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1 Introduction

The city of Redlands (“Lead Agency”) received a development proposal from Diversified Pacific
Development Group, LLC (“applicant”) for a mixed-use development on a 13.48-acre site located to the
northwest of the intersection of Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue in the city of Redlands,
California. The development proposal and associated land use applications constitute a project that is
subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 1970 (Public Resources Code
§§ 21000, et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations §§ 15000, et. seq.).

This Initial Study was prepared to assess the short-term, long-term, and cumulative environmental
impacts resulting from the proposed project. This report was prepared to comply with CEQA Guidelines
§ 15063, which sets forth the required contents of an Initial Study. These include:

= A description of the project, including the location of the project (See Section 2);

» I|dentification of the environmental setting (See Section 2.10);

» Identification of environmental effects by the use of a checklist, matrix, or other methods,
provided that entries on the checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there is
some evidence to support the entries (See Section 4);

= Examination of whether the project is compatible with existing zoning, plans, and other
applicable land use controls (See Section 4.13);

= Discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any (See Section 5); and,

= The name(s) of the person(s) who prepared or participated in the preparation of the Initial Study
(See Section 6).

1.1 — Purpose of CEQA
CEQA § 21000 of the California Public Resources Code provides as follows:
The Legislature finds and declares as follows:

a) The maintenance of a quality environment for the people of this state now and in the future, is a
matter of statewide concern.

b) Itis necessary to provide a high-quality environment that at all times is healthful and pleasing to the
senses and intellect of man.

c) There is a need to understand the relationship between the maintenance of high-quality ecological
systems and the general welfare of the people of the state, including their enjoyment of the natural
resources of the state.

d) The capacity of the environment is limited, and it is the intent of the Legislature that the government
of the state take immediate steps to identify any critical thresholds for the health and safety of the
people of the state and take all coordinated actions necessary to prevent such thresholds being
reached.

e) Every citizen has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the
environment.

f) The interrelationship of policies and practices in the management of natural resources and waste
disposal requires systematic and concerted efforts by public and private interests to enhance
environmental quality and to control environmental pollution.

g) ltis the intent of the Legislature that all agencies of the state government which regulate activities
of private individuals, corporations, and public agencies which are found to affect the quality of the
environment, shall regulate such activities so that major consideration is given to preventing
environmental damage while providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every
Californian.

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project 1
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1 — Introduction

The Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to:

h) Develop and maintain a high-quality environment now and in the future, and take all action
necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of the state.

i) Take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean air and water, enjoyment of
aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities, and freedom from excessive noise.

j) Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man's activities, ensure that fish and wildlife
populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve for future generations
representations of all plant and animal communities and examples of the major periods of California
history.

k) Ensure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the provision of a decent
home and suitable living environment for every Californian, shall be the guiding criterion in public
decisions.

[) Create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony to
fulfill the social and economic requirements of present and future generations.

m) Require governmental agencies at all levels to develop standards and procedures necessary to
protect environmental quality.

n) Require governmental agencies at all levels to consider qualitative factors as well as economic and
technical factors and long-term benefits and costs, in addition to short-term benefits and costs, and
to consider alternatives to proposed actions affecting the environment.

A concise statement of legislative policy, with respect to public agency consideration of projects for
some form of approval, is found in CEQA § 21002, quoted below:

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects, and
that the procedures required by this division are intended to assist public agencies in systematically
identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects. The Legislature
further finds and declares that in the event that specific economic, social, or other conditions make
infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved
in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.

1.2 — Public Comments

Comments from all agencies and individuals are invited prior to the closing date of the public review
period regarding the information contained in this Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration. Such
comments should explain any perceived deficiencies in the assessment of impacts in the Initial Study.
Please submit comments to the contact listed below:

Sean Reilly, Principal Planner
City of Redlands
35 Cajon St., Ste. 20
Redlands, CA 92373
Office 909.798.7555 ext. 7308
Email: sreilly@cityofredlands.org

Following a 30-day period of circulation and review of the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration, all comments will be considered by the city of Redlands prior to adoption.
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1.3 — Availability of Materials

All materials related to the preparation of this Initial Study are available for public review. To request an
appointment to review these materials, please contact Sean Reilly, Principal Planner, via telephone at
(909) 798-7555 ext. 7344, or via email at sreilly@cityofredlands.org. The Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration are also made available online at the city of Redlands website.
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2 Project Description

2.1 — Project Title

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project

2.2 — Lead Agency Name and Address

City of Redlands

Planning Department

35 Cajon Street, Suite 15-A
Redlands, California 92373
909-798-7555

2.3 — Contact Person and Phone Number

Sean Reilly, Principal Planner
909-798-7555, ext. 7344

2.4 — Project Location

The city of Redlands is located in southwest San Bernardino County adjacent to the San
Bernardino/Riverside County line, (see Exhibit 1, Regional Context Map). The project site is comprised
of a single undeveloped, 13.48-acre parcel located to the northeast of the intersection of Tennessee
Street and Lugonia Avenue in the City of Redlands, California (see Exhibit 2, Project Vicinity Map). The
site is located approximately 0.5 miles north of Interstate 10 (I-10) and is located immediately east of
Interstate 210 (I-210). The site is located approximately 3.4 miles southwest of Redlands Municipal
Airport. The project site is bound by 1-210 to the west and undeveloped land to the north, east, and
south.

e Latitude 34° 04’ 21.19” North, Longitude 117° 11’ 54.80” West
e APN#0167-171-015

2.5 — Project Sponsor’s Name and Address

Diversified Pacific Development Group, LLC
10621 Civic Center Drive
Rancho Cucamonga, California 91730

2.6 — General Plan Land Use Designation

The project site has a General Plan land use designation of Commercial. Sites with this designation
may be developed with a stand-alone commercial use, two or more commercial uses, or mixed uses.
The Commercial land use category may permit residential and mixed uses consistent with the
underlying zoning district.

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project 5
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2 — Project Description

2.7 — Zoning District

The current zoning designation of the project site is EV/SD (East Valley Corridor Specific Plan/Special
Development). A Zone Change from (East Valley Corridor Specific Plan/Special Development) to C-3
(General Commercial District) is proposed as part of the project. The C-3 District allows for both non-
residential and residential uses combined as mixed-use development subject to approval of a
Conditional Use Permit (CPU).

2.8 — Project Description

The proposed project includes Tentative Parcel Map No. 20688, which would include development of
460 new apartment units, approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space, and associated
landscaping and roadway improvements (see Exhibit 3, TPM No. 20688). The project would consist of
two (2) three-story buildings and eight (8) four-story buildings (see Exhibit 4, Conceptual Site Plan).
Eight (8) of the proposed buildings would include only residential uses and two (2) of the proposed
buildings would include mixed-uses that incorporate ground-floor commercial space with residential
units on the floors above (see Exhibit 5, Project Elevations). The residential apartment units would range
in size from one-bedroom to three-bedroom units (see Exhibit 6, Floor Plans). The project would include
six (6) “Live/Work” units that incorporate retail/office uses on the ground floor and a residential unit on
the second floor. In addition, approximately 5% of the proposed residential units would be designated
as “very low-income” units, which would allow for a 20 percent density bonus in accordance with the
“California Density Bonus Law”. The very low-income units would be spread throughout the site to
create a cohesive project that does not separate the market rate units from the very low-income units.

Parking would be provided through a combination of underground, garage, outdoor-covered, outdoor-
uncovered, and commercial parking spaces throughout the project. The project would include 673
residential parking spaces, and 91 commercial spaces, for a total of 764 spaces. Residential parking
would be regulated by security gates and would be separate from the commercial parking spaces. The
parking and street immediately surrounding building ten would be publicly accessible and would be
designed to connect to a future commercial development proposed to the south. There are three points
of entry into the project: one entry point off Tennessee Street, one entry point off Pennsylvania Avenue,
and one entry point at the future commercial development proposed to the south.

The project would include approximately 190,098 square feet of common and private open space.
Outdoor and open space amenities would include a linear park leading to a resort-style pool in the
center of the site along with other smaller open space areas throughout the site. Finally, Building 9
would house leasing offices, mail rooms, and other amenities that may include office/meeting spaces,
kitchens, a movie theater, and a rooftop bar. The remainder of the site would be paved, including
sidewalks, streets, driveways, and landscaping planters.

Additional components of the project include: Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to remove the site from
East Valley Corridor Specific Plan; Zone Change (ZC) to establish C-3 (General Commercial District)
zoning for the site, Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the mixed use portion of the project; and Tentative
Parcel Map to subdivide the property into four lots.

Project construction is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2024 and last approximately 19 months,
based on default assumptions generated by the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (see
Appendix A). Based on the preliminary estimates, grading for the project would require cut of
approximately 23,076 cubic yards (cy), and fill of 40,489 cy, requiring approximately 17,413 cubic yards
of soil import during grading. The project is anticipated to be operational by the spring of 2026.
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2 — Project Description

2.9 — Surrounding Land Uses

Surrounding land uses are summarized in Table 2 (Surrounding Land Uses), below.

Table 1
Surrounding Land Uses
Direction General Plan Designation Zoning District Existing Land Use
EV/SD (East Valley Corridor
Project Site Commercial Specific Plan/Special Undeveloped Land
Development)
North Commercial Concept Plan No. 4 Undeveloped Land
EV/SD (East Valley Corridor
South Commercial Specific Plan/Special Undeveloped Land

Development)
Multiple Family Residential
(R-3)

West Public Facilities Public Facilities Interstate 210

East High Density Residential Undeveloped Land

2.10 — Environmental Setting

The project site is located on an approximately 13.48-acre, undeveloped parcel of land covered in native
and non-native shrubs and trees in a mostly developed portion of the City of Redlands, California. The
site is located northeast of the intersection of Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue, in an area of the
city characterized by residential, commercial, and light industrial land uses as well as undeveloped land.
The project site is flat, with an elevation ranging from approximately 1,275 to 1,291 feet above mean
sea level (AMSL). Undeveloped land is located to the north, east, and south of the project site. To the
west of the project site is Interstate 210. There are multiple schools and parks located within 2 miles of
the project site.

2.11 — Required Approvals
The project will require the following city of Redlands Development Plan and Legislative applications:

Specific Plan Amendment to remove the project from the East Valley Corridor Specific Plan
Zone Change to establish the project site’s zoning as C-3 (General Commercial)
Socio-Economic Cost Benefit Analysis

Tentative Parcel Map No. 20688

Conditional Use Permit for a mixed-use project within the C-3 zoning district

Planning Commission (City Council) Review and Approval for site plan and architectural review
Compliance with the requirements of CEQA

Density Bonus Housing Agreement

Grading Permits and Encroachment Permits

Building Permits*

2.12 — Other Public Agency Whose Approval is Required

¢ None

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project 7
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Exhibit 1
Regional Context Map
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Exhibit 2
Project Vicinity Map
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Exhibit 3
Tentative Parcel Map
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Exhibit 4
Conceptual Site Plan
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Exhibit 5
Project Elevations
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Exhibit 6
Floor Plans
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3 Determination

3.1 — Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

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

[] @ Aesthetics [] @ Agriculture Resources Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural Resources [] Energy
GodogySols | [ Sreeriouse Gas
] S)L/‘i:ﬁllogy [ Water [] Land Use/ Planning [] @ Mineral Resources
] Noise ] Population / Housing ] Public Services
[] @ Recreation [] @ Transportation/Traffic -Iggzilu?cueliural
o gmesne G e ) Monda Fnings o

3.2 — Determination

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

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

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

| | 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.

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

Name: Sean Reilly, Principal Planner Date
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4 Evaluation of Environmental Impacts

4.1 — Aesthetics

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

: Less Than
P_ote_n_t|ally Significant with L_ess_ '_I'han No
Significant L Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista? L] [ O

b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and ] N O
historic buildings within view from a
state scenic highway?

¢) In non-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings? (Public view
are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If [ O O
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 [ O O
area?

a) Less than Significant Impact. Scenic vistas can generally be defined as natural landscapes that
form views of unique flora, geologic, or other natural features that are generally free from urban
intrusions. Such resources can be impacted when a structure is built that blocks the view of the vista,
or if a development is built on the vista itself. Generally, these vistas play a significant role in the
community’s character, and will affect the way projects are designed, so as to take advantage of
viewsheds.

Redland’s visual character is tied to its surrounding open space areas, and as such is incorporated into
the city’s General Plan. The city has over time acquired open space land around Redlands and
incorporated it into a concept called the “Emerald Necklace;” a series of open space and park areas
surrounding the city connected by scenic trails and roads. Areas within the City’s Planning Area include
254 acres of the San Timoteo Canyon south of the city called the “San Timoteo Nature Sanctuary”.
Also, to the south, the city owns 338 acres of Live Oak Canyon, 245 acres of which is specifically set
aside for conservation. The 4,000 acres of the Santa Ana River Wash makes up the northern boundary
of the city, and is owned by multiple stakeholders including Federal, State, and local governments,
utilities, and private groups. The Crafton Hills Open Space makes up part of the eastern portion of the

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project a7
City of Redlands



5 — Mitigation Summary

city, and with a general elevation above 2,400 feet, the area is valuable to the city as natural habit and
scenic resource. The General Plan ensures the preservation of Redlands’ open space corridors and
limits development on and around those areas to preserve its visual character and limit encroachment.
The General Plan does not designate any scenic vistas within the city.

The project site is located on an undeveloped parcel of land in a mostly developed portion of the city.
The project site is surrounded by undeveloped land to the north, south, and east, and is bounded by
Interstate 210 (I-210) to the west. The project site is located in an urbanized area, and construction of
the proposed mixed-use development would not interfere with the visibility of a scenic vista, as the
area’s urbanized setting already limits visibility of existing scenic vistas. Impacts to the visibility of scenic
vistas in Redlands would be less than significant.

b) No Impact. There are no State Scenic Highways on or near the project site, and the site is not
visible to a designated state scenic highway as identified on the California Scenic Highway Mapping
System." The nearest officially designated scenic highways are California State Route 243 just outside
of Banning, and California State Route 38 near Big Bear Lake; the former starting approximately 25
miles southeast of the project site. As of this document being written, State Route 38 in Redlands has
not been officially designated but is eligible. The project site is not located on or near any designated
State Scenic Highway and the project site does not include any scenic resources. No impacts would
occur.

c) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is currently an undeveloped parcel of land in an
urbanized environment. The proposed residential and commercial mixed-use development has been
designed according to City design guidelines. The maximum height of the of buildings as part of the
proposed project would be 52 feet 6 inches; however, there is no height requirement for developments
within the C-3 Zone.? The project includes a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to remove the site from
East Valley Corridor Specific Plan; a Zone Change (ZC) to establish C-3 (General Commercial District)
zoning for the site, a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the mixed use portion of the project; and a
Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide the property into four lots. The project would comply with all
applicable zoning regulations with the approval of the SPA and ZC, and would not deteriorate the visual
quality of the project area. The proposed project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality. Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Lessthan Significant Impact. Excessive or inappropriately directed lighting can adversely impact
night-time views by reducing the ability to see the night sky and stars. Glare can be caused by
unshielded or misdirected lighting sources, or reflective surfaces. Impacts associated with glare range
from a simple nuisance to potentially dangerous. Sources of daytime glare are typically concentrated
in commercial areas and associated parking areas that contain reflective materials such as hi-efficiency
window glass, highly polished surfaces, and expanses of pavement. Development of parking
improvements, related lighting, and associated glare prevention would be conducted in accordance
with Conditions of Approval requiring that lighting be shielded and photometrics be provided
demonstrating that light spillover is limited. Glare is not expected to result from the increase in
pavement or from the proposed buildings as non-reflective materials and architectural coatings would
be utilized in the project design. Adhering to Conditions of Approval for the project would ensure any
impacts related to excessive or inappropriately directed lighting would be less than significant.
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4.2 — Agriculture and Forest Resources

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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) Resultin 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 [] L] ]
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

a) Less than Significant Impact. The California Important Farmland Finder prepared by the California
Department of Conservation does not identify the project site as being located on prime farmland,
unique farmland, or farmland of Statewide Importance.® The project site is identified as Grazing Land
by the Important Farmland Finder, and is categorized as Annual Grassland in Figure 6-2: Land Use and
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Vegetation of the Vital Environment Element of the city’s General Plan.* The project site is currently
undeveloped and features scattered non-native vegetation and grasses, however, it is not zoned for
agricultural uses, and is not currently used for agricultural or grazing purposes. There would be no
conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural uses, and as such impacts would be less than significant.

b) No Impact. The project site is not located on land that is used for or conflicts with nearby
agriculturally zoned land. The project is currently zoned as East Valley Corridor Specific Plan/Special
Development, which only allows for agricultural uses in an interim setting until a Planned Development
is approved.® Permitted land uses in the special district include those uses permitted in General
Commercial, Commercial Industrial, Administrative Professional, Public Institutional, and Open Space
Districts. A Zone Change from (East Valley Corridor Specific Plan/Special Development) to C-3
(General Commercial District) is proposed as part of the project. The parcel comprising the project site
is not involved in an active Williamson Act contract, and there would be no conflict with existing zoning
for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impacts would occur.

¢) No Impact. Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) identifies forest land as land that can support
10-percent native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that
allows for management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife,
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits. The project site and surrounding
properties are not currently being managed or used for forest land as identified in Public Resources
Code Section 12220(g). The project site is currently zoned as East Valley Corridor Specific Plan/Special
Development, which allows for permitted uses related to administrative, commercial, and light industrial
uses as stated above. As such, development of the project would have no impact on any timberland or
forestland zoning.

d) No Impact. As indicated in 4.2 c), the area is not designated as forest land; thus, there would be no
loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use as a result of the project. No impacts
would occur.

e) No Impact. The project site is currently undeveloped, vacant land with scattered non-native
vegetation. The site and its surrounding areas are characterized by undeveloped land, residential,
commercial, and light industrial land uses. None of the surrounding sites contain existing agricultural or
forest uses. The development of this proposed project would not change the existing environment in a
manner that would result in the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur.
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4.3 — Air Quality

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
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 [] L] O]
under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant ] n []
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as
those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of [ 0 [
people?

An Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment was prepared for the proposed project by Urban
Crossroads, dated September 30, 2022 (see Appendix A) to evaluate the air quality and greenhouse
gas impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project. The information
presented below is summarized from this report, which is attached as Appendix A.

a) Lessthan Significant Impact. The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB),
which is characterized by relatively poor air quality. The Southern California Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) has jurisdiction over an approximately 10,743 square-mile area consisting of the
four-county Basin and the Los Angeles County and Riverside County portions of what use to be referred
to as the Southeast Desert Air Basin. In these areas, the SCAQMD is principally responsible for air
pollution control, and works directly with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG),
county transportation commissions, local governments, as well as state and federal agencies to reduce
emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources to meet state and federal ambient air quality
standards. Currently, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the
SoCAB. In response, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs to meet the state and federal
ambient air quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce
emissions, accommodate growth, and minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on
the economy.

In December 2022, the SCAQMD released the Final 2022 AQMP, which continues to evaluate current
integrated strategies and control measures to meet the CAAQS, as well as explore new and innovative
methods to reach its goals. Some of these approaches include utilizing incentive programs, recognizing
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existing co-benefit programs from other sectors, and developing a strategy with fair-share reductions at
the federal, state, and local levels. Similar to the 2016 AQMP, the 2022 AQMP incorporates scientific
and technological information and planning assumptions, including the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, a planning
document that supports the integration of land use and transportation to help the region meet the federal
CAA requirements. Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12,
Section 12.2 and Section 12.3 of the 1993 CEQA Handbook. These indicators are discussed below.

Criterion 1: The proposed project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of
existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.

The violations that under this criterion refer to are the CAAQS and NAAQS. CAAQS and NAAQS
violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were exceeded. CAAQS and
NAAQS violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were exceeded. As
evaluated, the project’s regional and localized construction and operational-source emissions would not
exceed applicable regional significance thresholds. As such, a less than significant impact is expected.
On the basis of the preceding discussion, the project is determined to be consistent with the first
criterion.

Criterion 2: The project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the years of
project buildout phase.

The 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved within
the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans adopted by
cities in the district are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional growth forecasts, which are then
used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development consistent with the growth
projections in City of Redlands General Plan is considered to be consistent with the AQMP. Peak day
emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land use assignments, but
rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of disturbance. Irrespective of the site’s
land use designation, development of the site to its maximum potential would likely occur, with
disturbance of the entire site occurring during construction activities. As such, when considering that no
emissions thresholds would be exceeded, a less than significant impact would result. The city of
Redlands General Plan designates the Project site for Commercial uses. The Commercial designation
allows for a wide range of commercial uses including neighborhood-serving stores and convenience
centers, regional commercial centers and commercial recreation. Additionally, this category allows for
residential and mixed uses consistent with the zoning district. As the project is to consist of up to 35
multifamily residential dwelling units within 3-story buildings, 425 multifamily residential dwelling units
located within 4 story buildings and a 17,899-sf retail component, the project’'s proposed uses are
consistent with the site’s land use designations, and a general plan amendment will not be required.
For these reasons, the project is determined to be consistent with the second criterion.

Conclusion

On the basis of the preceding discussion, the proposed project is consistent with the site’s land use
designation, would not exceed any applicable regional or local thresholds, and would not result in or
cause NAAQS or CAAQS violations. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the AQMP and a
less than significant impact is expected.

b) Less than Significant Impact. The U.S. EPA, CARB, and the SCAQMD assess the air quality of
an area by measuring and monitoring the amount of pollutants in the ambient air and comparing
pollutant levels against the National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS and
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CAAQS). The CAAQS designates the project site as nonattainment for Oz, PM1o, and PM2s while the
NAAQS designates the project site as nonattainment for Oz and PM.s. The SCAQMD has published a
report on how to address cumulative impacts from air pollution: White Paper on Potential Control
Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution. In this report the SCAQMD clearly states
(Page D-3):

“...the SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts
for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR. The only case where
the significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts differ is the Hazard Index
(HI) significance threshold for TAC emissions. The project specific (project increment) significance
threshold is HI > 1.0 while the cumulative (facility-wide) is HI > 3.0. It should be noted that the Hl is
only one of three TAC emission significance thresholds considered (when applicable) in a CEQA
analysis. The other two are the maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) and the cancer burden,
both of which use the same significance thresholds (MICR of 10 in 1 million and cancer burden of
0.5) for project specific and cumulative impacts. Projects that exceed the project-specific
significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is
the reason project-specific and cumulative significance thresholds are the same. Conversely,
projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds are generally not considered to be
cumulatively significant.”

Therefore, this analysis assumes that individual projects that do not generate operational or
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific
impacts would also not cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants
for which SoCAB is in nonattainment, and, therefore, would not be considered to have a significant,
adverse air quality impact. Alternatively, individual project-related construction and operational
emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds for project-specific impacts would be considered
cumulatively considerable. The proposed project’s estimated construction schedule and anticipated
equipment usage is listed in Table 2 (Project Construction Schedule). The project is anticipated to be
operational by the spring of 2026.

Table 2
Project Construction Schedule
Duration

Construction Phase (Days)® Typical Equipment Used®)
Site Preparation 10 Rubber Tired Dozers, Crawler Tractors
Grading 30 Excavators, Graders, Rubber Tired Dozers,

Scrapers, Crawler Tractors
Building Construction 300 Cranes, Forklifts, Generator Sets,
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, Welders

Paving 20 Pavers, Rollers, Paving Equipment
Architectural Coating 20 Air Compressors
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2024. See Appendix A.
(A) Days refers to total active workdays in the construction phase, not calendar days.
(B) The typical equipment list does not reflect all equipment that would be used during the construction phase.

Not all equipment would operate eight hours per day each workday.

The SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants and incremental
increases in health risk are shown in Table 3 (SCAQMD-Recommended CEQA Thresholds). The
SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds indicate that any projects in the SoCAB with
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daily emissions that exceed any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as having an
individually and cumulatively significant air quality impact.

Table 3
SCAQMD-Recommended CEQA Thresholds
Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOx 100 55
VOC/ROG 75 55
PMio 150 150
PM2 s 55 55
SOx 150 150
CO 550 550

Source: SCAQMD, 2019b

Regional Construction Emissions Summary

The estimated maximum daily construction emissions without mitigation are summarized in Table 4
(Overall Regional Construction Emissions Summary). Detailed construction model outputs are included
in Attachment A of Appendix A. Under the assumed scenarios, emissions resulting from the Project
construction will not exceed thresholds established by the SCAQMD for emissions of any criteria
pollutant.

Table 4
Overall Regional Construction Emissions Summary
Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source VOC NOx (6{0) SOx PMio PM2s
Summer 2024 4.42 23.40 54.90 0.05 5.95 2.06
Summer 2025 68.20 15.90 48.00 0.04 6.21 1.83
Winter 2023 4.99 47.20 39.20 0.06 8.44 5.07
Winter 2024 4.04 37.90 36.70 0.06 5.36 2.69
Winter 2025 2.70 14.60 34.80 0.04 5.29 1.59
Maximum Daily Emissions | 68.20 47.20 54.90 0.06 8.44 5.07
SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2024; Appendix A.
Note: PM10 and PM2.5 source emissions reflect 3x daily watering per SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust.

Regional Operational Emissions Summary

Operational activities associated with the project would result in emissions of CO, VOCs, NOx, SOx,
PM1o, and PM.s. Operational related emissions are expected from the following primary sources: area
source emissions, energy source emissions, and mobile source emissions. The project related
operational air quality impacts derive primarily from vehicle trips generated by the project. Trip
characteristics available from the Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue Mixed-Use Measure U Growth
Management Analysis report were utilized in this analysis. The estimated operation-source emissions
from the Project are summarized in Table 5 (Total Project Regional Operational Emissions). Detailed
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operation model outputs are presented in Attachment A. As shown in Table 5, operational source
emissions would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds for emissions of any criteria
pollutant.

Table 5
Total Project Regional Operational Emissions

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source VOC NOx CO | SOx | PMio | PMas
Summer
Mobile Source 11.60 8.66 79.10 0.18 5.96 1.16
Area Source 13.70 713 29.70 0.05 0.57 0.57
Energy Source 0.09 1.50 0.65 0.01 0.12 0.12
Total Maximum Daily Emissions | 25.39 17.29 109.45 0.24 6.65 1.85
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No
Winter
Mobile Source 10.70 9.28 68.20 0.17 5.96 1.16
Area Source 11.20 6.87 2.92 0.04 0.56 0.56
Energy Source 0.09 1.50 0.65 0.01 0.12 0.12
Total Maximum Daily Emissions | 21.99 17.65 71.77 0.22 6.64 1.84
SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2024; Appendix A.
Note: PM10 and PM2.5 source emissions reflect 3x daily watering per SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust.

The project-specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates that
proposed project operational-source air pollutant emissions would not result in exceedances of regional
thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project operational-source emissions would be considered less
than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis. Impacts pertaining to construction and
operational emissions would be considered less than significant.

c) Less than Significant Impact. The analysis below makes use of methodology included in the
SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (LST Methodology). The SCAQMD has
established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause localized
exceedances of the federal and/or state ambient air quality standards. Collectively, these are referred
to as Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). The SCAQMD established LSTs in response to the
SCAQMD Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Initiative 1-41. LSTs represent the maximum
emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states
that lead agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact
analyses. It should be noted that SCAQMD also states that projects that are statutorily or categorically
exempt under CEQA would not be subject to LST analyses. Projects exempt from CEQA also include
infill projects that meet the H&S Code provisions. As such, although not required for this project, LST
analysis is presented to further underscore that there are in fact no significant impacts associated with
the project.

The SCAQMD recommends that the nearest sensitive receptor be considered when determining a
project’s potential to cause an individual or cumulatively significant impact. The nearest land use where
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an individual could remain for 24 hours to the proposed project site has been used to determine
localized construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of PM+, and PM2 (since PM1o
and PM s thresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time). The nearest receptor used for evaluation
of localized impacts of PM1o and PM.sis location R6 represented by the future residences adjacent and
east of the project site, in the recently approved Lugonia Village Project (between the project’s eastern
boundary and Karon Street). Receptors in the project study area shown on Exhibit 2 of Appendix A.

