication infrastructure that serves the project area. As 
described previously, the proposed project facilities would provide new state-of-the art facilities 
to upgrade the existing operations. The new facilities would also connect to the existing electricity, 
gas, and telecommunication infrastructure that serves the project area, and relocation or expansion 
of the existing infrastructure would not occur.  

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

 
Less than Significant Impact. The project site currently receives water supplies from the Western 
Municipal Water District. As described in the Project Description the new facilities would not expand 
the existing on-site operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. The 
proposed facilities would provide new state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations. 
The new facility would implement mechanization in the manufacturing functions that would require 
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fewer employees. Thus, no additional employees would occur that could require additional water 
supply. In addition, the new manufacturing functions would not require additional water supply. 
Also, the new landscaping and irrigation would be required to meet the water efficiency standards 
pursuant to Title 24 requirements.  
 
Additionally, the Western Municipal Water District’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP) provides water demand projections through 2040 during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years that are based on population and growth estimates and average water use rates. The GSWC 
2015 UWMP details that the District has available supplies that will exceed demands under both 
normal years and multiple-dry year scenarios. Therefore, sufficient water supplies are available 
and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. As described previously, the wastewater generated by the project 
would be conveyed by the Western Municipal Water District sewer system to the wastewater 
treatment facility. As described previously, the proposed project would not expand the existing on-
site operations and no increase in personnel would occur from the project. The proposed facilities 
would provide new state-of-the art facilities to upgrade the existing operations that would require 
fewer employees. Thus, no additional employees would occur that could generate additional 
wastewater. In addition, the new manufacturing functions would not generate additional 
wastewater. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity 
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments, and 
impacts would be less than significant.  

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

 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate a limited amount of solid waste 
from demolition and construction activities over the 12-month construction period. Solid waste in the 
City of Murrieta is generally disposed of at the El Sobrante Sanitary Landfill and the Badlands 
Landfill, described below. 

• The El Sobrante Sanitary Landfill is permitted to accept 16,054 tons per day of solid waste 
and is permitted to operate through 2044. In November 2017, the landfill averaged 
11,015 tons per day, thus having an average capacity of 5,039 additional tons of daily 
solid waste. 

• The Badlands Landfill is permitted to accept 4,800 tons per day of solid waste and is 
permitted to operate through 2021. In November 2017, the landfill averaged 2,855 tons 
per day, thus having an average capacity of 1,945 additional tons of daily solid waste. 

Between the two landfills there is an average additional capacity of 6,984 tons of daily solid 
waste, which would accommodate the solid waste needs related to construction of the proposed 
project.  

Additionally, as described previously, the project would provide new state-of-the art facilities to 
upgrade the existing operations that would require fewer employees. Thus, no additional 
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employees would occur that could generate additional solid waste. In addition, the new 
manufacturing functions would not generate additional amounts of solid waste. Therefore, impacts 
related to landfill capacity or impairment of solid waste reduction goals would be less than 
significant.  

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

No Impact. The proposed project would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations regarding the proper disposal of solid waste generated onsite, including AB 939, 
AB 341, and the California Green Building Code (24 CCR Part 11) as each relates to solid waste 
and recycling. Impacts related to compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to management and reduction of solid waste would not occur from implementation of the 
proposed project. 

 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to utilities and service systems 
that are applicable to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to utilities and service systems are required. 
 

References 
 
CalReycle Disposal Reporting System. Accessed:  
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Reports/DRS/Destination/JurDspFa.aspx 
 
Calrecycle Solid Waste Information System Database: Accessed: 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/swfacilities/directory/search.aspx 
 
Western Municipal Water District 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (WMWD 2015). 
Accessed:  
http://wmwd.com/DocumentCenter/View/3162/Western_2015-UWMP_Final_Body-
Only?bidId= 
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Significant 
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No 
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20. WILDFIRE 

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

    

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

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 

factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

    

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

    

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

    

 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 

zones, would the project: 

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

No Impact. The project site is not adjacent to wildlands and is not located within an identified 
wildland fire hazard area, as identified by the City’s General Plan Exhibit 12-8, High Fire Hazard 
Zones. Therefore, the proposed project would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan within or near a very high fire hazard severity zone, and impacts would 
not occur. 
 