As consistent with LST Methodology, the nearest industrial/commercial use to the project site was used
to determine construction and operational LST air impacts for emissions of NOx and CO as the
averaging periods for these pollutants are shorter (8 hours or less) and it is reasonable to assume that
an individual could be present at these sites for periods of one to 8 hours. It should be noted that the
existing residence R6 is located at a closer distance than the nearest industrial/commercial use. As
such, the same receptor was used for evaluation of localized NOx and CO. It should also be noted that
the LST Methodology explicitly states, “It is possible that a project may have receptors closer than 25
meters. Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor should use the
LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters (11).” As such, a 25-meter receptor distance was used for
evaluation of localized PM1o, PM25, NOx and CO.

Localized Construction Emissions

Table 5 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the project.
Outputs from the model runs for construction LSTs are provided in Attachment A of Appendix A. For
analytical purposes, emissions associated with peak demolition, site preparation and grading activities
are considered for purposes of LSTs since these phases represents the maximum localized emissions
that would occur. Any other construction phases of development that overlap would result in lesser
emissions and consequently lesser impacts than what is disclosed herein. As shown in Table 6 (Project
Localized Construction Impacts), emissions resulting from the project construction will not exceed the
numerical thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for any criteria pollutant. Thus, a less
than significant impact would occur for localized project-related construction-source emissions and no
mitigation is required.

Table 6
Project Localized Construction Impacts

: . Emissions (Ibs/day)
On-Site Emissions NO. co | PM1o ‘ PM,<
Site Preparation
Maximum Daily Emissions 47.00 38.00 8.19 5.02
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 220 1,625 11 7
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No
Grading
Maximum Daily Emissions 40.90 32.70 4.65 2.78
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 237 1,175 12 8
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2024; Appendix A.
Note: PM10 and PM2.5 source emissions reflect 3x daily watering per SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust.

The construction-source air pollutant emissions from the proposed project would not result in
exceedances of regional thresholds. Therefore, proposed project construction-source emissions would
be considered less than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis.
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Localized Operational Emissions

The proposed project is located on approximately 13.48 acres, and the total development is proposed
to consist of 35 multifamily residential dwelling units within 3-story buildings, 425 multifamily residential
dwelling units located within 4-5 story buildings and a 17,899-sf retail component. According to the
SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a proposed project if the
project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing
and idling at the site (e.g., transfer facilities and warehouse buildings). The proposed project does not
include such uses, and thus, due to the lack of significant stationary source emissions, localized
operational emissions from the project are expected to be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Construction Activities

During short-term construction activity, the project would result in the emission of some diesel
particulate matter (DPM), which is a listed carcinogen and toxic air contaminant (TAC) in the State of
California. The 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) revised risk
assessment guidelines suggest that construction projects as short as 2-6 months may warrant
evaluation. Notwithstanding, given the distance of the project from surrounding sensitive receptors, the
dominant wind patterns blowing to the southwest away for receptors (15), and the annual PMas
emissions from equipment during each year of construction, any DPM generated from construction
activity would result in less than significant ground level concentrations of DPM and not result in a
significant health risks and no further evaluation is required.

Operational Activities

TACs analysis applies to the operational phase of a proposed project, if the project includes stationary
sources, or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g.,
transfer facilities and warehouse buildings). The proposed project does not include such uses, and thus,
due to the lack of significant stationary source emissions, no TAC analysis is needed for operations.

CO Hot Spot Analysis

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) concludes that under existing and future
vehicle emission rates, a given project would have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection
by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour (vph)—or 24,000 vph where vertical and/or horizontal air does
not mix—in order to generate a significant CO impact. An adverse CO concentration, known as a “hot
spot,” would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the
eight-hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur. Traffic volumes generating the CO concentrations for the
“hot spot” analysis is shown in Table 7 (CO Model Results). The busiest intersection evaluated was that
at Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue, which has a daily traffic volume of approximately 100,000
vph and AM/PM traffic volumes of 8,062 vph and 7,719 vph, respectively. The 2003 AQMP estimated
that the 1-hour concentration for this intersection was 4.6 ppm; this indicates that, should the daily traffic
volume increase four times to 400,000 vehicles per day, CO concentrations (4.6 ppm x 4= 18.4 ppm)
would still not likely exceed the most stringent 1-hour CO standard (20.0 ppm).

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project 57
City of Redlands



5 — Mitigation Summary

Table 7

CO Model Results

Peak Traffic Volumes (vph)

Intersection Eastbound | Westbound | Southbound | Northbound Total
Location (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM)
Wilshire Boulevard / 4,954 / 1,830/ 721 /1,400 560 /933 8,062/

Veteran Avenue 2,069 3,317 7,719
Sunset Boulevard / 1,417 / 1,342/ 2,304 /1,832 1,551/ 6,614 /

Highland Avenue 1,764 1,540 2,238 5,374

La Cienega Boulevard / 2,540/ 1,890/ 1,384 /2,029 | 821/1,674 6,634 /

Century Boulevard 2,243 2,728 8,674
Long Beach Boulevard / 1,217/ 1,760/ 479 /944 756 /1,150 4,212/

Imperial Highway 2,020 1,400 5,514

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2024; Appendix A.

As summarized in Table 8 (Peak Hour Traffic Volumes), the intersection of SR-210 WB Ramps-
Tennessee Street/San Bernardino Avenue would have the highest AM traffic volume of 2,343 vph and
the intersection of Tennessee Street/Lugonia Avenue would have the highest PM traffic volume of 3,238
vph. As such, total traffic volumes at the intersections considered are less than the traffic volumes
identified in the 2003 AQMP. Therefore, the project considered herein along with background and
cumulative development would not produce the volume of traffic required to generate a CO “hot spot”
either in the context of the 2003 Los Angeles hot spot study or based on representative BAAQMD CO
threshold considerations. As shown in Table 8, the project would not result in potentially adverse CO
concentrations or “hot spots.” Therefore, CO “hot spots” are not an environmental impact of concern for
the proposed project, and localized air quality impacts related to mobile-source emissions would
therefore be less than significant.

Table 8
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Peak Traffic Volumes (vph)
Intersection Eastbound | Westbound | Southbound | Northbound Total
Location (AM/PM) | (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM)
SR-210 WB Ramps-
Tennessee St/ San 473/580 254/300 705/1180 911/571 | 2,343/2,631
Bernardino Ave
Te””essezvsg ['Lugonia | gas999 246/267 434/1,290 675/682 | 1,891/3,238
Tennessee St/IM0EB | 749/819 | 574/786 | 680/1,074 0/0 1.972/2,679
Ramps
Te””esse/fvg’t [Colton | ergi670 | 825/897 199/681 352/459 | 2,022/2,707
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2024; Appendix A.

d) Less than Significant Impact. The project does not contain land uses typically associated with
emitting objectionable odors. Potential odor sources associated with the proposed project may result
from construction equipment exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during
construction activities and the temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the
proposed project’s (long-term operational) uses. Standard construction requirements would minimize
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odor impacts from construction. The construction odor emissions would be temporary, short-term, and
intermittent in nature and would cease upon completion of the respective phase of construction and is
thus considered less than significant. It is expected that project-generated refuse would be stored in
covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the solid waste regulations. The
proposed project would also be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of
public nuisances. Therefore, odors associated with the proposed project construction and operations
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
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4.4 — Biological Resources

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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 ] n 0
regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect
on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the [ L] [
California Department of Fish and
Game 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 [] L] Il
preservation policy or ordinance?
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other [] O O
approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

A General Biological Resources Assessment (see Appendix B) and Burrowing Owl Survey Report
(see Appendix C) were prepared for the proposed project by MIG Inc., and are both dated July 2023.
The reports analyze the potential impacts of the construction and operation of the proposed project to
biological resources. The information presented below is condensed from the memos prepared by MIG
and are attached as Appendix B and Appendix C, respectively.

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The entire project area has been historically
altered by mowing and discing, and all the landcover at the project site can be classified as Disturbed
and/or Developed. Disturbed habitat type is composed primarily of early successional /ruderal plant
species. Much of the vegetation present at the project site is non-native, and the site receives regular
clearing to maintain compliance with fire code. A discussion of potential impacts to special-status
plant and wildlife species is provided below.

Special-Status Plant Species

Special-status plants are defined here to include: (1) plants that are federal- or state-listed as rare,
threatened, or endangered, (2) federal and state candidates for listing, (3) plants assigned a Rank of 1
through 4 by the CNPS Inventory, and (4) plants that qualify under the definition of "rare" in the CEQA,
section 15380. The project site was initially determined to provide potentially suitable habitat for a total
of 90 special-status plant species based on the proximity of the project to previously recorded
occurrences in the region, vegetation types and habitat quality, topography, elevation, soil types, and
other species-specific habitat requirements. As determined in the General Biological Resources
Assessment, none of the 90 plant species are expected to occur on the project site, primarily due to
disturbance such as historical discing and recent mowing. Therefore, impacts to special-status plant
species would not occur as a result of the proposed project.

Special Status Wildlife Species

Special-status wildlife species include those species listed as endangered or threatened under the
FESA or CESA; candidates for listing by the USFWS or CDFW; and species of special concern to
the CDFW; and birds protected by the CDFW under CFGC Sections 3503 and 3513. According to
the General Biological Resources Assessment, it was initially determined that 62 special-status
wildlife species have been recorded in the vicinity of the project site. Of these wildlife species, 56 are
not expected to occur on the project site. Reasons include the absence of essential habitat
requirements for the species, the distance to known occurrences and/or the species distributional
range, the limited availability of foraging and nesting habitat, amount of site disturbance from past
and present land uses, and/or the proximity of existing human-related disturbances. The wildlife
species that occur or have some potential to occur on-site include six (6) birds: Cooper's hawk
[Accipiter cooperii], burrowing owl [Athene cunicularia], Swainson's hawk [Buteo swainsoni],
California horned lark [Eremonphila alpestris actia], merlin [Falco columbarius], and loggerhead
shrike [Lanius ludovicianus]. It is assumed that all of these species could potentially be present at
the site because they have been observed in disturbed habitats and/or in similar habitats close
proximity to the Project Site. These species could be affected by project construction and/or habitat
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loss due the construction of the project. As such, and as detailed below, implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would be required to reduce potential impacts to special status wildlife
species to a less than significant level.

Nesting Birds
Nesting birds are protected under California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) 3503, 3503.5, and 3512,

which prohibits the take of active bird nests. Native and non-native shrubs and trees within the project
site provide highly suitable nesting habitat for songbirds, including common species protected by the
code. There is potential for ground- and tree-nesting birds to establish nests on the project site prior
to any project-related construction. Construction activities including site mobilization, vegetation
clearing, grading, and noise and vibration from the operation of heavy equipment have the potential
to result in significant direct (i.e., death or physical harm) and/or indirect (i.e., nest abandonment)
impacts to nesting birds. The loss of an active nest of common or special-status bird species and/or
their eggs or young as a result of project construction would be considered a violation of the CDFGC,
Section 3503, 3503.5, 3513. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is required to
reduce impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level.

Burrowing Owls

As determined in the Burrowing Owl Survey Report, suitable habitat type (Disturbed and/or Developed)
for burrowing owl was determined to be present on the project site. While no burrowing owls or sign
thereof were observed on the project site, it was determined that burrows and other round structures
present on the project site could potentially provide habitat for burrowing owls. Burrowing owls are
commonly found in disturbed sites like the project site and can also be found in a wide variety of other
open habitats such as grassland or deserts with sparse vegetation. As such, construction activities may
impact burrowing owls in a manner like those already described under the discussion of nesting birds
above. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is required to reduce impacts to
burrowing owls to a less than significant level.

b) No Impact. The project site is located in a developed area of the city of Redlands. As determined
in the Biological Resources Assessment, no USFWS Critical Habitat is located within the project site.
In addition, no sensitive plant communities were observed on the project site, and the site does not
exhibit the characteristic attributes that may support sensitive plant communities (such as the known
distribution and elevation, landscape position, plant species composition, soil and/or substrate type,
water chemistry, and/or hydroperiod) as the project site is highly disturbed. Eight Sensitive Plant
Communities were uncovered by the CDFW CNDDB (2023) search as being in the project vicinity;
however, none of these communities occurs on the project site. In addition, no USFWS-designated
critical habitat areas for any federally listed animals are present within the project boundary.
Therefore, no impacts would occur.

¢) No Impact. According to the General Biological Resources Assessment, no waterways, wetlands,
or riparian vegetation subject to regulation by the USACE, CDFW, or RWQCB are present on the
project site. Additionally, no features were detected by the National Wetlands Inventory at or
immediately adjacent to the project site. The project area is relatively flat and fully separated from
drainages such as the adjacent industrial complex as well as other developments in the area. There
is no evidence (e.g., watermarks, vegetation, or other characteristics) that water flows from any
jurisdictional waterway that may enter the project site. No evidence of previous ponding (no hydric
vegetation, no hydric or clay soils, no evidence of hydrology/watermarks) was observed during the
site visit or historical aerial photos that would suggest any suitable areas for vernal pools or vernal
pool species. Therefore; there would be no impacts related to wetlands as a result of the project.
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d) No Impact. The project site is expected to be utilized by common, non-special-status wildlife for
foraging and possibly breeding. However, the project site is situated in an urbanized area and does not
represent a wildlife movement corridor as it (along with other small neighboring vacant lots) is largely
bound on all sides by developments, possesses vegetation that is largely non-native that would support
high levels of species diversity, and it is too small of an area to support significant wildlife movement.
According to the Biological Resources Assessment, no migratory wildlife corridors or native wildlife
nursery sites were identified within the project site. The project site and surrounding area does not
connect large areas of native habitats and development at this site would not preclude wildlife
movement in otherwise open areas. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project.

e) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. During construction
operations, trees and other plant varieties would need to be removed to accommodate current
building designs and construction. The removal of trees and plants during construction activities
would not interfere with Redlands’ Tree Protection Guidelines as outlined in the city’s Municipal
Code.® The Guidelines are applicable to “Native or Specimen trees, Landmark trees, and Public
Trees” as defined by the city. As determined in the Biological Resources Assessment, plant species
observed onsite were described as non-native, and there are no trees on the project site that have
been designated as native or specimen by the city. In addition, there are no trees of any historic
significance that would warrant a landmark designation. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

f) No Impact. The city of Redlands is an active participant in the Upper Santa Ana River Wash
Habitat Conservation Plan (the Wash Plan).” The project site is located south of the plan, and outside
of its boundaries. The project site is not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore,
no impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1 Pre-construction Survey for Nesting Birds. To the extent feasible, construction
activities should be scheduled to avoid the nesting season. If construction activities are
scheduled to take place outside the nesting season, all impacts to nesting birds protected
under the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code would be avoided. The nesting
season for most birds in San Bernardino County extends from February 1 through
September 1.

If it is not possible to schedule construction activities between September 1 and January
31, then pre-construction surveys for nesting birds will be conducted by a qualified
biologist to ensure that no nests would be disturbed during project implementation.
These surveys will be conducted no more than 5 days prior to the initiation of any site
disturbance activities and equipment mobilization, vegetation removal, fence installation,
grading, etc. If project activities are delayed by more than 5 days, an additional nesting
bird survey will be performed. During this survey, the biologist will inspect all vegetation
and other potential nesting habitats (e.g., shrubs) in and immediately adjacent to the
impact area for nests. Active nesting is present if a bird is building a nest, sitting in a
nest, a nest has eggs or chicks in it, or adults are observed carrying food to the nest.
The results of the surveys will be documented.

If an active nest is found sufficiently close to work areas to be disturbed by these
activities, the qualified biologist will determine the extent of a construction-free buffer
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BIO-2:

64

zone to be established around the nest (typically up to 300 feet for raptors and up to 100
feet for other species), to ensure that no nests of species protected by the MBTA and
California Fish and Game Code will be disturbed during project implementation. Within
the buffer zone, no site disturbance and mobilization of heavy equipment, including but
not limited to equipment staging, fence installation, clearing, grubbing, vegetation
removal, demolition, and grading will be permitted until the chicks have fledged.

A qualified biologist is an individual who has a degree in biological sciences or related
resource management with a minimum of two seasonal years post-degree experience
conducting surveys for nesting birds. During or following academic training, the qualified
biologist will have achieved a high level of professional experience and knowledge in
biological sciences and special-status species identification, ecology, and habitat
requirements.

Pre-construction Survey for Burrowing Owl. No more than 14 days prior to ground
disturbance a focused survey for burrowing owl will be required to ensure take
avoidance. Even though burrowing owls were not located as part of the general biological
survey, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is required because burrowing owls
may encroach or migrate to the property at any time, and therefore steps should be taken
to ensure avoidance, including reevaluating the locations/presence of burrowing owl or
burrows. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the survey
requirements outlined in Appendix D of the CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owil,
dated March 7, 2012. If burrowing owl are found on the project site during pre-
construction surveys, the biologist conducting surveys shall immediately contact the
CDFW to develop a plan for avoidance and/or translocation prior to construction crews
initiating any ground disturbance on the project site.
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4.5 — Cultural Resources

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to '15064.57? = H H

b) Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to L] L] Il
'15064.57

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

A Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report was prepared by Ecorp Consulting Inc., dated
November 2022, to assess possible cultural and historical impacts associated with the construction and
operation of the project (see Appendix D).

a) No Impact. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historic resource listed or eligible for listing in the California
Resources of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). CEQA Guidelines state the term “historical resources” applies to
resources that meet any of the following criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical
Resources:

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage.

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

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

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (PRC
§5024.1(c)).

A field survey and records search conducted for the Cultural Report of this project identified one cultural
resource within the project area: a concrete and brick water conveyance system. The system consists
of six features: two north-south water channels, two concrete rectangular vaults, and two standpipe
features. The conveyance system was used to irrigate orange groves northeast of Redlands and was
likely built in 1945. According to the Ecorp report, the irrigation system identified onsite is not eligible
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources and is not listed on any Certified Local
Government historic property register. As described in the Cultural Report, while the project site and
the irrigation system were formerly used for agricultural purposes, they are not associated with events
or persons that made significant contributions to the history of the local area. Development of the project
would not have any physical impacts outside the designated project area boundary. The project would
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not result in any adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5. No impact would occur.

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site has been routinely disturbed
over time and as such, any archaeological resources that may exist likely have been previously
unearthed, disturbed, or left in place. While the field survey conducted as part of the Cultural Report did
not identify any archaeological resources, the project area contains Holocene alluvial deposits
synchronous with human occupation of the region. Due to the presence of these deposits, as well as
the known ephemeral waterways in the vicinity of the project site, there does exist a moderate potential
for buried pre-contact archaeological sites within the project site. While it is unlikely, it is possible that
subsurface archaeological resources could be encountered during development of the proposed
project. Mitigation Measure CUL-1, which requires evaluation if deposits are found that could be of
cultural or human origin. With implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 potential impacts would be
less than significant.

¢) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No known human remains are anticipated to
be located on or beneath the project site. However, these findings do not preclude the existence of
previously unknown human remains located below the ground surface, which may be encountered
during construction excavations associated with the project, and it is possible to encounter buried
human remains during construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 will reduce
potentially significant impacts to previously undiscovered human remains. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure CUL-1, impacts would be less than significant as a result of construction of the
proposed project.

Mitigation Measures

CUL-1: If subsurface deposits believed to be cultural or human in origin are discovered during
construction, all work must halt within a 100-foot radius of the discovery. A qualified
professional archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualification Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeology, shall be retained to
evaluate the significance of the find, and shall have the authority to modify the no-work
radius as appropriate, using professional judgment. The following notifications shall
apply, depending on the nature of the find:

» If the professional archaeologist determines that the find does not represent a
cultural resource, work may resume immediately and no agency notifications are
required.

= |f the professional archaeologist determines that the find does represent a
cultural resource from any time period or cultural affiliation, the archaeologist
shall immediately notify the lead agencies. The agencies shall consult on a
finding of eligibility and implement appropriate treatment measures, if the find is
determined to be a Historical Resource under CEQA, as defined in Section
15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines or a historic property under Section 106
NHPA, if applicable. Work may not resume within the no-work radius until the
lead agencies, through consultation as appropriate, determine that the site either:
1) is not a Historical Resource under CEQA or a Historic Property under Section
106; or 2) that the treatment measures have been completed to their satisfaction.

= |f the find includes human remains, or remains that are potentially human, they
shall ensure reasonable protection measures are taken to protect the discovery

66 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Public Review Draft April 22, 2024



5 — Mitigation Summary

from disturbance (AB 2641). The archaeologist shall notify the San Bernardino
County Coroner (per § 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code). The provisions of
§ 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, § 5097.98 of the California
PRC, and AB 2641 will be implemented. If the coroner determines the remains
are Native American and not the result of a crime scene, the coroner will notify
the NAHC, which then will designate a Native American Most Likely Descendant
(MLD) for the Project (§ 5097.98 of the PRC). The designated MLD will have 48
hours from the time access to the property is granted to make recommendations
concerning treatment of the remains. If the landowner does not agree with the
recommendations of the MLD, the NAHC can mediate (§ 5097.94 of the PRC). If
no agreement is reached, the landowner must rebury the remains where they will
not be further disturbed (§ 5097.98 of the PRC). This will also include either
recording the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center; using an
open space or conservation zoning designation or easement; or recording a
reinternment document with the county in which the property is located (AB
2641). Work may not resume within the no-work radius until the lead agencies,
through consultation as appropriate, determine that the treatment measures have
been completed to their satisfaction.
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4.6 — Energy

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Result in potentially significant

environmental impact due to

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary

consumption or energy resources, [ L] L]

during project construction or

operation?

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

An Energy Consumption Estimate Report was prepared for the proposed project by Urban Crossroads,
dated February 7", 2024 (see Appendix E) to evaluate the possible energy impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed project. The information presented below is summarized
from the report and is attached as Appendix E.

a) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project consists of the development of 460 new
apartment units, approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space, and associated landscaping
and roadway improvements. Construction activities associated with the proposed project would require
the use of heavy-duty, off-road equipment and construction-related vehicle trips that would combust
fuel, primarily diesel and gasoline. Heavy-duty construction equipment would be required to comply with
the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) airborne toxic control measures, which restrict heavy-
duty diesel vehicle idling to five minutes.

Once operational, the proposed project would consume energy for vehicle trips and electricity and
natural gas usage. Operational vehicle trips are anticipated to consume approximately 257,711 gallons
of gasoline, 19,752 gallons of diesel, and 119,905 kWh of electricity on an annual basis, upon its first
year of operation. As estimated using CalEEMod, the proposed project buildings would consume
approximately 2,322 megawatt-hours (mWh) of electricity and 5,940 million British Thermal Units (BTU)
of natural gas per year. Electricity, natural gas, and gasoline fuel consumption are energy sources
necessary to operate and maintain the proposed project in a safe manner. Lighting is essential for safety
and security and natural gas consumption is needed for heating and other temperature-controlled
activities. The proposed project would not cause a substantial environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption or energy resources, during project construction or operation.
As such, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is consistent with the City of Redlands CAP,
as discussed below in Section 4.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The proposed project would not conflict
with or obstruct any other state or local plan adopted for the purposes of increasing the amount of
renewable energy or energy efficiency because no other plans are in place in the project area. Impacts
would be less than significant.
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4.7 — Geology and Soils

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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 n 0 n
other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

i) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

0O o o o
0O o oo o

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 (1997), n 0 n
creating substantial direct or indirect
risks to life or property?
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not L] L] O]
available for the disposal of waste
water?

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

a.i) Less than Significant Impact. The city of Redlands, as well as the greater Southern California
region, is considered a seismically active region. According to the Healthy Community Element of the
city’s General Plan, the project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, and there are no
active or potentially active faults within or adjacent to the project site.® Crafton Hills Fault Zone (also
known as the Redlands Fault) is the closest fault to the project site, and is located approximately 3.7
miles southeast of the project. This fault, however, is not categorized as an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone,
or as a San Bernardino County designated Fault Zone. According to the city General Plan, development
should be restricted within and near Alquist-Priolo designated fault zones.® Furthermore, structures
should incorporate design standards recommended by the most current California Building Code (CBC).
The project is not located on or near a Alquist-Priolo fault zone, and would adhere to design and repair
requirements adopted in the current city of Redlands Code of Ordinances from the 2022 CBC.'° Design
requirements adopted by the city would be sufficient in mitigating seismic hazards to the proposed
project, and as such, impacts are determined to be less than significant.

a.ii) Less than Significant Impact. Given the project’s location in a seismically active region, the site
is subject to ground shaking. Per the city’s General Plan, the potential for ground shaking and seismic-
related damage is also dependent on the underlying soil composition. As indicated in the General Plan,
much of the city of Redlands is built on alluvial deposits that create a potential for severe ground
shaking.™ The project site is of no greater risk to ground shaking than another area of Redlands, and
while a structure may be damaged during an earthquake, adherence to design requirements adopted
by the city from the CBC would minimize damage to property within the structure, as they are designed
to not collapse. The CBC is intended to provide minimum requirements to prevent major structural
failure and loss of life. As such, impacts due to ground shaking would be less than significant.

a.iii) Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a form of ground failure that occurs when soil
transforms from a solid state to liquefied condition due to intense seismic ground shaking. Liquefaction
typically occurs in loose granular materials, such as alluvium-type soils, of which much of the city is built
on. Saturated soils or areas located near waterways and areas with a high groundwater level are also
susceptible to such ground failure. Parts of the city of Redlands are susceptible to liquefaction and
ground failure, however, the city’s General Plan indicates that the project site is not located in an area
considered susceptible to liquefaction. '> Impacts related to seismic-related ground failure and
liquefaction would be less than significant.

a.iv) No Impact. The city’s General Plan outlines areas in Redlands susceptible to landslides.
According to the Healthy Community Element of the Redlands General Plan, the project site is not
located in an area with high susceptibility, or even low to medium susceptibility, to landslide or ground
subsidence.' Therefore, no impacts related to landslides would occur.
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b) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is currently undeveloped, although it has been
routinely disturbed and features non-native grasses and ruderal vegetation. The site is located in a
mostly developed area of Redlands, characterized by residential, commercial, and light industrial land
uses. Although the site is surrounded to the north, south, and east by undeveloped land, with Interstate
210 located at the western boundary of the project site. As the site is undeveloped, there is the potential
to expose surface soils to wind and water erosion during demolition and construction activities.
However, wind erosion would be minimized through soil stabilization measures required by SCAQMD
Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), such as daily watering. ' Stormwater related erosion would further be
prevented through control practices outlined in the Redlands NPDES program.'® Following project
construction, much of the site would consist of impervious surfaces consisting of houses, commercial
businesses, and roadways. The completed project would also feature pervious surfaces in the form of
accent landscaping within and around the perimeter of the project site, as well as a courtyard area for
residential use. Trees, shrubbery, and other vegetation would keep in place topsoil, and further reduce
any potential risk of soil erosion. Impacts related to soil erosion would be less than significant with the
implementation of existing regulations.

c) Less than Significant Impact. Lateral spreading is the downslope movement of surface sediment
due to liquefaction in a subsurface layer. The downslope movement is due to a combination of gravity
and ground shaking. Lateral spreading has been observed to generally take place toward a free face
(i.e., retaining wall, slope, or channel) and to lesser extent on ground surfaces with a very gentle slope.
As outlined in Sections 4.6.a.iii and 4.6.a.iv above, the project site is not located in an area susceptible
to landslides or liquefaction. As the site has a low susceptibility to liquefaction, there is a low potential
for lateral spreading to occur on the project site. The project is required to be constructed in accordance
with the CBC, and keeping in compliance with existing CBC regulations would limit hazard impacts
arising from unstable soils to less than significant levels.

d) Less than Significant Impact. Much of the city of Redlands is built on alluvium-type soils that are
susceptible to liquefaction from ground-shaking and expansion with saturation. Expansive soils are
susceptible to ground failure, and lead to property damage and human harm. Development of the
proposed project is required to comply with the CBC as adopted by the City Code of Ordinances. The
CBC requires building permits to comply with current building code standards. Such standards include
the consideration of geological and seismic conditions. Prior to construction, soil conditions at the site
would be identified and considered during the design process. Compliance with existing CBC
regulations would reduce any impacts from potentially hazardous expansive soils to a less than
significant amount.

e) No Impact. The project proposes to install new onsite water and sewer lines that would connect to
the existing municipal sewer infrastructure in the surrounding streets. The proposed project would
connect to this system and would not require the use of septic tanks. No impact would occur.

f) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Development of the proposed project would
require site preparation, grading, and construction operations. Given that the proposed project site has
been previously disturbed, it is considered unlikely that paleontological resources (fossil evidence of life
from past geologic time frames) would be found. However, in the event that paleontological materials
are uncovered, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure that uncovered resources are evaluated and
curated as recommended by a qualified paleontologist. Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources
would be less than significant.

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project 71
City of Redlands



5 — Mitigation Summary

Mitigation Measures

GEO-1:

72

Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources. If paleontological materials are
uncovered during grading or other earth moving activities, the contractor shall be
required to halt work in the immediate area of the find, and to retain a professional
paleontologist to examine the materials to determine whether it is a significant
paleontological resource. If this determination is positive, the resource shall be left in
place, if determined feasible by the project paleontologist. Otherwise, the paleontologist
shall fully recover the scientifically consequential information. Work may continue outside
of the area of the find; however, no further work shall occur in the immediate location of
the find until all information recovery has been completed and a report concerning it filed
with the Development Services Director. The applicant shall bear the cost of
implementing this mitigation.
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4.8 — Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant [ 0 0
impact on the environment?

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

A Residential Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment was prepared for the proposed project by
Urban Crossroads, dated September 30, 2022 (see Appendix A) to evaluate the air quality and
greenhouse gas impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project. The
information presented below is summarized from the report and is attached as Appendix A.

a) Less than Significant Impact. Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere and affect regulation of the
Earth’s temperature are known as GHGs. GHGs that contribute to climate change are a different type
of pollutant than criteria or hazardous air pollutants because climate change is global in scale, both in
terms of causes and effects. Some GHG are emitted to the atmosphere naturally by biological and
geological processes such as evaporation (water vapor), aerobic respiration (carbon dioxide), and off-
gassing from low oxygen environments such as swamps or exposed permafrost (methane); however,
GHG emissions from human activities such as fuel combustion (e.g., carbon dioxide) and refrigerants
use (e.g., hydrofluorocarbons) significantly contribute to overall GHG concentrations in the atmosphere,
climate regulation, and global climate change.

The 1997 United Nations’ Kyoto Protocol international treaty set targets for reductions in emissions of
four specific GHGs — carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and sulfur hexafluoride — and two groups
of gases — hydrofluorocarbons and perfluorocarbons. These GHG are the primary GHG emitted into the
atmosphere by human activities. The six most common GHG’s are carbon dioxide (CO.), methane
(CH.), nitrous oxide (N20), sulfur hexafluoride, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and perfluorocarbons
(PFCs).

The City of Redlands Climate Action Plan (CAP) was adopted on December 5, 2017. The CAP was
prepared pursuant to Section 15183.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines to be utilized as a tiering document
for the General Plan as well as future projects within the City of Redlands that are consistent with the
General Plan. The CAP incorporates the guidelines established in CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan. The
2017 Scoping Plan was prepared to meet the most current GHG emissions reduction targets set in
Executive Order S-3-15 and SB 32 that recommends local governments to develop plans to reduce
GHG emissions to 6 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCOze/yr) by the year 2030
and 2 MTCOze/yr by the year 2050. Since the CAP was prepared in coordination with the General Plan
that has a horizon year of 2035, the Redlands CAP also provided a year 2035 target of 5 MTCO.elyr,
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which was determined through interpolation of the 2030 and 2050 GHG emissions targets from the
2017 Scoping Plan. The CAP also has a Year 2030 GHG emissions target of 6.0 per capita per year.

The estimated GHG emissions for the project land use are summarized in Table 9 (Total Project GHG
Emissions. The estimated GHG emission include emissions from Carbon Dioxide (CO.), Methane
(CH4), Nitrous Oxide (NO2), and Refrigerants (R). As shown in Table 9, the project would generate a
total of approximately 2.94 MTCO.e/SP.

Table 9
Total Project GHG Emissions

Emission (MTCOzelyr)
Total
Source CO> CHa N2O R COz:E
Construction-related emissions* 39.04 0.00 0.00 0.04 39.65
Mobile 2645.00 0.16 0.14 4.44 2696.00
Area 107.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 107.00
Energy 682.00 0.06 <0.005 0.00 685.00
Water 28.60 0.67 0.02 0.00 50.10
Waste 32.00 3.20 0.00 0.00 112.00
Refrigerants 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49
Total CO2E (All Sources) 3690.24
Service Population 1254.53
Total COze/Service Population 2.94
Threshold (CO2E) 6.00
Threshold Exceeded? No
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2024; Appendix A.
* Amortized over a period of 30 years.

The project would result in 2.94 MTCO2e/SP per year in 2025 as summarized in Table 9. As such, the
project total GHG emissions would not exceed the screening threshold of 6.0 MTCO.e/SP per year.
Thus, project-related emissions would not have a potential significant direct or indirect impact on GHG
and climate change. Impacts would be less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact.
2022 CARB Scoping Consistency

Included in the 2022 Scoping Plan is a set of Local Actions (Appendix D to the 2022 Scoping Plan)
aimed at providing local jurisdictions with tools to reduce GHGs and assist the state in meeting the
ambitious targets set forth in the 2022 Scoping Plan. Appendix D to the 2022 Scoping Plan includes a
section on evaluating plan-level and project-level alignment with the State’s Climate Goals in CEQA
GHG analyses. In this section, CARB identifies several recommendations and strategies that should be
considered for new development in order to determine consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan. Notably,
this section is focused on Residential and Mixed-Use Projects, in fact CARB states in Appendix D (page
4). “...focuses primarily on climate action plans (CAPs) and local authority over new residential
development. It does not address other land use types (e.g., industrial) or air permitting.”
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Table 10 (Consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan) summarizes the reduction actions/strategies by
emissions source category to determine how the project would be consistent with or exceed reduction
actions/strategies outlined in the 2022 Scoping Plan, and as shown, the Project would be consistent
with the strategies discussed below.

Table 10
Consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan

Reduction Strategy Project Consistency Analysis

Smart Growth / Vehicles Miles Traveled
Reduce VMT per capita to 25% below 2019 levels by | Consistent. The project site is currently
2030, and 30% below 2019 levels by 2045 undeveloped and would develop the
underutilized land with 35 multifamily
residential dwelling units within 3-story
buildings, 425 multifamily residential
dwelling units located within 4 story
buildings and a 17,899-sf retail component.
The project is within walking and biking
distance between existing commercial and
residential developments. Therefore, future
residents traveling from and to the proposed
project would have more access to work,
educational and other destinations and
would reduce VMT. As such, the project is
consistent with this strategy.

New Residential and Commercial Buildings

All electric appliances beginning 2026 (residential) Consistent. The project is expected to
and 2029 (commercial) contributing to 6 million heat | utilize natural gas heating and/or cooking
pumps installed statewide by 2030 on-site. The City of Redlands has not

adopted an ordinance or program limiting
the use of natural gas for on-site cooking
and/or heating. However, if one is adopted,
the project would comply with the applicable
goals or policies limiting the use of natural
gas equipment in the future. As such, the
project would be consistent with this

strategy.
Non-combustion Methane Emissions
Divert 75% of organic waste from landfills by 2025 Consistent. The project would be required

to recycle and compost 75 percent of waste
per AB 341. As such, the project would be
consistent with the strategy.

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Consistency

The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, developed with input from local governments, including the city of Redlands,
establishes GHG emissions goals for automobiles and light-duty trucks for 2035, 2045 and establishes
an overall GHG target for the region consistent with both the statewide GHG reduction targets for the
post-2020 statewide GHG reduction goals. The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS is a long-range visioning plan to
encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and development of a regional
intermodal transportation system that, when linked with appropriate land use planning, will serve the
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mobility needs of goods and people. Future investments seek to reduce traffic bottlenecks, improve the
efficiency of the region’s network, and expand mobility choices. The RTP/SCS is an important planning
document for the region, allowing project sponsors to qualify for federal funding. In addition, the
RTP/SCS is supported by a combination of transportation and land use strategies that help the region
achieve state GHG emission reduction goals and federal Clean Air Act requirements, preserve open
space areas, improve public health and roadway safety, support the vital goods movement industry,
and use resources more efficiently.

Table 11 (Consistency with SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS) summarizes the project’s consistency with
the five strategies found within the SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS and as shown, the project would be
consistent with the GHG reduction strategies contained within the SCAG’s RTP/SCS. Implementing
SCAG’s RTP/SCS will reduce the regional GHG emissions from transportation, helping to achieve
statewide emission reduction targets. The proposed project would be consistent with and would not
conflict with the goals of the RTP/SCS; therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with SCAG’s
ability to achieve the region’s year post-2020 mobile source GHG reduction targets outlined in the
RTP/SCS, and it can be assumed that regional mobile emissions will decrease in line with the goals of
the RTP/SCS.

Table 11
Consistency with SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS

Reduction Strategy

Applicable Land Use Tools

Project Consistency Analysis

Focus Growth Near Destinations and Mobility Options

* Emphasize land use patterns
that facilitate multimodal
access to work, educational
and other destinations
Focus on a regional
jobs/housing balance to
reduce commute times and
distances and expand job
opportunities near transit and
along center-focused main
streets

Plan for growth near transit
investments and support
implementation of first/last
mile strategies

Promote the redevelopment
of underperforming retail
developments and other
outmoded nonresidential
uses

Prioritize infill and
redevelopment of
underutilized land to
accommodate new growth,
increase amenities and
connectivity in existing
neighborhoods

Center Focused
Placemaking, Priority Growth
Areas (PGA), Job Centers,
High Quality Transit Areas
(HQTAS), Transit Priority
Areas (TPA), Neighborhood
Mobility Areas (NMAs),
Livable Corridors, Spheres
of Influence (SOls), Green
Region, Urban Greening.

Consistent. The Project site is
currently undeveloped and would
develop the underutilized land with
35 multifamily residential dwelling
units within 3-story buildings, 425
multifamily residential dwelling
units located within 4 story
buildings and a 17,899-sf retail
component. Therefore, future
residents traveling from and to the
proposed Project would have
more access to work, educational
and other destinations, as well as
reduced commuting times and
distances, which would all in turn
reduce GHG associated with
transportation. Therefore, the
Project is consistent with the focus
growth near destinations and
mobility options strategy.
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* Encourage design and
transportation options that
reduce the reliance on and
number of solo car trips (this
could include mixed uses or
locating and orienting close
to existing destinations)
Identify ways to “right size”
parking requirements and
promote alternative parking
strategies (e.g., shared
parking or smart parking)

Promote Diverse Housing Choices

Preserve and rehabilitate
affordable housing and
prevent displacement
Identify funding opportunities
for new workforce and
affordable housing
development

Create incentives and reduce
regulatory barriers for
building context sensitive
accessory dwelling units to
increase housing supply
Provide support to local
jurisdictions to streamline
and lessen barriers to
housing development that
supports reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions

PGA, Job Centers, HQTAs,
NMA, TPAs, Livable
Corridors, Green Region,
Urban Greening

Consistent. The project site is
currently undeveloped and would
develop the underutilized land with
35 multifamily residential dwelling
units within 3-story buildings, 425
multifamily residential dwelling
units located within 4 story
buildings and a 17,899-sf retail
component. Therefore, similar to
the discussion above, the Project
is consistent with promoting
diverse housing choices strategy.

Leverage Technology Innovations

Promote low emission
technologies such as
neighborhood electric
vehicles, shared rides
hailing, car sharing, bike
sharing and scooters by
providing supportive and safe
infrastructure such as
dedicated lanes, charging
and parking/drop-off space
Improve access to services
through technology—such as
telework and telemedicine as
well as other incentives such

HQTA, TPAs, NMA, Livable
Corridors.

Consistent. The project would
include EV charging infrastructure
and provide bike storage spaces
in accordance with the California
Green Building Standards Code.
Therefore, the Project is
consistent with leveraging
technology innovations strategy
and would promote alternative
modes of transportation that would
help the State, County and City
meet their GHG reduction goals.
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as a “mobility wallet,” an app-
based system for storing
transit and other multi-modal
payments

Identify ways to incorporate
“micro-power grids” in
communities, for example
solar energy, hydrogen fuel
cell power storage and power
generation

Support

Implementation of Sustainability Policies

Pursue funding opportunities
to support local sustainable
development implementation
projects that reduce
greenhouse gas emissions
Support statewide legislation
that reduces barriers to new
construction and that
incentivizes development
near transit corridors and
stations

Support local jurisdictions in
the establishment of
Enhanced Infrastructure
Financing Districts (EIFDs),
Community Revitalization
and Investment Authorities
(CRIAS), or other tax
increment or value capture
tools to finance sustainable
infrastructure and
development projects,
including parks and open
space

Work with local
jurisdictions/communities to
identify opportunities and
assess barriers to implement
sustainability strategies
Enhance partnerships with
other planning organizations
to promote resources and
best practices in the SCAG
region

Continue to support long
range planning efforts by
local jurisdictions

Center Focused
Placemaking, Priority Growth
Areas (PGA), Job Centers,
High Quality Transit Areas
(HQTASs), Transit Priority
Areas (TPA), Neighborhood
Mobility Areas (NMAs),
Livable Corridors, Spheres
of Influence (SOls), Green
Region, Urban Greening.

Consistent. As mentioned
previously, the proposed project
would install EV charging
infrastructure and provide bike
storage spaces to promote
alternative modes of
transportation. Additionally, the
project would comply with
sustainable development practices
included in the 2022 Title 24
standards and CALGreen Code,
including installation of vanpooling
and carpooling parking spaces,
installation of high-efficient
lighting, and implementation of
water-efficiency irrigation and
drought-tolerant landscaping.
Thus, the project would be
consistent with supporting
implementation of sustainability
policies strategy.
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* Provide educational
opportunities to local
decisions makers and staff
on new tools, best practices
and policies related to
implementing the
Sustainable Communities
Strategy

Promote a Green Region

Support development of local
climate adaptation and
hazard mitigation plans, as
well as project
implementation that improves
community resiliency to
climate change and natural
hazards
Support local policies for
renewable energy
production, reduction of
urban heat islands and
carbon sequestration
Integrate local food
production into the regional
landscape
Promote more resource
efficient development
focused on conservation,
recycling and reclamation
* Preserve, enhance and
restore regional wildlife
connectivity
* Reduce consumption of
resource areas, including
agricultural land
* Identify ways to improve
access to public park space

Green Region, Urban
Greening, Greenbelts and
Community Separators.

The proposed project consists of
currently undeveloped and would
develop the underutilized land with
35 multifamily residential dwelling
units within 3-story buildings, 425
multifamily residential dwelling
units located within 4 story
buildings and a 17,899-sf retail
component and would not
interfere with regional wildlife
connectivity or concert agricultural
land. The project would be
required to comply with 2022 Title
24 standards and CALGreen
Code, which would help reduce
energy consumption and reduce
GHG emissions. Thus, the project
would support resource efficient
development that reduces energy
consumption and GHG emissions
and the Project would be
consistent with promoting a green
region strategy.

City of Redlands General Plan and CAP Consistency

The city of Redlands adopted both the General Plan and CAP on December 5, 2017. The CAP was
developed concurrently with the General Plan, which identifies the city’s most current land use and
transportation strategies and GHG implementation of various General Plan’s goals and principles. The
CAP provides actions to operationalize the General Plan policies that help with GHG reductions. As
summarized in Table 12 (Consistency with the General Plan and Climate Action Plan), the project is
consistent with the goals related to GHG emissions reductions in the General Plan and CAP. Thus, the
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project would not obstruct the city of Redlands CAP GHG reduction measures and would not conflict
with the GHG projections included in the CAP and the project would have a less than significant impact.

Table 12

Consistency with the General Plan and Climate Action Plan

Reduction Strategy

Project Consistency Analysis

General Plan Sustainable Co

mmunity Element

Goal: Serve as an environmental steward; ensure that
residents enjoy clean air and water; make efficient use

Consistent. The project site is currently
undeveloped and would develop the

underutilized land with 35 multifamily
residential dwelling units within 3-story
buildings, 425 multifamily residential
dwelling units located within 4 story
buildings and a 17,899-sf retail
component. The project would comply with
Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards and is within walking and biking
distance between existing commercial and
residential developments. Additionally, the
Project would provide EV infrastructure
and bike storage spaces. Therefore, the
Project would be consistent with this goal
and promote growth in a manner in which
the future population does not negatively
impact resources.

Plan
Consistent. The project is expected to
utilize natural gas heating and/or cooking
on-site. The City of Redlands has not
adopted an ordinance or program limiting
the use of natural gas for on-site cooking
and/or heating. However, if one is
adopted, the project would comply with the
applicable goals or policies limiting the use
of natural gas equipment in the future. As
such, the project would be consistent with
this strategy.

of energy, water, and land resources; and grow in a
manner in which increased population does not
negatively impact resources (25).

« 8-P.8: Promote sustainability by reducing the
community’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
festering green development patterns- including
buildings, sites, and landscapes.

» 8-P.9: Undertake initiatives to enhance sustainability
by reducing the community’s GHG emissions.

Climate Action
All electric appliances beginning 2026 (residential)
and 2029 (commercial) contributing to 6 million heat
pumps installed statewide by 2030.

Finally, the project is consistent with the general plan land use designation, density, building intensity,
and applicable policies specified for the project area in SCAG's Sustainable Community
Strategy/Regional Transportation Plan, which pursuant to SB 375 calls for the integration of
transportation, land-use and housing policies to plan for achievement of the GHG-emissions target for
the region. Thus, a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions from project construction and
operation would occur and no mitigation is required.
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4.9 — Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Would the project:

a)

d)

e)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

O

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

O

O

5 — Mitigation Summary

Less Than
Significant No
Impact Impact

O

O

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Phase Il Site Assessment was prepared for the
proposed project by Petra Geosciences, dated June 20, 2022 (see Appendix F) to evaluate the potential
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presence of hazardous materials on the project site. The information presented below is summarized
from the report and is attached as Appendix F.

a) Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would require the temporary
use and transport of fuels, equipment, earth and building materials, as well as other potentially
hazardous materials. The contractor would be required to develop and adhere to a Health and Safety
Plan, which pursuant to California state Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.95, Division 20 (§§ 25500-
25532), would minimize potentially hazardous effects of handling potentially hazardous materials during
construction.'® The project is within the jurisdiction of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
County of San Bernardino, both of which manage the inspection, regulation, transportation, use, and
disposal of hazardous materials in Redlands. Development of the project will comply with the standards
and regulations of both bodies. Adherence to local, state, and federal regulations, impacts related to
the potential disposal or transport of onsite hazardous materials or waste would be less than significant.

The project site is currently zoned as EV/SD (East Valley Corridor Specific Plan/Special Development).
The proposed project includes a Zone Change (ZC) to establish C-3 (General Commercial District)
zoning for the site. The C-3 zoning designation allows for mixed-use and residential uses, with the
residential density permitted as R-3 (multi-family residential district). Development of the project
includes 460 new apartment units and the development of approximately 17,899 square feet of
commercial space. The transport, use, and/or disposal of hazardous materials is not associated with or
expected with the development of onsite residential land uses. While specific commercial uses are not
known at the time of this document’s preparation, such uses would not require the routine transport
and/or use of hazardous materials associated with industrial-related businesses, as those uses are not
permitted as part of the C-3 zoning designation. Any hazardous materials used in conjunction with
commercial uses would include relatively limited amounts of cleaners, lubricants, and pesticides. Such
materials would be disposed of with other Household Hazard Wastes (HHWSs) generated from onsite
residences. HHWs are prohibited or discouraged from being disposed of at local landfills. As such, the
San Bernardino County Fire Protection District operates a Household Hazardous Waste Program, with
14 permanent HHW collection facilities.'” These facilities would allow easy disposal of any HHW
generated from future residents and businesses of the site. With adherence to local regulations, the use
of common household hazardous materials, created waste, and their disposal would not present a
substantial health risk to the community. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Based on information obtained during the Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment (ESA), the project site appears to have been developed as an orchard since at least
1930 until sometime between/during 1975 and 1985. Infrared aerial photographs suggest that sometime
between/during 1975 and 1985 the orchards were removed from the project site and some sort of
irrigated vegetation was present over portions of the project site. Irrigated vegetation areas decreased
between the 1985 and 1989 photographs. Some sort of managed vegetation was noted within the
southern portion of the project site in the black and white aerial photograph from 1994. Sometime
between/during 1994 and 2002, the project site appeared to be fallow land and has remained vacant
land to present day. Minor debris was also observed along the northern and western portions of the
project site, consisting mostly of windblown trash, a car bumper, and remnants of a reclining chair. One
area of plywood fragments and plastic sheeting was observed in the central portion of the project site.
A concrete irrigation valve riser located in the northwest corner of the project site contained dumped
trash and plastic bags. There were no visible signs of this trash containing hazardous substances;
however, the trash was not disturbed.

No water wells were observed within the project site during the Phase | ESA. Two concrete irrigation
valve risers were observed along the northern boundary of the project site, within the proposed
Pennsylvania Avenue extension. Remnants of north-south orientated concrete and brick irrigation
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channels were observed north of the proposed Pennsylvania Avenue extension and near the east
property boundary. There are no current visual signs that these channels extended into the project site.
In addition, remnants of a concrete and brick irrigation valve box with exposed concrete pipe trending
east-west along the north side of the dirt road at the northern boundary of the project site was observed.
The concrete pipe is estimated to connect with the two concrete irrigation valve risers. No wooden
power poles, pole-mounted transformers, or ground mounted transformers are located within or
adjacent to the project site. There was no evidence of drums, sumps, pits, pools, or lagoons identified
during our site reconnaissance.

One site was identified in a search of various government agency database records, which appears to
have adversely impacted the soils, groundwater or soil vapor beneath the project site at this time — the
former Lockheed Martin facility (1500 Crafton Avenue), in northeast Redlands (approximately 4.5 miles
east-northeast of the project site). Based upon groundwater monitoring results, the project site is located
within the Crafton-Redlands Plume boundary, a groundwater plume with known synthetic perchlorate
and trichloroethylene (TCE) contamination. Although the boundary of the plume varies in publications,
groundwater monitoring wells associated with the plume extends from the former Lockheed Martin
facility in northeast Redlands west to near the Waterman Avenue/Interstate 10 interchange.
Groundwater monitoring wells associated with the Crafton-Redlands Groundwater Plume are mapped
throughout the Redlands area. The closest monitoring wells to the project site, COR#30-A, COR#31-A,
and COR#32, are situated east in Texonia Park on Texas Street.

Recognized Environmental Conditions

Recognized Environmental Conditions (REC’s) are defined by the American Society of Testing and
Materials (ASTM) as any hazardous substance or petroleum product under conditions that indicate an
existing, past, or material threat of release into the structures, ground, groundwater, or surface water at
the subject site. If the presences of recognized environmental conditions are identified on a subject site,
it may warrant additional research, site evaluation, and/or action. However, no REC’s have been
identified within or affecting the project site.

Controlled recognized environmental conditions (CREC’s) are defined by the American Society of
Testing and Materials (ASTM) Practice E 1527-13 as a recognized environmental condition resulting
from the past release of hazardous substances or petroleum products that has been addressed to the
satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (i.e., as evidenced by the issuance of a no further
action letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-based criteria established by regulatory authority), with
hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation
of required controls. One CREC (former Lockheed Martin Facility), related to a groundwater plume
containing TCE and synthetic perchlorate, has been identified underlying the project site. The former
Lockheed Martin Facility is mapped approximately 4.5 mile east-northeast of the project site.

Historical recognized environmental conditions (HREC’s) are defined by the American Society of
Testing and Materials (ASTM) Practice E 1527-13 as a past release of any hazardous substances or
petroleum products that has occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the
satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a
regulatory agency, without subjecting the property to any required controls (i.e., property use
restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls or engineering controls). However, no
HREC’S have been identified within or affecting the project site.

The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment found no evidence of recognized environmental conditions
in connection with the project site. However, it was determined that the project site is located within the
Crafton-Redlands Plume boundary, a groundwater plume with known trichloroethylene (TCE)
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contamination. Strict definition of the Crafton-Redlands plume warrants it to be labeled as a Controlled
Recognized Environmental Condition; however, based on 2021 measured depths to groundwater
(approximately 195 feet below grade [fbg]), the concentrations of TCE are reported to be sufficiently
low (below MCLs in close proximity to the site) as to not present a health risk to future residents.
Additionally, synthetic perchlorate concentrations are slightly above the MCL and decreasing in close
proximity to the project site. Finally, because of the known presence of groundwater contamination and
the source, the Regional Water Quality Control Board will more than likely not identify future property
owners as Responsible Parties. As a result, the plume underlying the site is considered a de minimis
condition.

Limited Phase Il Site Assessment

Based upon the property being used as an orchard from at least 1930 to sometime before/during 1985,
it was determined that the potential exists for restricted agricultural chemicals (i.e., pesticides) to have
been legally applied to the project site. This legal application may have resulted in pesticide residues to
be detectable within the subject site. As a result of the proposed land-use change to residential, a
Limited Phase Il Soil Residue Survey was conducted to evaluate shallow, near surface site soils for
detectable pesticide residues. To evaluate pesticide soil residues within the site, soil samples were
collected and were discretely analyzed for Organochlorine Pesticides (OCPs) according to
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Test Method 8081A, and arsenic and lead according to EPA
Method 6010B. Three of the samples were analyzed for Title 22 Metals, including arsenic and lead,
according to EPA Method 6010B/7471A, one sample was tested for Chlorinated Herbicides using EPA
Method 8151A, and four of the 0 to 1-foot samples were analyzed for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
using EPA Method 8015B. All soil samples analyzed during this assessment were analyzed by Enviro-
Chem, Inc. (ECI) in Pomona, California. ECI is accredited by the California Environmental Protection
Agency, Department of Health Services Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).
Analyses were requested on a chain-of-custody record. Below is a discussion of the laboratory results.

Organochlorinated Pesticides

Seven discreet and one duplicate soil samples collected at a depth of 0 to 1 foot were tested for
Organochlorinated Pesticides (OCPs) according to EPA Method 8081A. All detectable concentrations
of Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene (DDE) were found to be below the USEPA Region 9 Regional
Screening Level (RSL) of 2.0 mg/kg for DDE residential use soils. No other OCP analytes were reported
at concentrations above their respective actual detection limit (ADL). Based upon these results, soil
containing OCPs residues, DDE, are not considered a recognized environmental condition (REC). As
such, no further action is warranted, and near surface soils may be reused as fill materials during
grading of the proposed project.

Chlorinated Herbicides

One of the samples collected from a depth of 0 to 1 foot was also analyzed for Chlorinated Herbicides.
No detectable levels of Chlorinated Herbicides were present in the sample analyzed. Based upon these
results, soil containing chlorinated herbicide residues were not detected above the ADL and are not
considered an REC. As such, no further action is warranted, and near surface soils may be re-used as
fill materials during grading of the proposed residential project.

Title 22 Metals

Seven discrete soil samples and one duplicate sample collected at a depth of 0 to 1 foot were analyzed
for arsenic and lead using EPA Method 6010B based upon their historical use as pesticides. In addition,
three discrete soil samples collected at a depth of 0 to 1 foot were tested for CAM Title 22 Metals using
EPA Method 6010B/7471. Detected levels of barium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, mercury, nickel,
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vanadium and zinc were reported below their respective Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for
residential use soil.

Arsenic. A total of eleven tests were ran for residual arsenic levels on eight discrete samples collected
from a depth of 0 to 1 foot on the project site (including one duplicate). Arsenic levels detected onsite
are well under concentrations and considered background levels. As a result of screening near-surface
soils onsite for elevated arsenic residues, concentrations are highly likely related to background levels
and not associated with historic pesticide usage.

Lead. Lead residues was reported in the seven discrete samples and one duplicate sample analyzed
ranging from 2.38 mg/kg to 21.0 mg/kg. The USEPA RSLs were evaluated for lead residues in soil
pertaining to residential land use. Based upon the results, soils containing Title 22 Metal residues,
including arsenic and lead, were not detected above their respective residential soil RSL’s, DTSC’s
SL’s, or background levels, and are not considered an REC. As such, no further action is warranted,
and near surface soils may be re-used as fill materials during grading of the proposed residential project.