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 

expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread 

of a wildfire? 

No Impact. As described in the previous response, the project site is not within a High Fire Hazard 

Zone. Adjacent areas to the project site and do not contain wildlands, hillsides, or other factors that 

could exacerbate wildfire risks. Thus, no impact would occur. 
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c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 

breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk 

or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

No Impact. As described in the previous responses, the project site is not within a High Fire Hazard 

Zone, and the project does not include infrastructure that could exacerbate fire risks. The project 

would redevelop the site to continue existing uses, which would not exacerbate fire risks. Therefore, 

no impacts would occur. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

No Impact. As described in the previous responses, the project site is not within a High Fire Hazard 

Zone. In addition, the project site is located in a flat area that does not contain or is adjacent to 

large slopes, and the project would not generate large slopes. Furthermore, the project includes 

installation of onsite and off-site drainage facilities. Thus, the project would not result in risks related 

to wildfires or risks related to downslope or downstream flooding or landslides after wildfires. 

 
Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 
 
There are no impact reducing Plans, Programs, or Policies related to wildfire that are applicable 
to the project. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures related to wildfire are required. 
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

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

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in Section 4, Biological 
Resources, the development area of the project site is highly disturbed from existing uses and 
currently contains 10 canopy structures that are currently utilized to store grain and hay and provide 
shelter for goats. However, potentially suitable habitat for burrowing owls occurs on-site. As a result, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires burrowing owl surveys to be conducted prior to start of 
demolition or construction activities. In addition, the project site includes nesting habitat for birds 
that are subject to the MBTA. Thus, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires nesting bird surveys should 
demolition or construction commence within the nesting season. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, impacts related to sensitive habitat and wildlife species would be less 
than significant.  
  
As described in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the development area contains no historic resources, 
but the larger 29-acre project site includes one known historic-era built environment resource (P-
33-007431, The Brown House), which is not to be disturbed by implementation of the proposed 
project. The proposed structures are located over 300 feet to the south and behind existing 
structures on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an impact related 
to this existing resource, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?  

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects that, when considered together, 
are considerable or that compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact 
from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of 
the development when added to the impacts of other closely related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable or probable future developments. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor, but collectively significant, developments taking place over a period. The CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15130 (a) and (b), states:  

(a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the project’s incremental effect is 
cumulatively considerable.  

(b)  The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their 
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is 
provided of the effects attributable to the project. The discussion should be guided by 
the standards of practicality and reasonableness.  

Less than Significant Impact. The project consists of developing new state-of-the art facilities to 
upgrade the existing Nittobo operations. The new facility would implement mechanization in the 
manufacturing functions that would require fewer employees than the existing facility. The project 
would not implement new or additional uses on the project site and is consistent with the existing 
Business Park General Plan land use and zoning designation for the project site.  

As described above, all of the potential impacts related to implementation of the project would be 
less than significant or reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation 
measures related to biological resources, cultural resources, and tribal cultural resources. In addition, 
the project would develop an area that has been previously disturbed. Thus, impacts to 
environmental resources or issue areas would not be cumulatively considerable; and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would result in 
development of new facilities for existing uses on a previously developed site. The project would 
not consist of any use or any activities that would result in a substantial negative affect any persons 
in the vicinity. All resource topics associated with the proposed project have been analyzed in 
accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines and were found to pose no impacts, less 
than significant impacts, or less than significant impacts with mitigation, as previously detailed. 
Consequently, the project would not result in any environmental effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings directly or indirectly, with implementation of the mitigation 
measures that have been previously detailed. 
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Existing Plans, Programs, or Policies 

Refer to the previously listed PPPs related to aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, geology and 
soils, hydrology and water quality, noise, and tribal cultural resources. These PPPs are existing 
plans, programs, or policies which effectively reduce potential environmental impacts. 
 
Mitigation Measures 

Refer to the previously listed mitigation measures related to biological resources, cultural resources, 
and tribal cultural resources. These Mitigation Measures effectively reduce environmental impacts 
to less than significant. 
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