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons. Since petroleum hydrocarbons may have been historically used for
weed abatement or dust control in the orchards, three discrete soil samples collected at a depth of 0 to
1 foot were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) - carbon chain using EPA Method 8015B.
None of the three samples reported TPH-gasoline chain (TPH-g), TPH-diesel chain (TPH-d), and TPH-
motor oil chain (TPH-mo) concentrations above non-detect. Based upon the results, soils containing
TPH-g, TPH-d, and TPH-mo residues were not detected above the ADL and are not considered a
recognized environmental condition (REC). As such, no further action is warranted, and near surface
soils may be re-used as fill materials during grading of the proposed residential property.

The proposed project would be required to adhere to the site considerations and recommendations of
the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Limited Phase Il Site Assessment as a condition of
approval. As such, adherence to the site considerations and recommendations would ensure any
impacts to the public through the accidental release of hazardous materials would be less than
significant.

c) Less than Significant Impact. Lugonia Elementary School is located approximately 1.1 miles east
of the project site. Citrus Valley High School is located approximately 1.3 miles northeast of the project
site. The proposed project involves the development of a multi-family mixed-use development that
includes 460 new apartment units with approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space. Daily
operation of the proposed project would not involve the use of acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or wastes. The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing school. Impacts would be less
than significant.

d) No Impact. The proposed project is not located on a site listed on the state Cortese List, a
compilation of various sites throughout the state that have been compromised due to soil or groundwater
contamination from past uses.'® Based upon review of the Cortese List, the project site is not:

» listed as a hazardous waste and substance site by the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC),™

» listed as a leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site by the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB),?

» listed as a hazardous solid waste disposal site by the SWRCB,?’

= currently subject to a Cease and Desist Order (CDO) or a Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAO)
as issued by the SWRCB,?? or
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» developed with a hazardous waste facility subject to corrective action by the DTSC.?3

Based on the above review of the Cortese List, the proposed project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment. No impact would occur.

e) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is not located within 2 miles of a public or
private use airport. The project is located approximately 2.3 miles southeast of the San Bernardino
International Airport, and 4 miles west of the Redlands Municipal Airport.?* No impact would occur with
regard to safety hazards or excessive airport noise.

f) Less than Significant Impact. Construction work along Tennessee Street would include lateral
utility connections and half-width roadway improvements. These activities would require temporary
street or lane closures during construction and could potentially result in the diversion of traffic onto
other area roadways. However, the project applicant would be required to prepare and implement a
traffic control plan for construction. Implementation of a traffic control plan would ensure that
construction of the proposed project would not interfere with access for emergency personnel or the
evacuation of onsite staff in an emergency. Implementation of a traffic control plan would also ensure
that construction operations would not significantly impede movement on any major evacuation routes
identified in the city’s General Plan, including Interstates 10, 15, 210, and 215, and State Highways 30,
60, 66, 71, and 83. While the project is located adjacent to 1-210, its development would not impact the
availability of the route, or the other identified highways and roadways as evacuation routes. The project
as proposed includes three points of entry into the project: one off Tennessee Street, one off
Pennsylvania Avenue, and one at the future commercial development proposed to the south of the
project site. Development of the proposed project would not impact the implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan because no permanent public
street or lane closures are proposed. Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant.

g) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is not located within a State Responsibility Areas
(SRA). The nearest SRA area is located approximately 3.5 miles south of the project site near the San
Timoteo Canyon.?® There are no wildland conditions in the urbanized area where the project site is
located. Any potential impacts related to wildland fire would be less than significant.
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4.10 — Hydrology and Water Quality

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

b) Substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that
the project may impede sustainable [] L] ]
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 [ L] [
the addition of impervious surfaces,
in @ manner which would:

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

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

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

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zones, risk release of pollutants due ] ] [
to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable [l L] ]
groundwater management plan?
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A Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) dated February 7, 2024 (see Appendix G), a
Hydrology and Hydraulics Report (Hydrology Report) dated September 2023 (see Appendix H), and a
Preliminary Sewer Sizing Memo (Sewer Memo) dated October 2023 (see Appendix |) were prepared
for the proposed project by Kimley Horn & Associates, Inc.to evaluate the potential water quality impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project. The information presented
below is condensed from the above documents and is attached as Appendices G, H, and | respectively.

a) Less than Significant Impact. While the project site is currently undeveloped, it has been regularly
disturbed overtime or agricultural uses, and is located in an urbanized area of Redlands. The project
proposes the development of 460 new apartment units, approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial
space, as well as associated landscaping and roadway improvements to the site. The new streets,
sidewalks, and structures on the project site would increase the amount of impermeable surfaces, as
well as increase flows into storm drains. Construction and use of the proposed apartments would be
required to comply with federal, state and local water guidelines and requirements.

According to the city’s General Plan, Redlands is part of the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWM), which aims to improve water supply reliability,
flood management, stormwater recharge, water quality, and habitats/open space. Development of the
proposed project would be required to adhere to benchmarks outlined in the San Bernardino Valley
Regional Urban Water Management Plan (RUWMP), of which the city is one of 10 water providers
included. %6 Landscaping proposed with the project would be utilized to limit runoff and provide
permeable surfaces throughout the site. Compliance would include following irrigation schedules, water
efficiency audits, and non-potable irrigation systems among other guidelines.

The project must also adhere to all Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB)
permitting requirements for construction and NPDES standards for stormwater runoff, as well as adhere
to city ordinances requiring the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control the release of
potential pollutants entering storm drain systems.?” Such BMPs include, but are not limited to; routine
street sweeping, routine storm drain and catch basin cleaning, regular pavement repair/maintenance,
and spill prevention practices. Non-structural, structural source control BMPs, and Low Impact
Development (LID) BMPs are included in the preliminary WQMP (Appendix G) and shall be
implemented as part of the project. With implementation of BMPs and city and regional standards and
guidelines, impacts to water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be less than
significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed residential and commercial mixed-use
development has the potential to interfere with groundwater recharge. According to the Hydrology
Report prepared for this project, groundwater was not encountered during the field investigation of the
project site. The maximum depth explored was 51.5 feet, and while the site’s historical groundwater
depth is unknown, it is anticipated to be approximately 95 feet below the ground surface. The nearest
groundwater well is located approximately 0.5 miles east of the project site, adjacent to Texonia Park
off Pennsylvania Avenue. The well has a depth of 743 feet and as of writing this document, the latest
measurement recorded was a depth to water of 218.7 feet taken September 9", 2023.28

The project includes the development of 460 residential multi-family dwelling units, as well as
approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space, and associated landscaping and roadway
improvements, all within a 13.48-acre parcel. Building, road, sidewalk, and parking development onsite
would compromise of a total of 412,152 square feet or 9.46 acres of impervious surfaces. The paving
of previously undeveloped land and the increase in building surface area would increase impervious
surface coverage on the site, thereby potentially reducing the total amount of infiltration onsite. The
remaining 175,037 square feet, or 4.02 acres of the project site would be compromised of open space
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and landscaping coverage. The project site will have two drainage areas that will capture on-site storm
runoff and convey water to various on-site inlets throughout the site. Flows will be diverted to two onsite
underground infiltration facilities. The project site is not utilized for groundwater recharge and would
include landscaping and drainage improvements that would contribute to infiltration. The development
of the project site would have a less than significant impact on groundwater recharge.

c.i) Less than Significant Impact. The city of Redlands is located in and around several regional
watersheds. The city’s existing water system is reliant on the Mill Creek and Santa Ana Watersheds.
No rivers or streams intersect the project site, and the project would not alter existing drainage patterns
and facilities, as it would install new onsite water and storm drains that would connect to the existing
infrastructure in the surrounding streets. Those facilities will be regularly maintained. Development of
the proposed project will require site grading, which will require a standalone Erosion Control Plan per
the city of Redlands.?® Adherence to the city’s erosion plan guidelines during construction of the project
and proper maintenance of drainage facilities would decrease any likelihood of erosion of sensitive
stream habitats. Impacts related to erosion or siltation would be less than significant.

c.ii) Less than Significant Impact. There are no rivers or streams that intersect the project site, and
as such, development of the project would not result in the alteration of any stream course. During
construction, the project applicant would be required to comply with drainage and runoff guidelines
pursuant to Redlands Municipal Code Chapter 15.54.200.3° A total of 412,152 square feet (70%) of the
project site would consist of buildings, roads, and parking coverage. The majority of the project site
would therefore consist of impervious surfaces and would increase the net area of impermeable
surfaces on the site and, therefore, may increase discharges to the city’s existing storm drain system.

A new on-site storm drain system, designed for the 100-yr 1-hr storm, will be installed to collect surface
runoff at designated storm inlet locations across the site and convey flows downstream. The project site
will be delineated into 2 major drainage areas. The drainage areas will capture on-site storm runoff and
convey water to various on-site inlets throughout the site. These flows will be diverted to two onsite
proprietary underground infiltration systems that will serve as the water quality facilities. Per San
Bernardino water quality design requirements, the two underground detention systems also have the
purpose of allowing storm runoff to infiltrate into the subsurface soils. Additionally, each infiltration
system is outfitted with an orifice downstream. The water captured in the detention system will work in
conjunction with proposed infiltration basins which will serve as the water quality infiltration BMPs. They
will retain the 100-year storm, 24-hour event so the ultimate post construction stormwater flow is no
more than the pre-construction stormwater flow. There is no existing stormwater infrastructure for the
project to connect to. A proprietary pump is included in the design at the western boundary of the site
to bring stormwater to grade. Construction of the proposed project would be required to adhere to all
SARWQCB permitting requirements and NPDES standards for stormwater runoff, as well as adhere to
city ordinances requiring the use of BMPs to control the release of potential pollutants entering storm
drain systems as indicated in the city’s General Plan. Impacts will be less than significant with
compliance of local drainage guidelines and implementation of pollutant-related BMPs.

c.iii) Less than Significant Impact. Development of the proposed project would increase the area of
impermeable surfaces on the site. As discussed in Section 4.9.c.ii above, construction of the proposed
project would install new onsite water, sewer, and infiltration facilities. Flows will be diverted to two
onsite proprietary underground infiltration systems that will serve as the water quality facilities that will
also allow storm runoff to infiltrate into subsurface soils. The proposed Pennsylvania Avenue sewer
mainline shall connect to the existing maintenance hole and flow westerly to Tennessee Street. The
proposed Tennessee Street sewer mainline shall flow from Pennsylvania Avenue north to a mainline in
San Bernardino Avenue (see Appendix I). All drainage plans are subject to city review and approval.
As discussed in sections 4.9.a and 4.9.c.ii, BMPs would be required to be incorporated to protect water
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quality. With proper maintenance of drainage facilities and adherence to BMPs, impacts would be less
than significant.

c.iv) Less than Significant Impact. According to flood maps prepared by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) and the Healthy Community Element of the city’s General Plan, the
project site is located in an area designated as Flood Zone “X.” Zone X represents areas determined to
be outside the 0.2% annual chance, and not located within a floodway, or within a 100 or 500-year
floodplain.3' The project site is currently undeveloped, vacant land, and construction operations would
not impede or redirect flood flows. In addition, the proposed project would comply with city of Redlands
Municipal Code Chapter 15.32 (Flood Damage Protection), which would ensure flood flows would not
be impeded.*? Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Less than Significant Impact. The city is not exposed to tsunami hazards due to its inland location.
In addition, according to the California Department of Water Resources, the project site is not located
in a dam inundation area.®® There are no impacts related to tsunami or dam inundation.3* The project
site is located in Flood Zone X, representing an area determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance.
Adherence to city ordinances requiring the use of BMPs to control the release of potential pollutants
would reduce the potential for the release of pollutants in the event of inundation by a flood. Impacts
would be less than significant.

e) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project will be subject to the regulations and
guidelines of various plans governing water quality and groundwater management throughout the
region. Development of the proposed project would be required to adhere to requirements of the Santa
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board's (SARWQCB) Basin Plan. The Basin Plan is designed to
preserve and enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters. Included in
the Plan are the incorporation of BMPs to protect water quality during construction and operation of a
project. The project would be subject to policies included in the Sustainable Community Element that
limit potential water quality impacts and promote groundwater conservation. Development of the project
site would be subject to all existing water quality regulations and programs, including all applicable
construction permits. Implementation of General Plan and Basin Plan policies would ensure that water
quality impacts related to the proposed project would be less than significant.
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4.11 — Land Use and Planning

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Physically divide an established
community? [] L] O

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

a) No Impact. The project site encompasses one undeveloped, 13.48-acre parcel of land in the city of
Redlands. The parcel is surrounded by mostly undeveloped land to the north, south and east of the
project site, and is bounded by Interstate 210 to the west. This portion of the city is characterized by
residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. Development of the project site would not include the
reconfiguration of existing roadways and would not divide an established community. No impacts would
occur.

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project includes a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to remove
the site from East Valley Corridor Specific Plan; a Zone Change (ZC) to establish C-3 (General
Commercial District) zoning for the site, a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the mixed use portion of
the project; and a Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide the property into four lots. The Commercial Land
Use Designations allow for mixed-use and residential land uses consistent with the underlying zoning
district.3® The C-3 Zoning District permits residential uses, subject to the approval of a conditional use
permit; and those residences may be combined with nonresidential uses as a mixed use development,
as indicated in the Redlands Code of Ordinances.*® While the development requires a SPA and ZC for
the project site, the proposed development would be subject to all land use and planning policies in the
General Plan. A site design review as part of the project review process will take place and ensure
compliance with all site-specific development standards, as outlined in the City’s Code of Ordinances.
The proposed project would not conflict with a land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As such, impacts will be less than significant.
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4.12 — Mineral Resources

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local n 0 n
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA)
identifies and protects mineral resources within the State of California. It establishes several Mineral
Resource Zones (MRZ), divisions of land containing within them various amounts of known or unknown
mineral resources. The MRZ’s are defined as follows: MRZ-1 are areas where no significant minerals
are considered to be present, MRZ-2 are areas where mineral resources have been identified, MRZ-3
are areas of undetermined mineral resource significance, and MRZ-4 areas are of unknown mineral
resource potential. According to the city’s General Plan, the Santa Ana Wash, which adjoins Redlands
to the north, contains high quality construction aggregates. According to the city’s General Plan, the
project site is entirely located within an area designated as an MRZ-2 area, suggesting that significant
mineral resources may be present.?” However, Figure 6-4 of the Vital Environment Element of the
General Plan indicates that the project site is not located in an area designated by the State Mining and
Geology Board as having regionally significant PCC-grade aggregate resources.*® The project site is
currently undeveloped, however it is located in an urbanized area of Redlands, with residential and
commercial uses in the surrounding areas. Development of the proposed project would be in keeping
with the character of the surrounding area, and would not constitute a loss of availability of a mineral
resource. The project site location in an urbanized area is incompatible with mining operations, as such
operation would negatively impact nearby businesses and residents. As such, development of the
proposed project would not 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. Impacts would be less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Mineral resources found in and around Redlands have been
deemed significant to the region and the State; however, such mineral resources identified have not
been designated as locally significant to the city of Redlands. The project site is located entirely within
an MRZ-2 area, of which significant mineral deposits are likely to be present. However, while project
site is currently undeveloped, the surrounding area is characterized by residential and commercial uses
that are incompatible with the development of any mining operations and subsequent related pollution
that would take place. Development of the proposed project does not constitute a loss of mineral
resources as surrounding land uses do not support mining operations. Impacts to a locally important
mineral resources would be less than significant.
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Would the project:

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?

Generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

A Noise and Vibration Analysis Memo was prepared by MIG (January, 2024) to evaluate and document
noise levels associated with construction and operation of the proposed project (see Appendix J). The
information in this section is taken from the Noise and Vibration Analysis Memo for the proposed project.

Additional detail regarding how noise is defined and measured can be found in Appendix J.

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Existing ambient noise levels in the project
area were monitored on December 12, 2023 (Appendix J). Three (3) short-term measurements were
conducted to determine typical ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project area, provide direct
observations of existing noise sources at and in the vicinity of the project area, and evaluate project
noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors. The three monitoring locations are described below and
shown in Appendix J.

Location ST-1 was at the central eastern portion of the project site, approximately 62 feet east
of the centerline of Tennessee Street and approximately 930 feet north of the centerline of

Lugonia Avenue.

Location ST-2 was at the south central portion of the project site, approximately 435 feet east of
the centerline of Tennessee Street and approximately 800 feet north of the centerline of Lugonia

Avenue.

Location ST-3 was at the central eastern of the project site, approximately 695 feet east of the
centerline of Tennessee Street and approximately 980 feet north of the centerline of Lugonia

Avenue.
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Based on observations made during the ambient noise monitoring, the existing noise environment in
the project vicinity consists primarily of vehicles on Tennessee Street and I-210. Table 13 (Measured
Short-Term Ambient Noise Levels (dBA)) summarizes the results of the ambient noise monitoring.

Table 13
Measured Short-Term Ambient Noise Levels (dBA)
Measured Noise Level
Monitor Duration Leg L min L max
ST-1 4 hours 70.3 61.7 96.2
ST-2 3.5 hours 62.2 57.1 72.4
ST-3 3.75 hours 60.3 54.8 75.0

Source: MIG, 2024; Appendix J.

As shown in Table 13, measured ambient noise levels were highest along Tennessee Street (ST-1)
while noise levels on the interior of the site (ST-2 and ST-3) were much lower. These noise levels
indicate traffic noise levels at the site attenuate at rate of approximately 3 decibel per doubling of
distance from the roadway centerline.

Construction Noise Impact Analysis

The proposed project involves construction activities including site preparation, grading, building
construction, paving and architectural coating on an undeveloped parcel in an existing residential area
of the city. Construction activities are anticipated to begin in 2024 and may last approximately 18 months
in total. In general, construction activities would involve the use of worker vehicles, delivery trucks, dump
trucks, and heavy-duty construction equipment such as (but not limited to) dozers, backhoes, tractors,
loaders, graders, excavators, scrapers, welders, rollers, cranes, material lifts, generators, pavers,
paving equipment, and air compressors. These types of construction activities would generate noise
and vibration from the following sources:

o Heavy equipment operations at different work areas. Some heavy equipment would consist of
mobile equipment such as a loader and excavator that would move around work areas; other
equipment would consist of stationary equipment (e.g., cranes or material hoists/lifts) that would
generally operate in a fixed location until work activities are complete. Heavy equipment
generates noise from engine operation, mechanical systems, and components (e.g., fans,
gears, propulsion of wheels or tracks), and other sources such as back-up alarms. Mobile
equipment generally operates at different loads, or power outputs, and produces higher or lower
noise levels depending on the operating load. Stationary equipment generally operates at a
steady power output that produces a constant noise level.

e Vehicle trips, including worker, vendor, and haul truck trips. These trips are likely to primarily
occur on Lugonia Avenue and Tennessee Street.

Typical construction equipment noise levels at different distances are shown in Table 14 (Potential
Project Construction Equipment Noise Levels) below.
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Table 14
Potential project Construction Equipment Noise Levels

_ Predicted Equipment Noise Levels (Leg)©
Noise
Level at Percent
Typical 50 feet Usage 25 50 100 | 200 | 300 | 425 | 850
Equipment (Lmax)® | Factor® | Feet | Feet | Feet | Feet | Feet | Feet | Feet
Air Compressor 80 40 82 76 70 64 56 57 44
Bulldozer 85 40 87 81 75 69 65 62 56
Backhoe 80 40 82 76 70 64 56 57 51
Compact Roller 80 20 79 73 67 61 57 54 48
Concrete Mixer 85 40 87 81 75 69 65 57 56
Crane 85 16 83 77 71 65 61 58 52
Delivery Truck 85 40 87 81 75 69 65 57 56
Excavator 85 40 87 81 75 69 65 57 56
Grader 85 40 87 81 75 69 65 57 56
Generator 82 50 85 79 73 67 66 60 54
Paver 85 50 88 82 76 70 66 63 57
Pneumatic Tools 85 50 88 82 76 70 66 63 57
Tractor 84 40 86 80 74 68 64 61 55
Scraper 85 40 87 81 75 69 65 62 56
Welder 73 40 75 69 63 57 53 50 44
Source: Caltrans, 2013 and FHWA, 2010.
(A) Lmax noise levels based on manufacturer’s specifications.
(B) Usage factor refers to the amount (percent) of time the equipment produces noise over the
time period.
(C) Estimate does not account for any atmospheric or ground attenuation factors. Calculated
noise levels based on Caltrans, 2013: Leq (hourly) = Lmax at 50 feet — 20log (D/50) + 10log
(UF), where: Lmax = reference Lmax from manufacturer or other source; D = distance of interest;
UF = usage fraction or fraction of time period of interest equipment is in use.

With regard to construction noise, site preparation and grading phases typically result in the highest
temporary noise levels due to the use of heavy-duty equipment such as dozers, excavators, graders,
tractors, scrapers, and trucks. Construction noise impacts generally occur when construction activities
occur in areas immediately adjoining noise sensitive land uses, during noise sensitive times of the day,
or when construction durations last over extended periods of time.

The proposed project would have a limited potential to result in construction noise impacts at existing
sensitive receptor locations because the closest residential properties are located approximately 880
feet east of the project boundary. As shown in Table 14, typical construction noise levels would not
exceed 57 dBA L., at a distance of approximately 850 feet. Thus, the proposed project’s potential
construction noise levels would be less than the measured ambient levels along Karon Street in
December 2022 (Appendix J) and would not result in a significant impact at existing sensitive receptor
locations on Karon Street. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with all
applicable Municipal Code requirements pertaining to the control of construction noise, including
Section 8.06.090(F) and 8.06.120(G), which limits construction activities to the hours of 7 AM to 6 PM,
Monday through Saturday, with no activities taking place on Sunday or holidays and requires all
equipment to include air intake silencers and exhaust mufflers in good work order.*® These mandatory
requirements would further reduce the project’s less than significant construction noise levels.

The vacant land that borders the proposed project to the east (between the proposed project’s eastern
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boundary and Karon Street) is the site of the planned Lugonia Village residential project and subdivision,
which would consist of 451 apartment units, 72 townhomes, and 18 single-family detached homes on
approximately 24.4 acres of land. The Lugonia Village project is anticipated to begin construction by
June 2025 and complete construction by January 2028 (see Appendix J). Based on this published
schedule, the Lugonia Village project would result in adjacent sensitive residential receptors no sooner
than January 2028. In contrast, the proposed project is anticipated to be constructed over an 18-month
period beginning in 2024 and concluding, at latest (i.e., assuming construction begins in December
2024), by May 2026. Thus, the proposed project’s construction activities would be complete before the
Lugonia Village project is occupied. The proposed project, therefore, would not have the potential to
impact future receptors at the Lugonia Village project.

It is noted that, based on their respective schedules, the proposed project’s construction activities would
combine with the Lugonia Village project’s construction activities to result in a cumulative noise impact
to existing sensitive receptors on Karon Street. Specifically, it could be possible for the proposed
project’s building construction, paving, and architectural coating phases to overlap with grading and
other activities associated with the Lugonia Village project. If this were to occur, the proposed project
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to total construction noise levels on Karon
Street because the proposed project’s work activities would be located more than 850 feet from Karon
Street and result in substantially lower noise levels than heavy equipment operations in the Lugonia
Village project area that would be occurring much closer to Karon Street receptors.

Finally, based on their respective schedules, the proposed project may be occupied by sensitive
residential receptors prior to the completion of Lugonia Village construction activities. Specifically,
Lugonia Village building construction, paving, and architectural coating activities may still be occurring
after May 2026, when the proposed project would be occupied. The Initial Study / Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) prepared for the Lugonia Village project included standard conditions requiring
Lugonia Village construction activities to occur in accordance with the Municipal Code’s allowable time
periods and all construction equipment to be equipped with exhaust and air intake silencers in good
working order. With implementation of these conditions, the IS/MND concluded Lugonia Village noise
impacts on adjacent sensitive receptors would be less than significant.

In conclusion, the proposed project’s construction activities would occur more than 850 feet away from
existing sensitive receptors and would not result in significant construction noise levels at existing
sensitive receptor locations. The proposed project also would not have the potential to impact future
receptors in the Lugonia Village project because the Lugonia Village project is anticipated to be
occupied after the proposed project is constructed. Regardless of the timing of the Lugonia Village
project, the proposed project’s construction activities would occur in compliance with Municipal Code
limits on allowable work hours and requirements for intake and exhaust mufflers. The proposed project’s
construction noise levels would be less than significant.

Operational Noise Impact Analysis

(On-Site Noise Sources)

The proposed project would generate noise from human activity (e.g., use of open space areas), vehicle
parking activities, garbage collection activities, landscaping activities, stationary heating, ventilation,
and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, and other residential and commercial activities (e.g., building
maintenance). These new sources of noise could be audible at adjacent properties; however, the project
would have a limited potential to generate significant on-site noise levels or substantially change overall
noise levels in the vicinity of the project for the following reasons:
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o Residential uses: Residential land uses, including high density and mixed-use residential
development, are a not a substantial source of noise because:

o Buildings and equipment are setback from front, side, and rear property lines;

o0 Mechanical equipment associated with elevators, amenities (e.g., pools,) are typically
enclosed within closets, sheds, or equipment rooms;

o Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment is typically roof mounted behind
a parapet wall or screened from public view by landscaping, fences, or walls and, therefore,
shielded from adjacent property lines; and

0 Residential activities are subject to the Municipal Code requirements that control and abate
unnecessary, excessive, or annoying noise, including . . . .

o Pursuant to Assembly Bill 1307, for residential projects, the effects of noise generated by
project occupants and their guests on human beings is not a significant effect on the
environment for the purposes of CEQA.

e Commercial uses: Ground level commercial uses would be located in the southwest corner of
the project (in Building 8 and Building 10). The commercial space is intended to create a
walkable environment for residents to have easy access to goods and services, as well as
access to the potential commercial development to the south of the project area (between the
proposed project’s southern boundary and Lugonia Avenue). The commercial area would, at
closest, be more than 1,300 feet away from existing sensitive receptors on Karon Street, and
more than 450 feet away from future sensitive receptors associated with the Lugonia Village
project to the east (between the proposed project’s eastern boundary and Karon Street). In
addition, residential buildings 3, 6, 7, and 9 would serve to partially or fully shield ground-level
potential commercial noise from sensitive, off-site receptors to the east. Finally, the proposed
project's commercial uses do not include intensive operations or features that could generate
elevated exterior noise levels, such as drive-throughs with speaker boxes. The commercial area
would include a gated loading dock that would be located at least 75 feet from any residential
building facade and the loading dock would operate in accordance with Municipal Code Section
8.06.090(E), which prohibits loading and unloading activities between the hours of 10 PM and 6
AM or at any time in violation of the Municipal Code’s general noise regulation contained in
Section 8.06.030.

e Project layout: The proposed project layout generally places the housing units around the
perimeter of the site, which would shield adjacent properties from noise originating on-site. For
example, the courtyards would be shielded from existing and future residences to the east by
the proposed project’s residential buildings. Indoor common space such as the fitness center
and club room would also be shielded from receptors by the project’s residential buildings. The
roof deck, which is located near the center of the site, would be located over 400 feet from the
nearest sensitive receptors and would not generate substantial noise levels at shared property
lines.

Once constructed, the proposed project’s primary on-site stationary noise source would be HVAC
equipment, which would be located on the roof of the project’s three- and four-story buildings, at least
30 or 40 feet above the ground, respectively. HVAC units would be located on a platform in the center
of each building (or building wing), with approximately one unit per tenant. Although the exact make
and model of the HVAC units are unknown at this time, the type of HVAC unit anticipated to be installed
is a small fan-type residential unit capable of generating noise levels between 70 and 76 dBA at a
distance of three feet, depending on the type of model installed (Appendix J). A parapet wall would
shield the HVAC units from adjacent property lines and increase the effective distance equipment noise
must travel to reach the property line. Each building’s parapet wall would provide a different level of
HVAC noise attenuation due to differences in distance between the HVAC platform and the parapet
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wall and the parapet wall and the adjacent property line, as well as differences in receiver, source (i.e.,
HVAC), and top of wall elevations. For the purposes of this analysis, only HVAC equipment noise
associated with perimeter buildings adjacent to shared property lines was estimated. The proposed
project’s estimated HVAC unit noise levels with distance and barrier attenuation are provided in Table
15 (residential property lines) and Table 16 (commercial property lines).

Table 15
Potential HVAC System Noise Levels at Residential Property Lines
HVAC System Variable Building 2 Building 3 Building 7
Reference HVAC Noise Level at 3 Feet 76.0 dBA Leg 76.0 dBA 76.0 dBA
Distance to Residential Property Line® 200 Feet 90 Feet 240 Feet
Number of HVAC Units Operating 42 32 20
Estimated Total Noise Level 42.8 50.0 43.6
Residential Daytime Standard (7AM—10PM) | 60 dBA Leg | 60 dBA Leg 60 dBA Leg
Residential Nighttime Standard (10 PM —7 AM) | 50 dBA Leg | 50 dBA Legg 50 dBA Leg
Standards Exceeded? No No No
Source: MIG, 2024; Appendix J.
(A) Distance is as measured from the center of the HVAC platform to the closest point on the property line.
(B) Total noise level includes attenuation with distance and shielding by parapet wall.

Table 16
Potential HYAC System Noise Levels at Commercial Property Lines
HVAC System Variable Building 7 Building 8 Building 10
Reference HVAC Noise Level at 3 Feet 76.0 dBA Leg 76.0 dBA 76.0 dBA
Distance to Residential Property Line® 45 Feet 30 Feet 50Feet
Number of HVAC Units Operating 20 16 24
Estimated Total Noise Level 51.3 52.5 46.9
Residential Daytime Standard (7 AM—10PM) | 65dBA Leq | 65 dBA Leg 65 dBA Leg
Residential Nighttime Standard (10 PM -7 AM) | 60 dBA Leg | 60 dBA Leg 60 dBA Leg
Standards Exceeded? No No No
Source: MIG, 2024; Appendix J.
(A) Distance is measured from the center of the HVAC platform to the closest point on the property line.
(B) Total noise level includes attenuation with distance and shielding by parapet wall.

As shown in Table 15 and Table 16, the proposed project’s potential HVYAC noise levels would not
exceed the city’s daytime or nighttime noise standards for residential or commercial districts. The HVAC
estimates provided in Table 15 and Table 16 are considered conservative (i.e., likely to overestimate
potential noise levels) because the estimated noise levels assume all HVAC units in a given area are
operating at the same time, for a full 30 minutes. In actuality, this condition is unlikely to occur. Although
estimated HVAC noise levels would not exceed a city standard, Building 3 HVAC noise levels would be
equal to the Municipal Code’s residential nighttime standard of 50 dBA Leq. To allow for potential small
differences in assumed and final setback distances and building elevations, Mitigation Measure NOI-
1 is incorporated into the project to ensure Building 3 HVAC noise levels do not exceed the city’s
nighttime noise standard of 50 dBA Le.

The implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would provide a minimum of 1 dBA of additional
HVAC noise attenuation along the shared eastern property line and ensure that HVAC noise levels
would not exceed the city’s 50 dBA Leq exterior nighttime noise standard, nor any other exterior noise
standard (e.g., the city’s 60 dBA L.y daytime standard for residential properties).
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The project also would not have the potential to result in noise levels that exceed the city’s maximum
permissible interior noise limit of 45 dBA Leq for residential properties. Noise levels inside existing
residential buildings would be approximately 12 dBA to 30 dBA lower than estimated exterior noise
levels, depending on whether windows and doors were open or closed. Thus, potential HVAC-related
interior noise levels at existing residential receptors adjacent to the project would be less than 40 dBA
Leq even with windows open, which is less than the city’s 45 dBA Leq interior noise standard.

Finally, it is noted that HVAC equipment does not operate continuously and would not affect ambient
noise levels when the equipment is not in use. For these reasons, potential HVAC equipment would not
generate noise levels that have the potential to exceed the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standard
established by General Plan Policy 9.0s. Furthermore, with Mitigation Measure NOI-1, potential HVAC
noise is estimated to be less than 50.0 dBA L¢q when in operation, which is approximately 10 dBA less
than the CNEL measured on Karon Street for the Lugonia Village project (Appendix J). The proposed
project, therefore, would not substantially change noise levels in the vicinity of the project, result in
incompatible noise levels at sensitive receptor locations, or otherwise result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project (considered by General Plan Policy 9.0v to
be 4 dBA if a land use compatibility threshold is exceeded or 6 dBA in any situation).

For the reasons outlined above, the proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of city standards with the
incorporation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1. With implementation of the above mitigation measure,
impacts would be less than significant.

(Off-Site Vehicle Trip Noise)

The Transportation Study Screening Analysis prepared for the proposed project indicates the project
would result in a net increase of 2,704 daily vehicle trips (see Appendices L and M). Currently, there
are approximately 5,058 passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips per day at the intersection of SR-210
West Bound Ramps and Tennessee Street, 4,828 PCE per day at the intersection of SR-210 East
Bound Ramps and San Bernardino Avenue, 6,186 PCE trips per day at the intersection of Tennessee
Street and Lugonia Avenue, and 4,162 PCE trips per day at the intersection of Tennessee Street and
I-10 West Bound ramps, and 5,174 PCE trips per day at the intersection of Tennessee Street and I-10
East Bound ramps (Appendices L and M). In general, it takes a doubling of traffic to increase traffic
noise volumes by 3 dBA, which is considered an audible increase for exterior noise environments by
the city’s General Plan (Appendix J). The addition of 2,704 passenger cars to the roadway system would
not result in a doubling of traffic on any roadway segment at or in the vicinity of the project site and,
therefore, would result in a less than 3 dBA increase in noise levels on local roads used to access the
project site. The proposed project would not result in a substantial, permanent increase in noise levels
along the roadways used to access the proposed project as compared to existing or future conditions.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Construction vibration impacts generally occur when construction
activities occur in close proximity to buildings and vibration-sensitive areas, during evening or nighttime
hours, or when construction activities last extended periods of time. The potential for groundborne
vibration is typically greatest when vibratory or large equipment such as rollers or bulldozers are
operated adjacent to or in proximity of occupied buildings and structures. For the proposed project,
large equipment would primarily operate during the site preparation, grading, and paving phases;
however, the proposed project is currently bordered by vacant land on the east and south, with the
closest existing structures being residences located 880 feet east of the project. The proposed project,
therefore, does not have the potential to result in excessive groundborne vibrations at existing
structures. In addition, the planned Lugonia Village residential project and subdivision is anticipated to
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begin construction by June 2025 and complete construction by January 2028.4° In contrast, the
proposed project is anticipated to be constructed over an 18-month period beginning in 2024 and
concluding, at latest (i.e., assuming construction begins in December 2024), by May 2026. Thus, the
proposed project’s site preparation, grading, and paving activities would be complete before the Lugonia
Village project is constructed and occupied. The proposed project, therefore, would not have the
potential to result in ground-borne vibrations during construction that could impact existing or future off-
site receptors or structures. This impact would be less than significant impact.

Once operational, the proposed project would consist of a mix of residential and commercial uses that
would not involve any large equipment or other operations that would generate excessive groundborne
vibration levels. As such, impacts related to groundborne vibrations and noise levels would be less than
significant.

c) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located approximately 2.3 miles southeast
of the San Bernardino International Airport. The project site is located outside of the 65 CNEL noise
contour for the San Bernardino International Airport and is not located within any other airport planning
boundary (SBIAA, 2019; City of Redlands, 2003).4' The proposed project, therefore, would not expose
people living or working at the site to excessive airport-related noise levels.

Mitigation Measures

NOI-1 Reduce Potential Building 3 HVAC Noise Levels. To reduce potential noise levels
from Building 3 heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment:

1. The installation of HVAC units or systems that generate a noise level greater than
75 dBA (at 3 feet) for units located within 90 lateral feet of the project’s eastern
property line shall be prohibited; or

2. Parapet walls for any building with an HVAC unit or system within 90 feet of the
project’'s eastern property line shall be at least 1 foot taller than the top of the
tallest installed HVAC unit.
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4.14 — Population and Housing

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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 [] L] ]
replacement housing elsewhere?

a) Less than Significant Impact. The project would directly induce population growth in the area with
the development of new multi-family housing. As outlined in “Table 4-4: Residential Buildout (2035)” of
the Livable Community Element of the Redlands General Plan, potential buildout of multi-family
residential within the city, outside of the Transit Village, is projected at 374 units by 2035.42 Furthermore,
future development of commercial buildout outside within the city and outside of the Transit Village is
projected at 2,889,357 square-feet by 2035.4% These numbers do not include projects that were under
construction, entitled, or in the planning stage when the General Plan was written. The table additionally
estimates a population growth from total future buildout, including multi-family residential, of 10,964
people.

The project as proposed includes development of 460 new apartment units and approximately 17,899
square feet of commercial space. Eight of the proposed buildings would exclusively serve as residential
uses, while the remaining two buildings would serve mixed-uses that incorporate ground-floor
commercial space with residential units on the floors above (see Exhibit 5, Project Elevations). The
project also proposes a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to remove the site from East Valley Corridor
Specific Plan; Zone Change (ZC) to establish C-3 (General Commercial District) zoning for the site,
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the mixed use portion of the project; and Tentative Parcel Map to
subdivide the property into four lots. Per the Redlands Code of Ordinances (18.92.080) the residential
density permitted within the C-3 zoning district is R-3 (multi-family residential district). The R-3
residential zoning district allows for high density residential apartments, at a density of 1,450 square
feet of lot area per dwelling unit.** The 12.79-acre (557,132.4 square-foot) project would therefore
support a density of 384 du/ac. As part of the project proposal, approximately 5% of the proposed
residential units would be designated as “very low-income” units spread throughout the site, allowing
for a 20 percent density bonus in accordance with the “California Density Bonus Law”. The 20% density
bonus would allow for the possible addition of another 76 dwelling units. As such, the proposed 460
apartments as proposed would not exceed the city’s R-3 zoning district’'s maximum density.

Using an average of 2.91 persons per household (from a current population of 73,849 divided by 25,319
households in Redlands) the proposed 460 apartments would house approximately 1,339 persons.*®
Furthermore, this increase in units and potential population growth would not represent substantial
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unplanned growth that cannot be handled by the city’s existing utilities and service providers. As
discussed in Section 4.18 (Public Services), payment of development impact fees by the proposed
project would offset incremental increases in demand for services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks and recreation facilities, and other public services such as libraries.
Additionally, the potential increase in population growth would be within the SCAG 2020 RTP/SCS
growth projections for the City of Redlands (i.e., an increase of 11,300 residents between 2016 and
2045).%¢ Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed regional growth assumptions, and as such,
impacts would be less than significant.

b) No Impact. The project site is currently undeveloped. No housing would be displaced as a result
of project development and as such there would be no impacts.
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4.15 — Public Services

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Fire protection? H ] ]
b) Police protection? ] O ]
c) Schools? H ] ]
d) Parks? m | |
e) Other public facilities? m | |

a) Less than Significant Impact. The project is located in the service area of the City of Redlands Fire
Department. The Fire Department responds to medical emergencies, hazardous materials incidents,
rescue calls, and motor-related accidents, in addition to regular fire suppression services. There are
four stations in Redlands*’:

Fire Station 261: 525 E Citrus Ave.

Fire Station 262: 1690 Garden St.

Fire Station 263: 10 W Pennsylvania Ave.
Fire Station 264: 1270 W Park Ave.

The nearest fire station to the project site is Station 263, located approximately one mile directly east of
the project site off Pennsylvania Avenue. The project may create an incremental increase in demand
for fire services. To offset any incremental demand in fire protection and emergency medical services,
development impact fees are collected at the time of building permit issuance for approved projects.
The project as proposed is a mixed-use development that will incorporate 460 multi-family residential
units with approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space. developments and commercial. Fees
would be charged at a rate of $528.21 per multi-family dwelling unit, and $69.89 per 1,000 square feet
of commercial space, and would go towards fire facilities and staffing.*® Impacts related to expansion
of fire protection services would be less than significant with payment of fees.

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project area is served by the Redlands Police Department. The
Police Department and Patrol building is located at 1270 W Park Ave, Building C, Redlands, CA 92373.
The station is approximately 1 mile south of the project site. Development of the project may generate
an incremental increase in the need for police protection in the project area. The Police Department
reviews its needs on a yearly basis and adjusts service levels as needed to maintain an adequate level
of public protection. To offset an incremental increase in police services, development impact fees will
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be collected at the time of building permit issuance. Fees would be charged at a current rate of $27.56
per multi-family dwelling unit and $3.65 per 1,000 square feet of commercial building area.*® Fees would
go towards law enforcement facilities and staffing, and as such, would offset any impacts from
development of the proposed project. Impacts will be less than significant.

¢) Less than Significant Impact. The project proposes construction of a mixed-use development
incorporating 460 apartment units with approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space, and is
anticipated to lead to a population growth of approximately 1,339 persons (See Threshold 4.14a above).
This growth will most likely have a direct growth on the student population of the Redlands Unified
School District. To offset this impact, payment of development impact fees towards the cost of increased
demand of school district facilities is required under State law. The Redlands Unified School District has
established a school fee and charge a current rate of $4.79 per square foot of “assessable space”
(space within the perimeter of a residential structure) within new residential construction.%® Additionally,
the District charges a rate of $0.78 per square foot of commercial/industrial space.®' Payment of these
development impact fees would offset any project impacts on school facilities. As such, impacts would
be less than significant.

d) Less than Significant Impact. Development of the project could have the potential to impact
demand for parks and recreation facilities as it is anticipated to have a direct impact on the growth of
the city’s population. However, development impact fees collected at the time of building permit
issuance would offset any impacts of development on the utilization of local park services. The city has
established Open Space and Parks Fees going to those facilities and the project would be charged at
a current rate of $3,624.62 per multi-family dwelling.%? Less than significant impacts would occur with
payment of fees.

e) Less than Significant Impact. The project is expected to result in an increase in residents, who
may generate an additional demand for public facilities such as libraries. However, the development of
the proposed dwelling units is in line with the region’s future growth and buildout. Payment of required
development impact fees determined by the City of Redlands would offset the cost of increased demand
for such facilities in the future. Fees for public facilities would be charged at a current rate of $628.33
per multi-family residential dwelling unit, and $83.13 per 1,000 square feet of commercial building
area.*® Potential impacts to public facilities in Redlands would be less than significant with payment of
fees.
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4.16 — Recreation

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant  Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical L] [ O
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) Less than Significant Impact. The project involves the development of 460 multi-family apartments
units, as well as approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space, and associated landscaping
and roadway improvements. Texonia Park is a 10.7-acre neighborhood park located approximately 0.7
miles east of the project site. The park includes a lighted soccer field and basketball courts, as well as
picnic and playground facilities.®* Development of the proposed project may lead to an increased use
of the park due to the anticipated population increase associated with the project. However, the project
proposes several amenities for future residents. The project proposes a 30-foot by 73-foot pool and a
19-foot by 24-foot spa to be located in the courtyard of Building 9. Building 9 is also proposed to feature
a golf simulator, theater, and yoga and fitness centers. Use of these facilities would reduce any
exacerbation of current local recreational areas. Additionally, Development Impact Fees collected at the
time of building permit issuance would help to offset any incremental impacts of development on the
utilization of local park services. The city has established Open Space and Parks Fees at a current rate
of $3,624.62 per multi-family dwelling.>® The proposed project will lead to a population increase in the
area, however, this increase would not induce unforeseen stress on the city’s local or regional parks.
The proposed project would not increase the use of local recreational resources to such a substantial
amount that would lead to their accelerated physical deterioration. Impacts would be less than
significant.

b) No Impact. The project does not include the construction of recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical impact on the environment. No impacts will occur.
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4.17 — Transportation

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Significant with  Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Conflict with a program plan,

ordinance or policy addressing the

circulation system, including transit, n 0 0

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian

facilities?

b) Would the project conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines ] 0 0
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

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

d) Result in inadequate emergency

access? ] [l ]

A Measure U Growth Management Analysis dated October 12, 2023 (see Appendix K) and a Vehicle
Miles Traveled Screening Analysis (VMT Study) dated March 21, 2024 (see Appendix L) were prepared
for the proposed project by Translutions. The information presented below is provided from the
aforementioned evaluations provided in Appendices K and L.

a) Less than Significant Impact. The Measure U Growth Management Analysis was prepared to
calculate the project’s trip generation and evaluate the potential for transportation impacts resulting from
the development of the proposed project in the context of the City of Redlands’s discretionary authority
for conformance with locally established operational standards — specifically Measure U policies (which
are largely based on Level of Service (LOS) standards that measure traffic congestion). The Vehicle
Miles Traveled Screening Analysis was prepared to determine whether the proposed project meets the
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) requirements for the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority
(SBCTA) Guidelines and screens out from needing to conduct a detailed VMT analysis. CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3(A) states that VMT is the most appropriate measure for transportation
impacts, and LOS shall not be considered an environmental impact and “a project’s effect on automobile
delay shall not constitute a significant environmental impact” (for CEQA purposes).

Project Trip Generation

Table 17 (Proposed Project Trip Generation) shows the estimated trip generation for the proposed
project based on trip generation rates collected from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual (11w Edition, 2021). As shown in Table 17, the proposed project is forecast to
generate a total of approximately 2,704 new daily trips, including 195 trips during the AM peak hour and
245 trips during the PM peak hour.
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Table 17
Proposed Project Trip Generation
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Dwelling Units /

Land Use Square Footage In Out Total In Out Total Daily
Residential (Multifamily 6.74
Housing — Low-Rise)' 0.10 0.30 0.40 0.32 0.19 0.51
Trip Generation Rates 135 DU

Trip Generation 13 41 54 43 26 69 910
Internal Trips (1) (1) (2) (3) (2) (5) (80)
Net Trip Generation 12 40 52 40 24 64 830
Residential (Multifamily
Housing — Mid-Rise)? 0.09 0.28 0.37 0.24 0.15 0.39 4.54
Trip Generation Rates 325DU
Trip Generation 28 92 120 77 50 127 1,476
Internal Trips (1) (1) (2) (6) (5) (11) (131)
Net Trip Generation 27 91 118 71 45 116 1,345
Retail (Strip Retall
Plaza (<40k))3 1.42 0.94 2.36 3.30 3.30 6.59 54.45
Trip Generation Rates
Trip Generation 25 17 42 59 59 118 967
Internal Trips 17.764 TSF 0 0 0 (4) (6) (10) (86)
Net Trip Generation 25 17 42 55 53 108 881
Pass By Rate* 40% 40% 40%
Pass By Trips (8) (9) (17 (21) (22) (43) (352)
Net After Pass-By 17 8 25 34 31 65 529
Total Project Trips 56 139 195 145 100 245 2,704

Source: Translutions, 2023.

1 - Trip generation based on rates for Land Use 220 - "Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)" from Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE)

Trip Generation (11th Edition).

2 - Trip generation based on rates for Land Use 221 - "Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise)" from Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE)

Trip Generation (11th Edition).

3- Trip generation based on rates for Land Use 822 - "Strip Retail Plaza(<40k)" from Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip

Generation (11th Edition).

4 - Daily Pass-by rates for Land Use 822 (Strip Retail Plaza) are based on pass-by rates for Land Use 821 (Shopping Plaza) from ITE
Trip Generation (11th Edition). Rates for a.m.peak hour and daily are assumed to be same as p.m. peak hour rate.

Conflicts with Redlands Measure U

Measure U was an initiative approved by the voters of Redlands in 1997 to enact several principles of
managed development within the City of Redlands. The principles in Measure U have been incorporated
throughout the new 2035 General Plan, as well as several sections of the Redlands Municipal Code. The
Measure U Growth Management Analysis evaluated the project using the applicable Measure U Policies
identified in the Connected City Element of the City of Redlands 2035 General Plan as well as the County
of San Bernardino Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (TIS Guidelines). The Measure U Policies
are largely based on Level of Service (LOS) standards that measure traffic congestion. A detailed LOS
evaluation is included in the Measure U Growth Management Analysis (See Appendix K) in order to
demonstrate project compliance with Measure U. As shown in Table 18 below, all study areas
intersections are currently operating at satisfactory levels of service, with the exception of the following:

e Tennessee Street and Lugonia (am and pm peak hours)
e Tennessee Street and Redlands Avenue (am and pm peak hours)
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The existing “with project levels of service” for the study area intersections are summarized in Table 18
below as well. As shown below, all study areas intersections are forecast to operate at satisfactory levels
of service, with the exception of the following:

e Tennessee Street and Lugonia (am and pm peak hours)
e Tennessee Street and Redlands Avenue (am and pm peak hours)

Table 18
Existing Without and With Project Levels of Service
Without Project With Project
AM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
LOS Hour PM Peak Hour Hour Hour

Intersection Jurisdiction | Standard | Control | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay |LOS | Delay | LOS
SR-210 EB D
Ramps/San Caltrans Signal | 38.6 D 394 D 399 | D 40.3 D
Bernardino Ave.
SR-210 WB
Ramps-Tennessee Caltrans D Signal | 42.7 D 496 D 43 D 49.8 D
ST/San Bernardino
Tennessee
St/Pennsylvania Redlands C TWSC Future Intersection 136 | B 16.1 C
Ave
E‘\a/s\”{efsee St Redlands C TWSC Future Intersection 158 | C | 219 | C
Tennessee SY Redlands c Signal | 429 | D* | 527 | D* | 435 | D* | 537 | D*
Lugonia Ave
Tennessee SYI-10 | o ans D Signal | 174 | B | 194 | B | 166 | B | 222 | C
WB Ramps
Tennessee SYI-10 | o ans D Signal | 303 | ¢ | 370 | D |301|c |383]| D
EB Ramps
Tennessee St/ Redlands c Signal | 225 | Cc | 346 | c |225| c | 346 | C
Colton Ave
Tennessee St/ . . . N .
Redlands Ave Redlands C Signal 48 D 50.1 D 48 D 50.1 D
Notes:

LOS = Level of Service

TWSC = Two-Way Stop Control; For TWSC intersections, reported delay is for worst-case movement

Based on Measure U guidelines, where the current LOS at a location within the city is below the LOS
standard C, no development project shall be approved that cannot be mitigated so that it does not reduce
the existing LOS at that location. Table 18 above demonstrates that, while the intersection of Tennessee
Street and Redlands Ave. operates at unsatisfactory LOS D under both “without and with” project
conditions, the project does not increase the intersection delay. Therefore, no improvements are
recommended at that intersection.

Additionally, the city requires circulation improvements if the study area intersections do not meet
Measure U guidelines. Signal cycle length improvements are recommended for the intersection of
Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue. Table 19 below shows that with the addition of improvements,
the intersection delay would be reduced to pre-project conditions.
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Table 19
Existing With Project Improvements Levels of Service
Without Project With Project
AM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
LOS Hour PM Peak Hour Hour Hour
Intersection Jurisdiction | Standard | Control | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay |LOS | Delay | LOS

Tennessee St/ Redlands c Signal | 435 | D | 537 | D | 398 | D | 506 | D
Lugonia Ave

As discussed above, the project does not result in a drop in LOS at any intersection and therefore would
not cause the LOS to drop below Measure U standards. As shown in the Measure U Growth
Management Analysis, all study area intersections are forecast to operate at satisfactory levels of service,
except for the intersections of Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue and Tennessee Street and
Redlands Avenue. There is no increase in intersection delay at the latter intersection, and with the
addition of circulation improvements, delays at Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue are reduced to
pre-project conditions. As such, the project would not result in any unsatisfactory LOS; therefore, the
project would be in compliance with Measure U, no mitigation is required, and impacts would be less
than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. In December 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency
certified and adopted the updated CEQA Guidelines package. The amended CEQA Guidelines,
specifically Section 15064.3, recommend the use of Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) as the primary metric
for the evaluation of transportation impacts, under CEQA, associated with land use and transportation
projects. In general terms, VMT quantifies the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to
a project or region. All agencies and projects State-wide are required to utilize the updated CEQA
guidelines recommending the use of VMT for evaluating transportation impacts as of July 1, 2020.
CEQA Guidelines allow for lead agency discretion in establishing methodologies and thresholds
provided there is substantial evidence to demonstrate that the established procedures promote the
intended goals of the legislation.

The City of Redlands’ CEQA Assessment VMT Analysis Guidelines provides guidelines for analysis of
transportation impacts under CEQA. The guidelines also provide three types of screening that can be
applied to determine if a project is exempt from project-level VMT analysis. The project was screened
using the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) VMT Screening Tool. If a project
meets one of the following criteria, then the VMT impact of the project is considered less-than significant
and no further analysis of VMT would be required:

1. The project is located within a Transit Priority Area.

2. The project is located in a low VMT screening area.

3. The project is considered a local serving use or would generate less than 3,000 metric tons of
CO2 equivalent (3,000 MT CO2e) per year.

Below are the results of the screening criteria for the project:

Screening Criteria 1 —Transit Priority Area (TPA) Screening

Projects located within a TPA, defined as within one-half mile of a major transit stop or high-quality
transit corridor, may be presumed to result in a less than significant VMT impact absent substantial
evidence to the contrary. This presumption may not apply, however, if the project:

1. Has a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75.
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2. Includes more parking for use by residents, customers, or employees of the project than required
by the jurisdiction (if the jurisdiction requires the project to supply parking)

3. Is inconsistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy (as determined by the
jurisdiction with input from the Metropolitan Planning Organization): or

4. Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate or high-income residential
units.

According to Figure 1 of the VMT Study (Appendix L) conducted for the project, the project site is not
located within a TPA, and therefore this screening criteria does not apply to the proposed project.

Screening Criteria 2 — Low VMT Screening Area

Residential and office projects located within a low VMT generating area may be presumed to have a
less than significant impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary. In addition, other employment-
related and mixed-use land use projects may qualify for the use of screening if the project can
reasonably be expected to generate VMT per resident, per worker, or per service population (residential
plus employment) that is similar to the existing land uses in the low VMT area.

As prescribed in the City VMT Guidelines, the SBCTA VMT Screening Tool was used to assess low
VMT area screening for the project, as well as the city’s threshold of 15% below the County regional
average VMT per service population. The SBCTA VMT Screening Tool utilizes county travel forecasting
models to measure VMT performance for individual jurisdiction and for individual traffic analysis zones
(TAZ) within the SBCTA region. TAZs are geographic polygons similar to census block groups used to
represent areas of homogenous travel behavior.

Total daily VMT per service population was estimated for the TAZ encompassing the project area. The
VMT for project TAZ is 24.9 miles and the County VMT is 32 miles (Figure 2, Appendix L). The TAZ
VMT is 22.15% lower than the County’s VMT, and meets the County’s threshold of 15% below County
regional average (28.4 VMT per service population). As such, the project is located within a low VMT
generating TAZ, and the project is presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT.

Screening Criteria 3 — Project Type Screening

Some project types have been identified as having the presumption of a less than significant impact as
they are local serving by nature, or they are small enough to not warrant assessment. Local serving
retail projects with stores less than 50,000 square feet may be presumed to have a less than significant
impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary. Local serving retail generally improves the
convenience of shopping close to home and has the effect of reducing vehicle travel. In addition to local
serving retail, the following uses can also be presumed to have a less than significant impact absent
substantial evidence to the contrary as their uses are local serving in nature:

e Local-serving K-12 schools
e Local Parks
o Day care centers
e Local-serving gas stations
e Local-serving banks
e Local-serving hotels (e.g., non-destination hotels)
e Student housing projects on or adjacent to a college campus
e Local-serving assembly uses (places of worship, community organizations)
¢ Community institutions (public libraries, fires stations, local government)
e Local-serving community colleges that are consistent with the assumptions noted in the
RTP/SCS
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Affordable or supportive housing
Assisted living facilities
Senior housing (as defined by HUD)
Projects which generate less than 3,000 MTCO2e per year can be presumed to have a less
than significant impact on VMT. Projects which generate less than 3,000 MTCOZ2e per year5
include the following:

0 Single-family residential — 167 dwelling units or fewer

0 Multi-family residential (1-2 stories) — 232 dwelling units or fewer

o Multi-family residential (3+ stories) — 299 dwelling units or fewer

o Office — 59,100 square feet or less

0 Local-serving retail center — 112,400 square feet or less (no stores larger than 50,000
square feet)

0 Warehousing — 463,400 square feet or less

o0 Light industrial — 74,600 square feet or less

The project as proposed includes the development of 460 multi-family dwellings in 3 to 4 story buildings
and approximately 17,899 square feet of commercial space. The project is not included in the above
listed project types, and therefore the Project Type Screening does not apply to the proposed project.

Conclusion

Based on the above analysis, the proposed project is determined to have a less than significant impact
on VMT since it satisfies one of more of the VMT screening criteria established by the City of Redlands
CEQA Assessment VMT Analysis Guidelines. The project's VMT impact is considered less than
significant and no additional VMT analysis is required.

c) Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project substantially
increased an existing hazardous design feature or introduced incompatible uses to the existing traffic
pattern. There are three points of entry into the project: one entry point off Tennessee Street, one entry
point off Pennsylvania Avenue, and one entry point at the future commercial development proposed to
the south. Approximately 764 total parking spaces will be available onsite through a combination of
underground, garage, outdoor-covered, outdoor-uncovered, and commercial parking spaces
throughout the project. Access to above ground parking will be available through aisles, akin to
driveways, connected to the three project entry points. Those entry points, as well as turns within the
project site, will be designed to accommodate the inner (20 feet) and outer (40 feet) turning radius for
fire vehicles. The project does not involve any changes to the alignment or uses of existing roadways,
and the proposed project is consistent with City of Redlands driveway spacing and design requirements.
Construction operations occurring on site would comply with the California Building Code adopted in the
City of Redlands Municipal Code.%® The proposed project would not result in a traffic safety hazard due
to any design features, and impacts would be less than significant.

d) Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the design of the proposed project
would not satisfy emergency access requirements of the City of Redlands Fire Department or in any
other way threaten the ability of emergency vehicles to access and serve the project site or adjacent
uses. As outlined above, entry ways and aisle turns within the proposed project are designed to
accommodate the inner and outer turn radii of fire vehicles, so as to allow adequate access for
emergency services throughout the project site. As previously discussed above, access within the
project site would be provided aisles accessible via the three entry points. Entry Point 1 via Tennessee
Street will be divided by median with ornamental landscaping. The road on each side of the median will
be 16 feet wide. Entry Points 2 and 3, connecting the future southern commercial development and
Pennsylvania Avenue respectively, will each be 30 feet wide. The streets’ width is sufficient to provide
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access to fire and emergency vehicles and is consistent with California Fire Code requirements. All
access features are subject to and must satisfy the City of Redlands design and the Fire Department’s
requirements. The project would not result in adverse impacts with regard to emergency access, and
impacts would be less than significant.
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4.18 — Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

i) 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 L] L] L]
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.

a.i) No Impact. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource listed or eligible for listing in the California
Resources of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). A field survey and records search was conducted as part of the
Cultural Resources Report (Report) (see Appendix D) and identified one cultural resource within the
project area: a concrete and brick water conveyance system consisting of two north-south water
channels, two concrete rectangular vaults, and two standpipe features. This irrigation system, however,
is not considered a “historical resource” per the Report, is not eligible for listing in the California Register
of Historical Resources, and is not listed on any Certified Local Government historic property register.
While the city has several historic landmarks and sites listed under its historic preservation program as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), the proposed project site is completely
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undeveloped and there are no buildings, structures, or features on the site that could be listed as a
“historical resource.” The project site was formerly used for agricultural purposes and is not known to
be associated with an important historical period or important persons from the past. The project would
not have any physical impacts outside the designated project area boundary. Therefore, the project
would not result in any adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). No impact would occur.

a.ii) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Government Code §§ 65352.3 and 65562.5
(SB 18); and Public Resources Code §§ 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09,
21084.2, and 21084.3 (AB 52) provide that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change to a
defined Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR) can result in a significant effect on the environment. SB18
requires public notice to be sent to tribes listed on the Native American Heritage Commission’s SB18
Tribal Consultation list within the geographical areas affected by the proposed changes. Tribes must
respond to a local government notice within 90 days (unless a shorter time frame has been agreed upon
by the tribe), indicating whether or not they want to consult with the local government. Consultations
are for the purpose of preserving or mitigating impacts to places, features, and objects described in
Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources Code that may be affected by the proposed
adoption or amendment to a general or specific plan. The Lead Agency is required to notify tribes within
14 days of deeming a development application complete subject to CEQA to notify the requesting tribe
as an invitation to consult on the project.

AB 52 identifies examples of mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize impacts to TCR. The bill
makes the above provisions applicable to projects that have a notice of preparation or a notice of intent
to adopt a negative declaration/mitigated negative declaration circulated on or after July 1, 2015.
Although there is no indication of TCRs at the project site, AB 52 is clear in stating that it is the
responsibility of the Public Agency (i.e., Lead Agency) to consult with Native American tribes early in
the CEQA process to allow tribal governments, lead agencies, and project proponents to discuss the
appropriate level of environment review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to TCRs, and
reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process (see Public Resources
Code Section 2108.3.2). Specifically, government-to-government consultation may provide “tribal
knowledge” of the project area that can be used in identifying TCRs that cannot be obtained through
other investigative means. Pursuant to AB 52, as the CEQA Lead Agency, the city of Redlands sent
consultation notification letters on March 9™, 2023 to tribes identified by the NAHC as having a historic
or cultural connection to the project area. Of the contacted tribes, the representatives of the following
tribes responded:

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation
Morongo Band of Mission Indians

Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians

Of those tribes who responded, only the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) and the
Morongo Band of Mission Indians (MBMI) requested specific actions be taken by the Lead Agency as
part of project development. As the project site is located within the ACBCI’s Traditional Use Area, they
requested the following actions be taken:

e A records search conducted at the appropriate California Historical Resources Information
System (CHRIS) center with at least a 1.0-mile search radius from the project boundary. If this
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work has already been completed, please furnish copies of the reports and site records
generated through this search so that we can compare these with our records to begin
productive consultation.

e Tribal participation during survey and testing if this fieldwork has not already taken place. In the
event that archaeological crews have completed this work, our office requests a copy of the
Phase | study or other cultural assessments as soon as available.

A records search was conducted using CHRIS as part of the Cultural Resources Inventory and
Evaluation Report prepared by Ecorp Consulting Inc. Pursuant to AB 52, the city will provide the
requested items to ACBCI as well as incorporate mitigation measures requested by MBMI, as described
below. The other four respondent tribes had no comment on the project as proposed at the time of
notification. The city has not been presented with any information or evidence regarding the presence
or likelihood of any TCR occurring on or near the project site. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
TCR-1 through TCR-8, as requested by MBMI, will reduce potentially significant impacts to previously
undiscovered TCRs to less than significant by providing for monitoring during grading and construction
of the project. With implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-8, impacts would be
less than significant with regards to resources of potential importance to California Native American
tribes.

Mitigation Measures

TCR-1 Native American Treatment Agreement. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the
Applicant shall enter into a Tribal Monitoring Agreement with the Consulting Tribe(s) for
the Project. The Tribal Monitor shall be on-site during all ground-disturbing activities
(including, but not limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree and bush removal, grading,
trenching, fence post placement and removal, construction excavation, excavation for all
utility and irrigation lines, and landscaping phases of any kind). The Tribal Monitor shall
have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt the ground-disturbing activities
to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural resources.

TCR -2 Retention of Archaeologist. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities (including, but not
limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree and bush removal, grading, trenching, fence post
replacement and removal, construction excavation, excavation for all utility and irrigation
lines, and landscaping phases of any kind), and prior to the issuance of grading permits,
the Applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior Standards (SOI). The archaeologist shall be present during all ground-disturbing
activities to identify any known or suspected archaeological and/or cultural resources.
The archaeologist shall conduct a Cultural Resource Sensitivity Training, in conjunction
with the Tribe[s] Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), and/or designated Tribal
Representative. The training session shall focus on the archaeological and tribal cultural
resources that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities as well as the
procedures to be followed in such an event.

TCR -3 Cultural Resource Management Plan. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities the
Project archaeologist shall develop a Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP)
and/or Archaeological Monitoring and Treatment Plan (AMTP) to address the details,
timing, and responsibilities of all archaeological and cultural resource activities that occur
on the Project site. This Plan shall be written in consultation with the Consulting Tribe(s)
and shall include the following: approved Mitigation Measures (MM)/Conditions of
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TCR -4

TCR -5

TCR -6

TCR -7

116

Approval (COA), contact information for all pertinent parties, parties’ responsibilities,
procedures for each MM or COA, and an overview of the Project schedule.

Pre-Grade Meeting. The retained qualified archeologist and Consulting Tribe(s)
representative shall attend the pre-grade meeting with the grading contractors to explain
and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring plan.

On-Site Monitoring. During all ground-disturbing activities the qualified archaeologist
and the Native American monitor shall be on-site full-time. The frequency of inspections
shall depend on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and any discoveries of
Tribal Cultural Resources as defined in California Public Resources Code Section
21074. Archaeological and Native American monitoring will be discontinued when the
depth of grading and the soil conditions no longer retain the potential to contain cultural
deposits. The qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American monitor,
shall be responsible for determining the duration and frequency of monitoring.

Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Resources. In the event that previously unidentified
cultural resources are unearthed during construction, the qualified archaeologist and the
Native American monitor shall have the authority to temporarily divert and/or temporarily
halt ground disturbance operations in the area of discovery to allow for the evaluation of
potentially significant cultural resources. Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits
shall be minimally documented in the field and collected so the monitored grading can
proceed. If a potentially significant cultural resource(s) is discovered, work shall stop
within a 60-foot perimeter of the discovery and an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA)
physical demarcation/barrier constructed. All work shall be diverted away from the
vicinity of the find, so that the find can be evaluated by the qualified archaeologist and
Tribal Monitor[s]. The archaeologist shall notify the Lead Agency and Consulting Tribe(s)
of said discovery. The qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Lead Agency, the
Consulting Tribe(s), and the Native American monitor, shall determine the significance
of the discovered resource. A recommendation for the treatment and disposition of the
Tribal Cultural Resource shall be made by the qualified archaeologist in consultation with
the Tribe[s] and the Native American monitor[s] and be submitted to the Lead Agency
for review and approval. Below are the possible treatments and dispositions of significant
cultural resources in order of CEQA preference:

A. Full avoidance.

B. If avoidance is not feasible, Preservation in place.

C. If Preservation in place is not feasible, all items shall be reburied in an area away
from any future impacts and reside in a permanent conservation easement or
Deed Restriction.

D. If all other options are proven to be infeasible, data recovery through excavation
and then curation in a Curation Facility that meets the Federal Curation
Standards (CFR 79.1)

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. The Consulting Tribe(s) requests the
following specific conditions to be imposed in order to protect Native American human
remains and/or cremations. No photographs are to be taken except by the coroner, with
written approval by the Consulting Tribe(s).

A. Should human remains and/or cremations be encountered on the surface or
during any and all ground-disturbing activities (i.e., clearing, grubbing, tree and
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bush removal, grading, trenching, fence post placement and removal,
construction excavation, excavation for all water supply, electrical, and irrigation
lines, and landscaping phases of any kind), work in the immediate vicinity of the
discovery shall immediately stop within a 100-foot perimeter of the discovery. The
area shall be protected; project personnel/observers will be restricted. The
County Coroner is to be contacted within 24 hours of discovery. The County
Coroner has 48 hours to make his/her determination pursuant to State and Safety
Code §7050.5. and Public Resources Code (PRC) § 5097.98.

. In the event that the human remains and/or cremations are identified as Native

American, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission
within 24 hours of determination pursuant to subdivision (c) of HSC §7050.5.

. The Native American Heritage Commission shall immediately notify the person

or persons it believes to be the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD has 48
hours, upon being granted access to the Project site, to inspect the site of
discovery and make his/her recommendation for final treatment and disposition,
with appropriate dignity, of the remains and all associated grave goods pursuant
to PRC §5097.98.

. If the Morongo Band of Mission Indians has been named the Most Likely

Descendant (MLD), the Tribe may wish to rebury the human remains and/or
cremation and sacred items in their place of discovery with no further disturbance
where they will reside in perpetuity. The place(s) of reburial shall not be disclosed
by any party and is exempt from the California Public Records Act (California
Government Code § 6254[r]). Reburial location of human remains and/or
cremations shall be determined by the Tribe’s Most Likely Descendant (MLD),
the landowner, and the City Planning Department.

TCR -8 Final Report. The final report[s] created as a part of the Project (AMTP, isolate records,
site records, survey reports, testing reports, etc.) shall be submitted to the City and
Consulting Tribe(s) for review and comment. After approval of all parties, the final reports
shall be submitted to the Eastern Information Center, and the Consulting Tribe(s).
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4.19 — Utilities and Service Systems

Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

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

a) Less than Significant Impact. The Redlands Municipal Utilities Department oversees some 21,500
metered connections and approximately 400 miles of pipelines that delivers water throughout its service
area that includes Redlands, Mentone, parts of Crafton Hills, San Timoteo Canyon, and San
Bernardino. The Department receives its water from a mix of sources including local groundwater wells,
the Mill Creek Watershed, Santa Ana Watershed, and imported water provided through the State Water
Project (SWP). The city owns 15 domestic wells and receives water from an additional two wells owned
by the South Mountain Water Company.®” Furthermore, the city operates both the Tate and Hinkley
surface water treatment plants (WTPs), both of which provide treated water from the Mill Creek and
Santa Ana watersheds, respectively. Both WTPs treat water from the SWP when required. The city
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maintains ownership in multiple local private and mutual water companies to bolster and secure reliable
water supplies for their treatment plants. Wastewater is collected and treated at the Redlands
Wastewater Treatment Facility and has a treatment capacity of 9.5 million gallons.®®

As discussed in Section 4.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), as the project site is currently undeveloped,
the project will require the construction of new onsite water, sewer, and stormwater drainage facilities
onsite that would connect to the existing infrastructure in the surrounding streets. The project will comply
with local drainage guidelines and implement various pollutant-related BMPs that will reduce the
chances of substantial runoff accumulating. According to the Preliminary Water Quality Management
Plan (WQMP) (see Appendix G) prepared for the project, the project has two drainage areas that will
convey stormwater west of the site to an onsite pump system that will flow to Tennessee Street, as it
does in the existing condition prior to project development (See Appendix H). Landscaping
improvements and BMPs would mitigate any increase in surface runoff due to the expansion of new
impermeable surfaces on site. Additionally, standard connection fees would address any incremental
impacts of the project. The project would therefore result in a less than significant impact in relation to
new or expanded water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.

The project would connect to existing electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities and
would not require any expansion of services. Therefore, the proposed project would not 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 a significant environmental effect. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. According to the 2020 Integrated Regional Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) for the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Region, the city of Redlands is
projected to have a total demand of 25,818 acre-feet (AF) in 2025.%° The same estimates calculated a
supply total of 31,039 AF in 2020, a difference of 5,221 AF. The Urban Water Management Plan
anticipates an overall increase in demand associated with the continued development of Redlands over
2015 conditions. Development of the proposed project is anticipated to result in operational water
demand of approximately 20,489,165 million gallons per year, or approximately 62 AFY. Therefore, the
project would not substantially deplete water supplies, and the project would have a less than significant
impact on entitled water supplies.

c) Less than Significant Impact. Impacts could be potentially significant as a result of project
development if it is determined by the wastewater treatment provider that the project does not have
adequate capacity to serve the project’'s projected demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments. As outlined above in Sections 4.19.a and 4.19.b, the project can be adequately served
by existing wastewater treatment facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Less than Significant Impact. Significant impacts could occur if solid waste generated by the
proposed project exceeds the existing permitted landfill capacity or violates federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations. Solid waste disposal services are overseen by the City of Redlands Trash
Collection. Solid waste collected in Redlands is primarily transferred to the San Timoteo Landfill in
Redlands, located approximately 4 miles south of the project site. According to CalRecycle, the San
Timoteo Landfill has a maximum capacity of 23,685,785 tons, with a remaining capacity of 12,360,396
tons measured April 30", 2019.%° Construction of the project is estimated to generate approximately
3,139 pounds of solid waste per dwelling unit per year, and 4,745 pounds per 1000 square feet of
commercial space per year.®" This would result in a total of approximately 1,528,870 pounds, or
approximately 764 tons, of solid waste per year. There would be adequate landfill capacity in the area
to accommodate project-generated waste. The project is therefore not expected to generate solid waste

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project 119
City of Redlands



5 — Mitigation Summary
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure. Impacts related to solid waste disposal capacity would
be less than significant.

e) No Impact. The proposed project is required to comply with all applicable federal, state, County,
and city statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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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?

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

L] L] L]

[ [ [

[ [ [

L] L] L]

a) No Impact. The project site is not located within a State Responsibility Areas (SRA). The nearest
SRA area is located approximately 3.5 miles south of the project site near the San Timoteo Canyon.%?
While the project site is currently undeveloped, the site has been routinely disturbed and is located in
an urbanized area surrounded by commercial and residential uses. The city’s General Plan identifies
several evacuation routes out of the city; these routes were previously designated as potential
evacuation routes in the 2007 San Bernardino General Plan.®® These include: Interstates 10, 15, 210,
and 215, and State Highways 30, 60, 66, 71, and 83. In the event of an earthquake, the following roads
would provide safe access out of the San Bernardino Valley, as indicated by Caltrans and cited in the

Redlands General Plan:
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Hospitality Lane from Tippecanoe Avenue to Waterman Avenue
Coulston Street from Mountain View Avenue to Tippecanoe Avenue
Lugonia Avenue from Orange Street to Mountain View Avenue
Redlands Boulevard from Orange Street to Waterman Avenue
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While the project is located adjacent to 1-210, its development would not impact the availability of the
route, or the other identified highways and roadways as evacuation routes. The project would not
substantially impair any adopted or informal emergency response plan or evacuation plan. No impacts
would occur.

b) No Impact. The project site is not located within a fire hazard zone, as identified on the Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) maps prepared by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CALFIRE).% The nearest VHFHSZ is located approximately three miles south of the project
site adjacent to the Redlands Community Hospital. The project site is located in an urbanized area that
is relatively flat. Therefore, the project would not exacerbate wildfire risks, thereby exposing occupants
to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. No impact would
occur.

c) No Impact. The project site is not located within or near a State Responsibility Areas as indicated
in Threshold 4.19.a above. Development of the proposed project would involve the construction of two
driveways and access roadways within the development providing access throughout as well as in and
out of the proposed development. The installation of utility connections to the new mixed-use
development would also be required to provide water, heating, and electricity to residents. Such project
improvements would not exacerbate fire risk or would result in a temporary or ongoing impact from
wildfires. Construction of the project would not require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk, or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment. No impact would occur.

d) No Impact. The project site is not located within or near any State Responsibility Areas. As
described in Threshold 4.9.c.iv above, the project site is located in an area not considered at risk of
flood or inundation. According to Figure 7-3: Flood Hazards, of the Healthy Community Element of the
city’s General Plan, the project site is not located within a floodway, or within a 100 or 500-year
floodplain.®® Additionally, the project site is not located in a dam inundation area.®® The project site is
located in a relatively flat area, with little to no potential for landslides or downstream flooding or runoff.
If the project stie were to experience a flooding event, the city’s General Plan includes strategies to
mitigate potential impacts from flooding. Development of the proposed project would not exacerbate
risks to people from flooding or landslides, and as such, no impacts would occur.
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4.21 — Mandatory Findings of Significance

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant  Impact
Impact with Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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 [] [l L]
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?

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

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would not substantially
impact any scenic vistas, scenic resources, or the visual character of the area, as discussed in Section
4.1, and would not result in excessive light or glare. The project site is located within a developed area
with no natural habitat. The proposed project would not significantly impact any sensitive plants, plant
communities, fish, wildlife, or habitat for any sensitive species. Impacts to burrowing owl and nesting
birds would be less than significant with adherence to existing regulations and incorporation of
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2. There are no jurisdictional waters on the project site. Impacts
to archaeological resources, buried human remains, and Tribal Cultural Resources would be reduced
to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and TCR-1 through TCR-
8. Based on the preceding analysis of potential impacts in the responses to items 4.1 through 4.20, no
evidence is presented that this proposed project would degrade the quality of the environment. Impacts
related to degradation of the environment would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation
measures.

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Cumulative impacts can result from the
interactions of environmental changes resulting from one proposed project with changes resulting from
other past, present, and future projects that affect the same resources, utilities and infrastructure
systems, public services, transportation network elements, air basin, watershed, or other physical
conditions. Such impacts could be short-term and temporary, usually consisting of overlapping
construction impacts, as well as long-term, due to the permanent land-use changes and operational
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characteristics involved with the proposed project. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant,
as further discussed herein.

Aesthetics

Impacts related to aesthetics at the project-level have no potential for cumulative impacts because
impacts are limited to on-site conditions and include no component that could result in similar impacts
over time or space. Therefore, no cumulative impacts related to this topic would occur.

Agricultural Resources
The analysis provided in Sections 4.2 found that no individual impacts would occur; therefore, the
project could not contribute considerably to local agriculture or forestry.

Air Quality
The analysis provided in Section 4.3 found that impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the
project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable air quality impacts.

Biological Resources

The analysis provided in Section 4.4 found that no individual impacts to sensitive species or migratory
birds would occur with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2; therefore, the project
would not contribute considerably to regional impacts on such species, and impacts would be less than
significant. The analysis also found that the project would have no other impacts on biological resources
and would not result in localized or regional cumulative impacts, and as such, impacts would be less
than significant.

Cultural Resources

The analysis provided in Section 4.5 found that impacts to archaeological resources and buried human
remains would be less than significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1. Therefore,
the project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable cultural resources impacts.

Energy
The analysis provided in Section 4.6 found that no individual impacts related to energy use would occur

as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative energy
impacts.

Geology and Soils

Impacts related to geology at the project-level have no potential for cumulative impacts. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no contribution to potential geological or soil degradation or other such
impacts. The analysis in section 4.7 found that if during construction operations, paleontological
resources are discovered, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would establish proper care and attention to
such discoveries. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative paleontological resources
impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As discussed in Section 4.8, climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative sources of
greenhouse gas emissions all over the world. The project would not contribute considerably to global
climate change.

Hazardous Materials

The analysis provided in Section 4.9 related to hazards and hazardous materials found that impacts
would be less than significant. Additionally, compliance with all regulations related to the disposal and
storage of household hazardous waste would ensure that impacts would be less than significant.
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Land Use and Planning

The analysis provided in Section 4.11 related to Land Use and Planning found that impacts would be
less than significant; therefore, while the proposed project would contribute to individual, localized, or
regional cumulative impacts, its contribution would not be considerable.

Mineral Resources

The analysis provided in Section 4.12 related to mineral resources found that there would be no impact;
therefore, while the project would contribute to localized or regional cumulative impacts, the project
contribution would not be considerable.

Noise

The analysis provided in Section 4.13 found that impacts related to the construction and operation of
the proposed project would be less than significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1.
Therefore, the project would not contribute considerably to cumulative noise impacts.

Population and Housing
The analysis provided in Section 4.14 related to Population and Housing found that no impacts would
result; therefore, no cumulative impacts related to this topic would occur.

Public Services

The analysis provided in Section 4.15 related to Public Services found that impacts would be less than
significant; therefore, while the proposed project would contribute to localized cumulative impacts, the
contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.

Recreation
The analysis provided in Section 4.16 related to Recreation found that impacts would be less than
significant; therefore, no cumulative impacts related to this topic would occur.

Traffic and Transportation

Traffic conditions were analyzed in Section 4.17 and found to be less than significant. The proposed
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to local and regional transportation facilities would not be
considerable.

Tribal Cultural Resources
The analysis provided in Section 4.18 related to Tribal Cultural Resources found that impacts would be
less than significant with adherence to Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-8.

Utilities and Service Systems

The analysis provided in Section 4.19 related to Utilities and Service Systems found that impacts would
be less than significant; therefore, while the project would contribute to localized or regional cumulative
impacts, the project contribution would not be considerable.

Wildfire
The analysis provided in Section 4.20 related to Wildfire found that no impacts would result; therefore,
no cumulative impacts related to this topic would occur.

c) Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would not have
environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on humans, either directly or
indirectly, as noted in the previous sections above, except as it related to operational noise impacts
from HVAC units on Building 3. However, potential noise impacts from HVAC units would be reduced
to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation.
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BIO-1 Pre-construction Survey for Nesting Birds. To the extent feasible, construction
activities should be scheduled to avoid the nesting season. If construction activities are
scheduled to take place outside the nesting season, all impacts to nesting birds protected
under the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code would be avoided. The nesting
season for most birds in San Bernardino County extends from February 1 through
September 1.

If it is not possible to schedule construction activities between September 1 and January
31, then pre-construction surveys for nesting birds will be conducted by a qualified
biologist to ensure that no nests would be disturbed during project implementation.
These surveys will be conducted no more than 5 days prior to the initiation of any site
disturbance activities and equipment mobilization, vegetation removal, fence installation,
grading, etc. If project activities are delayed by more than 5 days, an additional nesting
bird survey will be performed. During this survey, the biologist will inspect all vegetation
and other potential nesting habitats (e.g., shrubs) in and immediately adjacent to the
impact area for nests. Active nesting is present if a bird is building a nest, sitting in a
nest, a nest has eggs or chicks in it, or adults are observed carrying food to the nest.
The results of the surveys will be documented.

If an active nest is found sufficiently close to work areas to be disturbed by these
activities, the qualified biologist will determine the extent of a construction-free buffer
zone to be established around the nest (typically up to 300 feet for raptors and up to 100
feet for other species), to ensure that no nests of species protected by the MBTA and
California Fish and Game Code will be disturbed during project implementation. Within
the buffer zone, no site disturbance and mobilization of heavy equipment, including but
not limited to equipment staging, fence installation, clearing, grubbing, vegetation
removal, demolition, and grading will be permitted until the chicks have fledged.

A qualified biologist is an individual who has a degree in biological sciences or related
resource management with a minimum of two seasonal years post-degree experience
conducting surveys for nesting birds. During or following academic training, the qualified
biologist will have achieved a high level of professional experience and knowledge in
biological sciences and special-status species identification, ecology, and habitat
requirements.

BIO-2: Pre-construction Survey for Burrowing Owl. No more than 14 days prior to ground
disturbance a focused survey for burrowing owl will be required to ensure take
avoidance. Even though burrowing owls were not located as part of the general biological
survey, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is required because burrowing owls
may encroach or migrate to the property at any time, and therefore steps should be taken
to ensure avoidance, including reevaluating the locations/presence of burrowing owl or
burrows. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the survey
requirements outlined in Appendix D of the CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owil,
dated March 7, 2012. If burrowing owl are found on the project site during pre-
construction surveys, the biologist conducting surveys shall immediately contact the
CDFW to develop a plan for avoidance and/or translocation prior to construction crews
initiating any ground disturbance on the project site.
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CUL-1:

GEO-1:
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If subsurface deposits believed to be cultural or human in origin are discovered during
construction, all work must halt within a 100-foot radius of the discovery. A qualified
professional archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualification Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeology, shall be retained to
evaluate the significance of the find, and shall have the authority to modify the no-work
radius as appropriate, using professional judgment. The following notifications shall
apply, depending on the nature of the find:

= |f the professional archaeologist determines that the find does not represent a
cultural resource, work may resume immediately and no agency notifications are
required.

= |f the professional archaeologist determines that the find does represent a
cultural resource from any time period or cultural affiliation, the archaeologist
shall immediately notify the lead agencies. The agencies shall consult on a
finding of eligibility and implement appropriate treatment measures, if the find is
determined to be a Historical Resource under CEQA, as defined in Section
15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines or a historic property under Section 106
NHPA, if applicable. Work may not resume within the no-work radius until the
lead agencies, through consultation as appropriate, determine that the site either:
1) is not a Historical Resource under CEQA or a Historic Property under Section
106; or 2) that the treatment measures have been completed to their satisfaction.

If the find includes human remains, or remains that are potentially human, they shall
ensure reasonable protection measures are taken to protect the discovery from
disturbance (AB 2641). The archaeologist shall notify the San Bernardino County
Coroner (per § 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code). The provisions of § 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code, § 5097.98 of the California PRC, and AB 2641 will
be implemented. If the coroner determines the remains are Native American and not the
result of a crime scene, the coroner will notify the NAHC, which then will designate a
Native American Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for the Project (§ 5097.98 of the PRC).
The designated MLD will have 48 hours from the time access to the property is granted
to make recommendations concerning treatment of the remains. If the landowner does
not agree with the recommendations of the MLD, the NAHC can mediate (§ 5097.94 of
the PRC). If no agreement is reached, the landowner must rebury the remains where
they will not be further disturbed (§ 5097.98 of the PRC). This will also include either
recording the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center; using an open
space or conservation zoning designation or easement; or recording a reinternment
document with the county in which the property is located (AB 2641). Work may not
resume within the no-work radius until the lead agencies, through consultation as
appropriate, determine that the treatment measures have been completed to their
satisfaction.

Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources. If paleontological materials are
uncovered during grading or other earth moving activities, the contractor shall be
required to halt work in the immediate area of the find, and to retain a professional
paleontologist to examine the materials to determine whether it is a significant
paleontological resource. If this determination is positive, the resource shall be left in
place, if determined feasible by the project paleontologist. Otherwise, the paleontologist
shall fully recover the scientifically consequential information. Work may continue outside
of the area of the find; however, no further work shall occur in the immediate location of
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the find until all information recovery has been completed and a report concerning it filed
with the Development Services Director. The applicant shall bear the cost of
implementing this mitigation.

Reduce Potential Building 3 HVAC Noise Levels. To reduce potential noise levels
from Building 3 heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment:

1. The installation of HVAC units or systems that generate a noise level greater than
75 dBA (at 3 feet) for units located within 90 lateral feet of the project’s eastern
property line shall be prohibited; or

2. Parapet walls for any building with an HVAC unit or system within 90 feet of the
project’'s eastern property line shall be at least 1 foot taller than the top of the
tallest installed HVAC unit.

Native American Treatment Agreement. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the
Applicant shall enter into a Tribal Monitoring Agreement with the Consulting Tribe(s) for
the Project. The Tribal Monitor shall be on-site during all ground-disturbing activities
(including, but not limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree and bush removal, grading,
trenching, fence post placement and removal, construction excavation, excavation for all
utility and irrigation lines, and landscaping phases of any kind). The Tribal Monitor shall
have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt the ground-disturbing activities
to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural resources.

Retention of Archaeologist. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities (including, but not
limited to, clearing, grubbing, tree and bush removal, grading, trenching, fence post
replacement and removal, construction excavation, excavation for all utility and irrigation
lines, and landscaping phases of any kind), and prior to the issuance of grading permits,
the Applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior Standards (SOI). The archaeologist shall be present during all ground-disturbing
activities to identify any known or suspected archaeological and/or cultural resources.
The archaeologist shall conduct a Cultural Resource Sensitivity Training, in conjunction
with the Tribe[s] Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), and/or designated Tribal
Representative. The training session shall focus on the archaeological and tribal cultural
resources that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities as well as the
procedures to be followed in such an event.

Cultural Resource Management Plan. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities the
Project archaeologist shall develop a Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP)
and/or Archaeological Monitoring and Treatment Plan (AMTP) to address the details,
timing, and responsibilities of all archaeological and cultural resource activities that occur
on the Project site. This Plan shall be written in consultation with the Consulting Tribe(s)
and shall include the following: approved Mitigation Measures (MM)/Conditions of
Approval (COA), contact information for all pertinent parties, parties’ responsibilities,
procedures for each MM or COA, and an overview of the Project schedule.

Pre-Grade Meeting. The retained qualified archeologist and Consulting Tribe(s)
representative shall attend the pre-grade meeting with the grading contractors to explain
and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring plan.
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On-Site Monitoring. During all ground-disturbing activities the qualified archaeologist
and the Native American monitor shall be on-site full-time. The frequency of inspections
shall depend on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and any discoveries of
Tribal Cultural Resources as defined in California Public Resources Code Section
21074. Archaeological and Native American monitoring will be discontinued when the
depth of grading and the soil conditions no longer retain the potential to contain cultural
deposits. The qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American monitor,
shall be responsible for determining the duration and frequency of monitoring.

Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Resources. In the event that previously unidentified
cultural resources are unearthed during construction, the qualified archaeologist and the
Native American monitor shall have the authority to temporarily divert and/or temporarily
halt ground disturbance operations in the area of discovery to allow for the evaluation of
potentially significant cultural resources. Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits
shall be minimally documented in the field and collected so the monitored grading can
proceed. If a potentially significant cultural resource(s) is discovered, work shall stop
within a 60-foot perimeter of the discovery and an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA)
physical demarcation/barrier constructed. All work shall be diverted away from the
vicinity of the find, so that the find can be evaluated by the qualified archaeologist and
Tribal Monitor[s]. The archaeologist shall notify the Lead Agency and Consulting Tribe(s)
of said discovery. The qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Lead Agency, the
Consulting Tribe(s), and the Native American monitor, shall determine the significance
of the discovered resource. A recommendation for the treatment and disposition of the
Tribal Cultural Resource shall be made by the qualified archaeologist in consultation with
the Tribe[s] and the Native American monitor[s] and be submitted to the Lead Agency
for review and approval. Below are the possible treatments and dispositions of significant
cultural resources in order of CEQA preference:

A. Full avoidance.

B. If avoidance is not feasible, Preservation in place.

C. If Preservation in place is not feasible, all items shall be reburied in an area away
from any future impacts and reside in a permanent conservation easement or
Deed Restriction.

D. If all other options are proven to be infeasible, data recovery through excavation
and then curation in a Curation Facility that meets the Federal Curation
Standards (CFR 79.1)

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. The Consulting Tribe(s) requests the
following specific conditions to be imposed in order to protect Native American human
remains and/or cremations. No photographs are to be taken except by the coroner, with
written approval by the Consulting Tribe(s).

A. Should human remains and/or cremations be encountered on the surface or
during any and all ground-disturbing activities (i.e., clearing, grubbing, tree and
bush removal, grading, trenching, fence post placement and removal,
construction excavation, excavation for all water supply, electrical, and irrigation
lines, and landscaping phases of any kind), work in the immediate vicinity of the
discovery shall immediately stop within a 100-foot perimeter of the discovery. The
area shall be protected; project personnel/observers will be restricted. The
County Coroner is to be contacted within 24 hours of discovery. The County
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Coroner has 48 hours to make his/her determination pursuant to State and Safety
Code §7050.5. and Public Resources Code (PRC) § 5097.98.

. In the event that the human remains and/or cremations are identified as Native

American, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission
within 24 hours of determination pursuant to subdivision (¢) of HSC §7050.5.

. The Native American Heritage Commission shall immediately notify the person

or persons it believes to be the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD has 48
hours, upon being granted access to the Project site, to inspect the site of
discovery and make his/her recommendation for final treatment and disposition,
with appropriate dignity, of the remains and all associated grave goods pursuant
to PRC §5097.98.

. If the Morongo Band of Mission Indians has been named the Most Likely

Descendant (MLD), the Tribe may wish to rebury the human remains and/or
cremation and sacred items in their place of discovery with no further disturbance
where they will reside in perpetuity. The place(s) of reburial shall not be disclosed
by any party and is exempt from the California Public Records Act (California
Government Code § 6254[r]). Reburial location of human remains and/or
cremations shall be determined by the Tribe’s Most Likely Descendant (MLD),
the landowner, and the City Planning Department.

TCR-8 Final Report. The final report[s] created as a part of the Project (AMTP, isolate records,
site records, survey reports, testing reports, etc.) shall be submitted to the City and
Consulting Tribe(s) for review and comment. After approval of all parties, the final reports
shall be submitted to the Eastern Information Center, and the Consulting Tribe(s).

Tennessee Village Mixed-Use Project 131

City of Redlands



5 — Mitigation Summary

This Page Intentionally Left Blank.

132 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Public Review Draft April 22, 2024



6 References
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35 Cajon Street, Suite 15-A
Redlands, California 92373
909-798-7555
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URBAN CROSSROADS

DATE: February 29, 2024
TO: Nolan C. Leggio, Diversified Pacific Communities
FROM: Haseeb Qureshi

Ali Dadabhoy

JOB NO: 14552-04 AQ & GHG Assessment

REDLANDS RESIDENTIAL AIR QUALITY & GREENHOUSE GAS
ASSESSMENT

Nolan C. Leggio,

Urban Crossroads, Inc. is pleased to provide the following Air Quality &
Greenhouse Gas Assessment for the Redlands Residential (Project), which is
located east of Tennessee Street and north of West Lugonia Avenue in the City of
Redlands.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Project is a proposed mixed use residential, consisting of 135 multifamily
residential dwelling units within 3-story buildings, 325 multifamily residential
dwelling units located within 4-5 story buildings and a 17,764-sf retail component.
The proposed Project is anticipated to have an opening year of 2025. The Project's
Tentative Tract Map is shown as Exhibit 1.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Results of the assessment indicate that the Project would result in a less than
significant with respect to air quality, and greenhouse gases.




Nolan C. Leggio, Diversified Pacific Communities
February 29, 2024
Page 2 of 35

EXHIBIT 1: PROJECT'S TENTATIVE TRACT MAP

PROJECT AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

AIR QUALITY SETTING

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN (SCAB)

The Project site is located in the SCAB within the jurisdiction of South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) (3). The SCAQMD was created by the 1977 Lewis-Presley Air
Quality Management Act, which merged four county air pollution control bodies into one regional
district. Under the Act, the SCAQMD is responsible for bringing air quality in areas under its
jurisdiction into conformity with federal and state air quality standards. As previously stated, the
Project site is located within the SCAB, a 6,745-square mile subregion of the SCAQMD, which
includes portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange
County.

The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and
San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Los Angeles County portion of the Mojave
Desert Air Basin is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles
/ Kern County border to the north, and the Los Angeles / San Bernardino County border to the
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east. The Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin is bounded by the San Jacinto
Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.

Regional Climate

The regional climate has a substantial influence on air quality in the SCAB. In addition, the
temperature, wind, humidity, precipitation, and amount of sunshine influence the air quality.

The annual average temperatures throughout the SCAB vary from the low to middle 60s degrees
Fahrenheit (°F). Due to a decreased marine influence, the eastern portion of the SCAB shows
greater variability in average annual minimum and maximum temperatures. January is the
coldest month throughout the SCAB, with average minimum temperatures of 47°F in downtown
Los Angeles and 36°F in San Bernardino. All portions of the SCAB have recorded maximum
temperatures above 100°F.

Although the climate of the SCAB can be characterized as semi-arid, the air near the land surface
is quite moist on most days because of the presence of a marine layer. This shallow layer of sea
air is an important modifier of SCAB climate. Humidity restricts visibility in the SCAB, and the
conversion of sulfur dioxide (SO2) to sulfates (SO4) is heightened in air with high relative
humidity. The marine layer provides an environment for that conversion process, especially
during the spring and summer months. The annual average relative humidity within the SCAB is
71 percent (%) along the coast and 59% inland. Since the ocean effect is dominant, periods of
heavy early morning fog are frequent and low stratus clouds are a characteristic feature. These
effects decrease with distance from the coast.

More than 90% of the SCAB's rainfall occurs from November through April. The annual average
rainfall varies from approximately nine inches in Riverside to fourteen inches in downtown Los
Angeles. Monthly and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable. Summer rainfall usually
consists of widely scattered thunderstorms near the coast and slightly heavier shower activity in
the eastern portion of the SCAB with frequency being higher near the coast.

Due to its generally clear weather, about three-quarters of available sunshine is received in the
SCAB. The remaining one-quarter is absorbed by clouds. The ultraviolet portion of this abundant
radiation is a key factor in photochemical reactions. On the shortest day of the year there are
approximately 10 hours of possible sunshine, and on the longest day of the year there are
approximately 14% hours of possible sunshine.

The importance of wind to air pollution is considerable. The direction and speed of the wind
determines the horizontal dispersion and transport of the air pollutants. During the late autumn
to early spring rainy season, the SCAB is subjected to wind flows associated with the traveling
storms moving through the region from the northwest. This period also brings five to ten periods
of strong, dry offshore winds, locally termed “Santa Anas” each year. During the dry season,
which coincides with the months of maximum photochemical smog concentrations, the wind flow
is bimodal, typified by a daytime onshore sea breeze and a nighttime offshore drainage wind.
Summer wind flows are created by the pressure differences between the relatively cold ocean
and the unevenly heated and cooled land surfaces that modify the general northwesterly wind
circulation over southern California. Nighttime drainage begins with the radiational cooling of
the mountain slopes. Heavy, cool air descends the slopes and flows through the mountain passes
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and canyons as it follows the lowering terrain toward the ocean. Another characteristic wind
regime in the SCAB is the “Catalina Eddy,” a low level cyclonic (counterclockwise) flow centered
over Santa Catalina Island which results in an offshore flow to the southwest. On most spring
and summer days, some indication of an eddy is apparent in coastal sections.

In the SCAB, there are two distinct temperature inversion structures that control vertical mixing
of air pollution. During the summer, warm high-pressure descending (subsiding) air is undercut
by a shallow layer of cool marine air. The boundary between these two layers of air is a persistent
marine subsidence/inversion. This boundary prevents vertical mixing which effectively acts as an
impervious lid to pollutants over the entire SCAB. The mixing height for the inversion structure
is normally situated 1,000 to 1,500 feet above mean sea level.

A second inversion-type forms in conjunction with the drainage of cool air off the surrounding
mountains at night followed by the seaward drift of this pool of cool air. The top of this layer
forms a sharp boundary with the warmer air aloft and creates nocturnal radiation inversions.
These inversions occur primarily in the winter when nights are longer and onshore flow is
weakest. They are typically only a few hundred feet above mean sea level. These inversions
effectively trap pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides (NOX) and carbon monoxide (CO) from
vehicles, as the pool of cool air drifts seaward. Winter is therefore a period of high levels of
primary pollutants along the coastline.

Wind Patterns and Project Location

The distinctive climate of the Project area and the SCAB is determined by its terrain and
geographical location. The SCAB is located in a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and
low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean in the southwest quadrant with high mountains forming
the remainder of the perimeter.

Wind patterns across the south coastal region are characterized by westerly and southwesterly
onshore winds during the day and easterly or northeasterly breezes at night. Winds are
characteristically light although the speed is somewhat greater during the dry summer months
than during the rainy winter season.

Criteria Pollutants

Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) have established ambient air quality standards for common pollutants. These ambient air
quality standards are levels of contaminants representing safe levels that avoid specific adverse
health effects associated with each pollutant. The ambient air quality standards cover what are
called “criteria” pollutants because the health and other effects of each pollutant are described
in criteria documents. The six criteria pollutants are ozone (Os) (precursor emissions include NOx
and reactive organic gases (ROG), CO, particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur
dioxide (SO»), and lead. Areas that meet ambient air quality standards are classified as attainment
areas, while areas that do not meet these standards are classified as nonattainment areas. The
Riverside County portion of the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for the federal O3
and PM,s standards and is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for Os, PM1o, and
PMas.
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Sensitive Receptor Locations

Some people are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when
evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly,
and individuals with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness. Structures that house these
persons or places where they gather are defined as “sensitive receptors”. These structures
typically include uses such as residences, hotels, and hospitals where an individual can remain
for 24 hours. Consistent with the LST Methodology, the nearest land use where an individual
could remain for 24 hours to the Project site has been used to determine construction and
operational air quality impacts for emissions of PMjg and PM_ s, since PM1g and PM; 5 thresholds
are based on a 24-hour averaging time.

Receptors in the Project study area are described below. All distances are measured from the
Project site boundary to the outdoor living areas (e.g., backyards) or at the building facade,
whichever is closer to the Project site. Receptors in the Project study area are shown on Exhibit 2
under the Localized Construction Emissions section later in the report.

e Receptor R1 represents the residence at 1430 Karon St, approximately 983 feet east of
the Project site.

e Receptor R2 represents the residence at 1414 Karon St, approximately 946 feet east of
the Project site.

e Receptor R3 represents the residence at 1336 Karon St, approximately 889 feet east of
the Project site.

e Receptor R4 represents the Jack In The Box at 1141 W Lugonia Ave, approximately 714
feet south of the Project site.

e Receptor R5 represents the Bob’s Discount Furniture and Mattress Store at 27550 W
Lugonia Ave, approximately 505 feet west of the Project site.

e Receptor R6 represents the future residence at E. Lugonia Ave. at Karon St, adjacent east
of the Project site.

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

FEDERAL REGULATIONS

The EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS) for O3, CO, NOy, SO, PM1q, and lead (Pb) (5). The EPA has jurisdiction over emissions
sources that are under the authority of the federal government including aircraft, locomotives,
and emissions sources outside state waters (Outer Continental Shelf). The EPA also establishes
emission standards for vehicles sold in states other than California. Automobiles sold in California
must meet the stricter emission requirements of CARB.

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) was first enacted in 1955 and has been amended numerous times
in subsequent years (1963, 1965, 1967, 1970, 1977, and 1990). The CAA establishes the federal
air quality standards, the NAAQS, and specifies future dates for achieving compliance (6). The
CAA also mandates that each state submit and implement state implementation plans (SIPs) for
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local areas not meeting these standards. These plans must include pollution control measures
that demonstrate how the standards will be met.

The 1990 amendments to the CAA that identify specific emission reduction goals for areas not
meeting the NAAQS require a demonstration of reasonable further progress toward attainment
and incorporate additional sanctions for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones. The
sections of the CAA most directly applicable to the development of the Project site include Title |
(Non-Attainment Provisions) and Title Il (Mobile Source Provisions) (7) (8). Title | provisions were
established with the goal of attaining the NAAQS for the following criteria pollutants Os, NOy, SO,
PMsg, CO, PM25, and Pb. The NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to include an additional standard
for Oz and to adopt a NAAQS for PMys.

Mobile source emissions are regulated in accordance with Title Il provisions. These provisions
require the use of cleaner burning gasoline and other cleaner burning fuels such as methanol
and natural gas. Automobile manufacturers are also required to reduce tailpipe emissions of
hydrocarbons and NOx. NOx is a collective term that includes all forms of NOx which are emitted
as byproducts of the combustion process.

CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS

CARB

The CARB, which became part of the California EPA (CalEPA) in 1991, is responsible for ensuring
implementation of the California Clean Air Act (AB 2595), responding to the federal CAA, and for
regulating emissions from consumer products and motor vehicles. AB 2595 mandates
achievement of the maximum degree of emissions reductions possible from vehicular and other
mobile sources in order to attain the state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practical
date. The CARB established the California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for all pollutants
for which the federal government has NAAQS and, in addition, establishes standards for SO4,
visibility, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl chloride (C2H3Cl). However, at this time, H2S and
C2H3Cl are not measured at any monitoring stations in the SCAB because they are not considered
to be a regional air quality problem. Generally, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS

(1) ().

Local air quality management districts, such as the SCAQMD, regulate air emissions from
stationary sources such as commercial and industrial facilities. All air pollution control districts
have been formally designated as attainment or non-attainment for each CAAQS.

Serious non-attainment areas are required to prepare Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP) that
include specified emission reduction strategies in an effort to meet clean air goals. These plans
are required to include:

e Application of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology to existing sources;

e Developing control programs for area sources (e.g., architectural coatings and solvents)
and indirect sources (e.g. motor vehicle use generated by residential and commercial
development);

e ADistrict permitting system designed to allow no net increase in emissions from any new
or modified permitted sources of emissions;
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e Implementing reasonably available transportation control measures and assuring a
substantial reduction in growth rate of vehicle trips and miles traveled;

e Significant use of low emissions vehicles by fleet operators;

e Sufficient control strategies to achieve a 5% or more annual reduction in emissions or
15% or more in a period of three years for ROGs, NOx, CO and PM1,. However, air basins
may use alternative emission reduction strategy that achieves a reduction of less than 5%
per year under certain circumstances.

AQMP

Currently, the NAAQS and CAAQS are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB. In response, the
SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMP to meet the state and federal ambient air quality
standards (10). AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce emissions,
accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the
economy.

APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIRMENTS

SCAQMD Rules that are currently applicable during construction activity for this Project include
but are not limited to Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), Rule 445 (Wood Burning Devices), and Rule 1113
(Architectural Coatings) (3) (4) (5).

SCAQMD Rule 403

This rule is intended to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as
a result of anthropogenic (human-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent
and reduce fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made condition
capable of generating fugitive dust and requires best available control measures to be applied to
earth moving and grading activities. This rule is intended to reduce PMio emissions from any
transportation, handling, construction, or storage activity that has the potential to generate
fugitive dust. PM1 suppression techniques are summarized below.

e Portions of a construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of three months
will be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown or otherwise stabilized.

e All onsite roads will be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or chemically
stabilized.

e All material transported offsite will be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust.

e The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation operations will be
minimized at all times.

e Where vehicles leave a construction site and enter adjacent public streets, the streets will
be swept daily or washed down at the end of the workday to remove soil tracked onto
the paved surface.
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SCAQMD Rule 445

This rule is intended to reduce the emission of particulate matter from wood-burning devices.
The Project is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 445, which prohibits the use of wood
burning stoves and fireplaces in new development.

SCAQMD Rule 1113

This rule serves to limit the volatile organic compound (VOC) content of architectural coatings
used on projects in the SCAQMD. Any person who supplies, sells, offers for sale, or manufactures
any architectural coating for use on projects in the SCAQMD must comply with the current VOC
standards set in this rule.

METHODOLOGY

In May 2022, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in conjunction
with other California air districts, including SCAQMD, released the latest version of the CalEEMod
Version 2022.1. The purpose of this model is to calculate construction-source and operational-
source criteria pollutant (VOCs, NOyx, SOx, CO, PM1o, and PM;5) and GHG emissions from direct
and indirect sources; and quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from
mitigation measures (6). Accordingly, the latest version of CalEEMod has been used for this
Project to determine construction and operational air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.

Standards of Significance

The criteria used to determine the significance of potential Project-related air quality impacts are
taken from the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) (14 CCR
8815000, et seq.). Based on these thresholds, a project would result in a significant impact related
to air quality if it would (7):

e Threshold 1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

e Threshold 2: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard.

e Threshold 3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

e Threshold 4: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people.

AIR QUALITY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

The SCAQMD has developed regional significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, as
summarized at Table 1 (8). The SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (April 2019)
indicate that any projects in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) with daily emissions that exceed
any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as having an individually and cumulatively
significant air quality impact.
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TABLE 1: MAXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS
Pollutant Construction Operations
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PMio 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM2s 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
co 550 Ibs/day 550 lbs/day

Ibs/day - Pounds Per Day
AIR QUALITY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

For this Project, the appropriate SRA for the LST analysis is the SCAQMD East San Bernardino
Valley Area monitoring station (SRA 35). LSTs apply to CO, NOy, PM1o, and PM..s. The SCAQMD
produced look-up tables for projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size. The SCAQMD's screening
look-up tables are utilized in determining localized impacts. It should be noted that since the look-
up tables identify thresholds at only 1 acre, 2 acres, and 5 acres, linear regression has been
utilized to determine localized significance thresholds. Consistent with SCAQMD guidance, the
thresholds presented in Table 2 were calculated by interpolating the threshold values for the
Project’s disturbed acreage and is based on Receptor R6 for evaluation of localized PM1o, PM; s,
NOx and CO.

The acres disturbed is based on the equipment list and days in the site preparation and grading
phase according to the anticipated maximum number of acres a given piece of equipment can
pass over in an 8-hour workday. The equipment-specific grading rates are summarized in the
CalEEMod user's guide, Appendix A: Calculation Details for CalEEMod (9). It should be noted that
the disturbed area per day is representative of a piece of equipment making multiple passes over
the same land area. In other words, one Rubber Tired Dozer can make multiple passes over the
same land area totaling 0.5 acres in a given 8-hour day. Appendix A of the CalEEMod User Manual
only identifies equipment-specific grading rates for Crawler Tractors, Graders, Rubber Tired
Dozers, and Scrapers; therefore, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes equipment that was included in the
site preparation and grading phase was replaced with crawler tractors. For analytical purposes,
emissions associated with peak site preparation and grading activities are considered for
purposes of localized significance thresholds (LSTs) since this phase represents the maximum
localized emissions that would occur. The Project's construction activities could disturb a
maximum of approximately 3.5 acres per day for site preparation and 4 acres per day for grading
activities. Any other construction phases of development would result in lesser emissions and
consequently lesser impacts than what is disclosed herein. As such, Table 2 presents thresholds
for localized construction and operational emissions.
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TABLE 2: MAXIMUM DAILY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source Activity
NOx Cco PMig PMys

Site Preparation | 220 lbs/day | 1,625 lbs/day 11 Ibs/day 7 lbs/day
Construction
Grading 237 lbs/day | 1,775 Ibs/day | 12 Ibs/day 8 Ibs/day

'Source of localized significance threshold (LSTs) is provided on page 14.

REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY

The estimated maximum daily construction emissions without mitigation are summarized on
Table 3. Detailed construction model outputs are presented in Attachment A. Under the assumed
scenarios, emissions resulting from the Project construction will not exceed thresholds
established by the SCAQMD for emissions of any criteria pollutant.

TABLE 3: OVERALL REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source
VOC NOx co SOx PMsqo PMzs
Summer
2024 4.42 23.40 54.90 0.05 5.95 2.06
2025 68.20 15.90 48.00 0.04 6.21 1.83
Winter
2023 4,99 47.20 39.20 0.06 8.44 5.07
2024 4.04 37.90 36.70 0.06 5.36 2.69
2025 2.70 14.60 34.80 0.04 5.29 1.59
Maximum Daily Emissions 68.20 47.20 54.90 0.06 8.44 5.07
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

"PM1o and PM, s source emissions reflect 3x daily watering per SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust.

REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Operational activities associated with the Project would result in emissions of CO, VOCs, NOx, SOx,
PM1o, and PM.s. Operational related emissions are expected from the following primary sources:
area source emissions, energy source emissions, and mobile source emissions,

The Project related operational air quality impacts derive primarily from vehicle trips generated
by the Project. Trip characteristics available from the 7ennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue Mixed-
Use Measure U Growth Management Analysis report were utilized in this analysis (10).
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The estimated operation-source emissions from the Project are summarized on Table 4. Detailed
operation model outputs are presented in Attachment A. As shown on Table 4, operational-
source emissions would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds for emissions of
any criteria pollutant.

TABLE 4: TOTAL PROJECT REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Source Emissions (Ibs/day)
VOC ‘ NOx ‘ co ‘ SOx ‘ PMyo ‘ PM2s
Summer
Mobile Source 11.60 8.66 79.10 0.18 5.96 1.16
Area Source 13.70 7.13 29.70 0.05 0.57 0.57
Energy Source 0.09 1.50 0.65 0.01 0.12 0.12
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 25.39 17.29 109.45 0.24 6.65 1.85
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO
Winter
Mobile Source 10.70 9.28 68.20 0.17 5.96 1.16
Area Source 11.20 6.87 2.92 0.04 0.56 0.56
Energy Source 0.09 1.50 0.65 0.01 0.12 0.12
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 21.99 17.65 71.77 0.22 6.64 1.84
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

The analysis makes use of methodology included in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance
Threshold Methodology (LST Methodology) (11). The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air
quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause localized exceedances of the
federal and/or state ambient air quality standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). Collectively, these are
referred to as Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). The SCAQMD established LSTs in
response to the SCAQMD Governing Board's Environmental Justice Initiative I-41. LSTs represent
the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the
most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the sensitive receptor.
The SCAQMD states that lead agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its
air quality impact analyses. It should be noted that SCAQMD also states that Projects that are

1 The purpose of SCAQMD's Environmental Justice program is to ensure that everyone has the right to equal protection
from air pollution and fair access to the decision-making process that works to improve the quality of air within their
communities. Further, the SCAQMD defines Environmental Justice as “...equitable environmental policymaking and
enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, race, socioeconomic
status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution.”
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statutorily or categorically exempt under CEQA would not be subject to LST analyses. Projects
exempt from CEQA also include infill projects that meet the H&S Code provisions. As such,
although not required for this Project, LST analysis is presented to further underscore that there
are in fact no significant impacts associated with the Project.

The SCAQMD recommends that the nearest sensitive receptor be considered when determining
the Project’s potential to cause an individual or cumulatively significant impact. The nearest land
use where an individual could remain for 24 hours to the Project site has been used to determine
localized construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of PMsg and PM; 5 (since
PM1g and PMysthresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time). The nearest receptor used for
evaluation of localized impacts of PMo and PM,s is location R6 represented by the future
residence at E. Lugonia Ave. at Karon St, adjacent east of the Project site . Receptors in the Project
study area shown on Exhibit 2.

As previously stated, and consistent with LST Methodology, the nearest industrial/commercial
use to the Project site is used to determine construction and operational LST air impacts for
emissions of NOx and CO as the averaging periods for these pollutants are shorter (8 hours or
less) and it is reasonable to assume that an individual could be present at these sites for periods
of one to 8 hours. It should be noted that the existing residence R6 is located at a closer distance
than the nearest industrial/commercial use. As such, the same receptor will be used for
evaluation of localized NOx and CO.

It should be noted that the LST Methodology explicitly states, “It is possible that a project may
have receptors closer than 25 meters. Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to
the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters (11).” As such, a 25-
meter receptor distance would be used for evaluation of localized PM1o, PM25 NOx and CO.
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EXHIBIT 2: SENSITIVE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
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Table 5 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the
Project. Outputs from the model runs for construction LSTs are provided in Attachment A. For
analytical purposes, emissions associated with peak demolition, site preparation and grading
activities are considered for purposes of LSTs since these phases represents the maximum
localized emissions that would occur. Any other construction phases of development that overlap
would result in lesser emissions and consequently lesser impacts than what is disclosed herein.
As shown in Table 5, emissions resulting from the Project construction will not exceed the
numerical thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for any criteria pollutant. Thus,
a less than significant impact would occur for localized Project-related construction-source
emissions and no mitigation is required.

TABLE 5: PROJECT LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
On-Site Emissions
NOx co PMio PM2s
Site Preparation
Maximum Daily Emissions 47.00 38.00 8.19 5.02
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 220 1,625 11 7
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO
Grading

Maximum Daily Emissions 40.90 32.70 4.65 2.78
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 237 1,175 12 8
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

LOCALIZED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

The proposed project is located on approximately 13.88 acres, and the total development is
proposed to consist of 135 multifamily residential dwelling units within 3-story buildings, 325
multifamily residential dwelling units located within 4-5 story buildings and a 17,764-sf retail
component. According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase
of a proposed project, if the project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources that
may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., transfer facilities and warehouse
buildings). The proposed project does not include such uses, and thus, due to the lack of
significant stationary source emissions, no LST analysis is needed for operations.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 1

Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The Project site is located within the SCAB, which is characterized by relatively poor air quality.
The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an approximately 10,743 square-mile area consisting of the
four-county Basin and the Los Angeles County and Riverside County portions of what use to be
referred to as the Southeast Desert Air Basin. In these areas, the SCAQMD is principally
responsible for air pollution control, and works directly with the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG), county transportation commissions, local governments, as well as state
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and federal agencies to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources to meet
state and federal ambient air quality standards.

Currently, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB.
In response, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs to meet the state and federal ambient
air quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce emissions,
accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the
economy.

In December 2022, the SCAQMD released the Final 2022 AQMP (2022 AQMP). The 2022 AQMP
continues to evaluate current integrated strategies and control measures to meet the CAAQS, as
well as explore new and innovative methods to reach its goals. Some of these approaches include
utilizing incentive programs, recognizing existing co-benefit programs from other sectors, and
developing a strategy with fair-share reductions at the federal, state, and local levels (12). Similar
to the 2016 AQMP, the 2022 AQMP incorporates scientific and technological information and
planning assumptions, including the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, a planning document that supports the
integration of land use and transportation to help the region meet the federal CAA requirements
(13). The Project’s consistency with the AQMP will be determined using the 2022 AQMP as
discussed below.

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and
Section 12.3 of the 1993 CEQA Handbook (18). These indicators are discussed below.

The proposed Project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air
quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely attainment of air
quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.

The violations that under this criterion refer to are the CAAQS and NAAQS. CAAQS and NAAQS
violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were exceeded.

CAAQS and NAAQS violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were
exceeded. As evaluated, the Project’s regional and localized construction and operational-source
emissions would not exceed applicable regional significance thresholds. As such, a less than
significant impact is expected.

On the basis of the preceding discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with the first
criterion.

The Project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the years of Project build-
out phase.

The 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved
within the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans
adopted by cities in the district are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional growth
forecasts, which are then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development
consistent with the growth projections in City of Redlands General Plan is considered to be
consistent with the AQMP.

Peak day emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land use
assignments, but rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of disturbance.
Irrespective of the site’s land use designation, development of the site to its maximum potential
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would likely occur, with disturbance of the entire site occurring during construction activities. As
such, when considering that no emissions thresholds will be exceeded, a less than significant
impact would result.

The City of Redlands General Plan designates the Project site for Commercial uses. The
Commercial designation allows for a wide range of commercial uses including neighborhood-
serving stores and convenience centers, regional commercial centers and commercial recreation.
Additionally, this category allows for residential and mixed uses consistent with the zoning district
(14).

As the Project is to consist of up to 135 multifamily residential dwelling units within 3-story
buildings, 325 multifamily residential dwelling units located within 4-5 story buildings and a
17,764-sf retail component, the Project's proposed uses are consistent with the site’s land use
designations, and a general plan amendment will not be required.

On the basis of the preceding discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with the
second criterion.

As the proposed Project is consistent with site's land use designation, would not exceed any
applicable regional or local thresholds, and would not result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS
violations, the Project is therefore considered to be consistent with the AQMP and a less than
significant impact is expected.

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS

Construction Activity

During short-term construction activity, the Project will result in the emission of some diesel
particulate matter (DPM), which is a listed carcinogen and toxic air contaminant (TAC) in the State
of California. The 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) revised risk
assessment guidelines suggest that construction projects as short as 2-6 months may warrant
evaluation. Notwithstanding, based on Urban Crossroad's professional opinion and experience
in preparing health risk assessments for development projects, given the distance of the Project
from surrounding sensitive receptors, the dominant wind patterns blowing to the southwest
away for receptors (15), and the annual PM;s emissions from equipment during each year of
construction, any DPM generated from construction activity would result in less than significant
ground level concentrations of DPM and not result in a significant health risks and no further
evaluation is required.

Furthermore, many air districts throughout the state, including the SCAQMD, are currently
evaluating the applicability of age sensitivity factors and have not established CEQA guidance.
More specifically in their response to comments received on SCAQMD New Source Review rule,
the SCAQMD explicitly states that:

“The Proposed Amended Rules are separate from the CEQA significance thresholds. The SCAQMD
staff is currently evaluating how to implement the Revised OEHHA Guidelines under CEQA. The
SCAQMD staff will evaluate a variety of options on how to evaluate health risks under the Revised
OEHHA Guidelines under CEQA. The SCAQMD staff will conduct public workshops to gather input
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before bringing recommendations to the Governing Board. In the interim, staff will continue to
use the previous guidelines for CEQA determinations.”

Operational

TACs analysis applies to the operational phase of a proposed project, if the project includes
stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at
the site (e.g., transfer facilities and warehouse buildings). The proposed project does not include
such uses, and thus, due to the lack of significant stationary source emissions, no TAC analysis is
needed for operations.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 2

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

The CAAQS designate the Project site as nonattainment for Oz, PM;o, and PM; s while the NAAQS
designates the Project site as nonattainment for Oz and PM;s.

The SCAQMD has published a report on how to address cumulative impacts from air pollution:
White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution
(16). In this report the SCAQMD clearly states (Page D-3):

“..the SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative
impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR. The only
case where the significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts differ is the
Hazard Index (HI) significance threshold for TAC emissions. The project specific (project
increment) significance threshold is HI > 1.0 while the cumulative (facility-wide) is HI > 3.0. It
should be noted that the Hl is only one of three TAC emission significance thresholds considered
(when applicable) in a CEQA analysis. The other two are the maximum individual cancer risk
(MICR) and the cancer burden, both of which use the same significance thresholds (MICR of 10
in 1 million and cancer burden of 0.5) for project specific and cumulative impacts.

Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD
to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance
thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds
are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.”

Therefore, this analysis assumes that individual projects that do not generate operational or
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD's recommended daily thresholds for project-
specific impacts would also not cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those
pollutants for which SCAB is in nonattainment, and, therefore, would not be considered to have
a significant, adverse air quality impact. Alternatively, individual project-related construction and
operational emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds for project-specific impacts would be
considered cumulatively considerable.

Construction Impacts

The Project-specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates
that proposed Project construction-source air pollutant emissions would not result in
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exceedances of regional thresholds. Therefore, proposed Project construction-source emissions
would be considered less than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis.

Operational Impacts

The Project-specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates
that proposed Project operational-source air pollutant emissions would not result in exceedances
of regional thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project operational-source emissions would be
considered less than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 3

Would the expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The potential impact of Project-generated air pollutant emissions at sensitive receptors has also
been considered. Results of the LST analysis indicate that the Project will not exceed the SCAQMD
localized significance thresholds during construction. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not
be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project construction.

CO “HOT SPOT” ANALYSIS

As discussed below, the Project would not result in potentially adverse CO concentrations or “hot
spots.” Further, detailed modeling of Project-specific CO “hot spots” is not needed to reach this
conclusion. An adverse CO concentration, known as a “hot spot”, would occur if an exceedance
of the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm
were to occur.

It has long been recognized that CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when
idling at congested intersections. In response, vehicle emissions standards have become
increasingly stringent in the last twenty years. Currently, the allowable CO emissions standard in
California is a maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for passenger cars (there are requirements for certain
vehicles that are more stringent). With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner
fuels, and implementation of increasingly sophisticated and efficient emissions control
technologies, CO concentration in the SCAB is now designated as attainment. To establish a more
accurate record of baseline CO concentrations affecting the SCAB, a CO “hot spot” analysis was
conducted in 2003 for four busy intersections in Los Angeles at the peak morning and afternoon
time periods. This “hot spot” analysis did not predict any violation of CO standards, as shown on
Table 6.

TABLE 6: CO MODEL RESULTS

CO Concentrations (ppm)

Intersection Location
Morning 1-hour | Afternoon 1-hour | 8-hour
Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue 4.6 3.5 3.7
Sunset Boulevard/Highland Avenue 4 4.5 3.5
La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boulevard 3.7 3.1 5.2
Long Beach Boulevard/Imperial Highway 3 3.1 8.4
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Notes: Federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm and the deferral 8-hour standard is 9.0 ppm.

Based on the SCAQMD's 2003 AQMP and the 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide
(1992 CO Plan), peak carbon monoxide concentrations in the SCAB were a result of unusual
meteorological and topographical conditions and not a result of traffic volumes and congestion
at a particular intersection. As evidence of this, for example, 8.4 ppm 8-hr CO concentration
measured at the Long Beach Blvd. and Imperial Hwy. intersection (highest CO generating
intersection within the “hot spot” analysis), only 0.7 ppm was attributable to the traffic volumes
and congestion at this intersection; the remaining 7.7 ppm were due to the ambient air
measurements at the time the 2003 AQMP was prepared (20). In contrast, an adverse CO
concentration, known as a “hot spot”, would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour
standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur.

Similar considerations are also employed by other Air Districts when evaluating potential CO
concentration impacts. More specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) concludes that under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a given project would
have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour
(vph)—or 24,000 vph where vertical and/or horizontal air does not mix—in order to generate a
significant CO impact (21). Traffic volumes generating the CO concentrations for the “hot spot”
analysis is shown on Table 7. The busiest intersection evaluated was that at Wilshire Boulevard
and Veteran Avenue, which has a daily traffic volume of approximately 100,000 vph and AM/PM
traffic volumes of 8,062 vph and 7,719 vph respectively (20). The 2003 AQMP estimated that the
1-hour concentration for this intersection was 4.6 ppm; this indicates that, should the daily traffic
volume increase four times to 400,000 vehicles per day, CO concentrations (4.6 ppm x 4= 18.4
ppm) would still not likely exceed the most stringent 1-hour CO standard (20.0 ppm).

TABLE 7: CO MODEL RESULTS

Peak Traffic Volumes (vph)
g EEa el M=l Eastbound | Westbound | Southbound | Northbound Total
(AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM)
Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue 4,954/2,069 | 1,830/3,317 721/1,400 560/933 8,062/7,719
Sunset Boulevard/Highland Avenue 1,417/1,764 | 1,342/1,540 | 2,304/1,832 1,551/2,238 | 6,614/5,374
La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boulevard | 2,540/2,243 | 1,890/2,728 | 1,384/2,029 821/1,674 6,634/8,674
Long Beach Boulevard/Imperial Highway 1,217/2,020 | 1,760/1,400 479/944 756/1,150 4,212/5,514

URBAN CROSSROADS

As summarized on Table 8 below, the intersection of SR-210 WB Ramps-Tennessee St/San
Bernardino Ave would have the highest AM traffic volume of 2,343 vph and the intersection of
Tennessee St/Lugonia Ave would have the highest PM traffic volume of 3,238 vph. As such, total
traffic volumes at the intersections considered are less than the traffic volumes identified in the
2003 AQMP. As such, the Project considered herein along with background and cumulative
development would not produce the volume of traffic required to generate a CO “hot spot” either
in the context of the 2003 Los Angeles hot spot study or based on representative BAAQMD CO
threshold considerations. Therefore, CO “hot spots” are not an environmental impact of concern
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for the Project. Localized air quality impacts related to mobile-source emissions would therefore

be less than significant.

TABLE 8: PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Intersection Location

SR-210 WB Ramps-Tennessee St/San
Bernardino Ave

Tennessee St/Lugonia Ave
Tennessee St/I-10 EB Ramps

Tennessee St/Colton Ave

Eastbound
(AM/PM)

473/580
536/999
718/819

646/670

Peak Traffic Volumes (vph)

Westbound
(AM/PM)

254/300

246/267

574/786

825/897

Southbound
(AM/PM)

705/1180
434/1290
680/1074

199/681

Northbound
(AM/PM)

911/571

675/682

0/0

352/459

Total
(AM/PM)

2343/2631
1891/3238
1972/2679

2022/2707

Source: Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue Mixed-Use Measure U Growth Management Analysis (Translutions, Inc.,

2023)

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 4

Would the Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting

a substantial number of people?

The potential for the Project to generate objectionable odors has also been considered. Land
uses generally associated with odor complaints include:

e Agricultural uses (livestock and farming)

e Wastewater treatment plants

e Food processing plants
e Chemical plants

e Composting operations
e Refineries

e Landfills

e Dairies

e Fiberglass molding facilities

The Project does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors.
Potential odor sources associated with the proposed Project may result from construction
equipment exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction
activities and the temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the proposed
Project's (long-term operational) uses. Standard construction requirements would minimize odor
impacts from construct ion. The construction odor emissions would be temporary, short-term,
and intermittent in nature and would cease upon completion of the respective phase of
construction and is thus considered less than significant. It is expected that Project-generated
refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance
with the solid waste regulations. The proposed Project would also be required to comply with
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SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. Therefore, odors associated with
the proposed Project construction and operations would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required (17).

PROJECT GHG ANALYSIS

CLIMATE CHANGE SETTING

Global climate change (GCC) is the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth with
respect to temperature, precipitation, and storms. The majority of scientists believe that the
climate shift taking place since the Industrial Revolution is occurring at a quicker rate and
magnitude than in the past. Scientific evidence suggests that GCC is the result of increased
concentrations of GHGs in the earth’s atmosphere, including carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CHa), nitrous oxide (N20O), and fluorinated gases. The majority of scientists believe that this
increased rate of climate change is the result of GHGs resulting from human activity and
industrialization over the past 200 years.

An individual project like the proposed Project evaluated in this memo cannot generate enough
GHG emissions to affect a discernible change in global climate. However, the proposed Project
may participate in the potential for GCC by its incremental contribution of GHGs combined with
the cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs, which when taken together constitute
potential influences on GCC. Because these changes may have serious environmental
consequences, this memo will evaluate the potential for the proposed Project to have a significant
effect upon the environment as a result of its potential contribution to the greenhouse effect.

GCC refers to the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth with respect to
temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Global temperatures are regulated by
naturally occurring atmospheric gases such as water vapor, CO,, N2O, CHa4, hydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). These particular gases are
important due to their residence time (duration they stay) in the atmosphere, which ranges from
10 years to more than 100 years. These gases allow solar radiation into the earth’s atmosphere,
but prevent radioactive heat from escaping, thus warming the earth’s atmosphere. GCC can occur
naturally as it has in the past with the previous ice ages.

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often referred to as GHGs. GHGs are released into
the atmosphere by both natural and anthropogenic activity. Without the natural GHG effect, the
earth’s average temperature would be approximately 61 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) cooler than it is
currently. The cumulative accumulation of these gases in the earth’s atmosphere is considered
to be the cause for the observed increase in the earth’s temperature.

For the purposes of this analysis, emissions of CO,, CHs, and N,O were evaluated because these
gases are the primary contributors to GCC from development projects. Although there are other
substances such as fluorinated gases that also contribute to GCC, these fluorinated gases were
not evaluated as their sources are not well-defined and do not contain accepted emissions factors
or methodology to accurately calculate these gases.
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REGULATORY SETTING
Executive Order S-3-05

Former California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through
Executive Order S-3-05, the following reduction targets for GHG emissions:

e By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels.
e By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels.
e By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels.

The 2050 reduction goal represents what some scientists believe is necessary to reach levels that
will stabilize the climate. The 2020 goal was established to be a mid-term target. Because this is
an executive order, the goals are not legally enforceable for local governments or the private
sector.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32

The California State Legislature enacted AB 32, which requires that GHGs emitted in California be
reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. “GHGs" as defined under AB 32 include CO,, CHa, N2O,
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). Since AB 32
was enacted, a seventh chemical, nitrogen trifluoride, has also been added to the list of GHGs.
CARB is the state agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of GHGs. Pursuant to
AB 32, CARB adopted regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emission reductions. AB 32 states the following:

“Global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural
resources, and the environment of California. The potential adverse impacts of global warming
include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a reduction in the quality and supply of water
to the state from the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of
thousands of coastal businesses and residences, damage to marine ecosystems and the natural
environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious diseases, asthma, and other human
health-related problems.”

CARB approved the 1990 GHG emissions level of 427 million metric ton of CO, equivalent per
year (MMTCO,e) on December 6, 2007 (18). Therefore, emissions generated in California in 2020
are required to be equal to or less than 427 MMTCO,e. Emissions in 2020 in a “business as usual”
(BAU) scenario were estimated to be 596 MMTCO-e, which do not account for reductions from
AB 32 regulations (19). Atthat level, a 28.4% reduction was required to achieve the 427 MMTCO2e
1990 inventory. In October 2010, CARB prepared an updated BAU 2020 forecast to account for
the recession and slower forecasted growth. The forecasted inventory without the benefits of
adopted regulation is now estimated at 545 MMTCOe. Therefore, under the updated forecast, a
21.7% reduction from BAU is required to achieve 1990 levels (20).

Progress in Achieving AB 32 Targets and Remaining Reductions Required

The State has made steady progress in implementing AB 32 and achieving targets included in
Executive Order S-3-05. The progress is shown in updated emission inventories prepared by
CARB for 2000 through 2012 (21). The State has achieved the Executive Order S-3-05 target for
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2010 of reducing GHG emissions to 2000 levels. As shown below, the 2010 emission inventory
achieved this target.

e 1990: 427 MMTCO.e (AB 32 2020 target)
e 2000: 463 MMTCO2e (an average 8% reduction needed to achieve 1990 base)
e 2010: 450 MMTCO2e (an average 5% reduction needed to achieve 1990 base)

CARB has also made substantial progress in achieving its goal of achieving 1990 emissions levels
by 2020. As described earlier in this section, CARB revised the 2020 BAU inventory forecast to
account for new lower growth projections, which resulted in a new lower reduction from BAU to
achieve the 1990 base. The previous reduction from 2020 BAU needed to achieve 1990 levels
was 28.4% and the latest reduction from 2020 BAU is 21.7%.

e 2020: 545 MMTCO,e BAU (an average 21.7% reduction from BAU needed to achieve 1990
base)

Senate Bill (SB) 32

On September 8, 2016, Governor Jerry Brown signed the SB 32 and its companion bill, AB 197. SB
32 requires the state to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, a
reduction target that was first introduced in Executive Order B-30-15. The new legislation builds
upon the AB 32 goal of 1990 levels by 2020 and provides an intermediate goal to achieving S-3-
05, which sets a statewide GHG reduction target of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. AB 197 creates
a legislative committee to oversee regulators to ensure that CARB not only responds to the
Governor, but also the Legislature (22).

AB 197

A condition of approval for SB 32 was the passage of AB 197. AB 197 requires that CARB consider
the social costs of GHG emissions and prioritize direct reductions in GHG emissions at mobile
sources and large stationary sources. AB 197 also gives the California legislature more oversight
over CARB through the addition of two legislatively appointed members to the CARB Board and
the establishment a legislative committee to make recommendations about CARB programs to
the legislature.

Executive Order B-55-18 and SB 100

Executive Order B-55-18 and SB 100. SB 100 and Executive Order B-55-18 were signed by
Governor Brown on September 10, 2018. Under the existing RPS, 25% of retail sales are required
to be from renewable sources by December 31, 2016, 33% by December 31, 2020, 40% by
December 31, 2024, 45% by December 31, 2027, and 50% by December 31, 2030. SB 100 raises
California’s RPS requirement to 50% renewable resources target by December 31, 2026, and to
achieve a 60% target by December 31, 2030. SB 100 also requires that retail sellers and local
publicly owned electric utilities procure a minimum quantity of electricity products from eligible
renewable energy resources so that the total kilowatt hours of those products sold to their retail
end-use customers achieve 44% of retail sales by December 31, 2024, 52% by December 31, 2027,
and 60% by December 31, 2030. In addition to targets under AB 32 and SB 32, Executive Order B-
55-18 establishes a carbon neutrality goal for the state of California by 2045; and sets a goal to
maintain net negative emissions thereafter. The Executive Order directs the California Natural
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Resources Agency (CNRA), California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), the Department
of Food and Agriculture (CDFA), and CARB to include sequestration targets in the Natural and
Working Lands Climate Change Implementation Plan consistent with the carbon neutrality goal.

Title 24 California Code of Regulations (CCR)

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 Part 6: The California Energy Code was first adopted
in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption.

The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new
energy efficient technologies and methods. CCR, Title 24, Part 11: California Green Building
Standards Code (CALGreen) is a comprehensive and uniform regulatory code for all residential,
commercial, and school buildings that went in effect on August 1, 2009, and is administered by
the California Building Standards Commission.

CALGreen is updated on a regular basis, with the most recent approved update consisting of the
2022 California Green Building Code Standards that will be effective on January 1, 20232, As
construction of the Project is anticipated to be completed in 2025, it is presumed that the Project
would be required to comply with the Title 24 standards in place at that time.

SCAQMD

SCAQMD is the agency responsible for air quality planning and regulation in the SCAB. The
SCAQMD addresses the impacts to climate change of projects subject to SCAQMD permit as a
lead agency if they are the only agency having discretionary approval for the project and acts as
a responsible agency when a land use agency must also approve discretionary permits for the
project. The SCAQMD acts as an expert commenting agency for impacts to air quality. This
expertise carries over to GHG emissions, so the agency helps local land use agencies through the
development of models and emission thresholds that can be used to address GHG emissions.

In 2008, SCAQMD formed a Working Group to identify GHG emissions thresholds for land use
projects that could be used by local lead agencies in the SCAB. The Working Group developed
several different options that are contained in the SCAQMD Draft Guidance Document - Interim
CEQA GHG Significance Threshold, that could be applied by lead agencies. The working group
has not provided additional guidance since release of the interim guidance in 2008. The SCAQMD
Board has not approved the thresholds; however, the Guidance Document provides substantial
evidence supporting the approaches to significance of GHG emissions that can be considered by
the lead agency in adopting its own threshold. The current interim thresholds consist of the
following tiered approach:

e Tier 1 consists of evaluating whether or not the project qualifies for any applicable
exemption under CEQA.

e Tier 2 consists of determining whether the project is consistent with a GHG reduction
plan. If a project is consistent with a qualifying local GHG reduction plan, it does not have
significant GHG emissions.

2 The 2022 California Green Building Standard Code will be published July 1, 2022.
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e Tier 3 consists of screening values, which the lead agency can choose, but must be
consistent with all projects within its jurisdiction. A project's construction emissions are
averaged over 30 years and are added to the project's operational emissions. If a project’s
emissions are below one of the following screening thresholds, then the project is less
than significant:

o Residential and commercial land use: 3,000 metric ton of CO, equivalent
(MTCOge/yr)

o Industrial land use: 10,000 MTCO,e/yr

0o Based on land use type: residential: 3,500 MTCO.e/yr; commercial: 1,400
MTCOze/yr; or mixed use: 3,000 MTCOe/yr

e Tier 4 has the following options:

o Option 1: Reduce Business-as-Usual (BAU) emissions by a certain percentage; this
percentage is currently undefined.

o Option 2: Early implementation of applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures

o Option 3: 2020 target for service populations (SP), which includes residents and
employees: 4.8 MTCO,e per SP per year for projects and 6.6 MTCOze per SP per
year for plans;

o Option 3, 2035 target: 3.0 MTCO,e per SP per year for projects and 4.1 MTCOze
per SP per year for plans

e Tier 5 involves mitigation offsets to achieve target significance threshold.

The SCAQMD's interim thresholds used the Executive Order S-3-05-year 2050 goal as the basis
for the Tier 3 screening level. Achieving the Executive Order’s objective would contribute to
worldwide efforts to cap CO, concentrations at 450 ppm, thus stabilizing global climate.

SCAQMD only has authority over GHG emissions from development projects that include air
quality permits. At this time, it is unknown if the project would include stationary sources of
emissions subject to SCAQMD permits. Notwithstanding, if the Project requires a stationary
permit, it would be subject to the applicable SCAQMD regulations.

SCAQMD Regulation XXVII, adopted in 2009 includes the following rules:
e Rule 2700 defines terms and post global warming potentials.

e Rule 2701, Southern California (SoCal) Climate Solutions Exchange, establishes a
voluntary program to encourage, quantify, and certify voluntary, high quality certified
GHG emission reductions in the SCAQMD.

e Rule 2702, GHG Reduction Program created a program to produce GHG emission
reductions within the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD will fund projects through contracts in
response to requests for proposals or purchase reductions from other parties.

SCAQMD is the agency responsible for air quality planning and regulation in the SCAB. The
SCAQMD addresses the impacts to climate change of projects subject to SCAQMD permit as a
lead agency if they are the only agency having discretionary approval for the project and acts as
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a responsible agency when a land use agency must also approve discretionary permits for the
project. The SCAQMD acts as an expert commenting agency for impacts to air quality. This
expertise carries over to GHG emissions, so the agency helps local land use agencies through the
development of models and emission thresholds that can be used to address GHG emissions.

County of Redlands Climate Action Plan

The City of Redlands CAP was designed to reinforce the City of Redlands commitment to reducing
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and demonstrate compliance with the State of California’s GHG
emission reduction standards (23). The CAP includes goals and policies to promote energy
efficiency, waste reduction, and resource conservation and recycling. The CAP’s GHG emission
targets and goals were based on meeting the goals in EO B-30-15 and SB 32 and following the
guidance established in the 2017 Scoping Plan. The CAP used the 2017 Scoping Plan
recommended Plan Level emissions target of 6.0 MTCO.e per capita per year for 2030. Based on
the CAP analysis, the City of Redlands will achieve the 2030 target based on State actions and
existing development standards and would not require any specific measures to reduce GHG
emissions. Regardless, the CAP does recommend some actions including encourage the
development of solar photovoltaic systems on residential and non-residential development,
increase energy efficiency 5% over 2016 standards, increase the use of high efficiency lighting,
and reduce the intensity of GHG emissions associated with water delivery and treatment.

GHG IMPACTS

Standards of Significance

According to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds, to determine whether impacts from
GHG emissions are significant. Would the project:

e Threshold 1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

e Threshold 2: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

Discussion on Establishment of Significance Thresholds

The City of Redlands CAP was adopted on December 5, 2017. The CAP was prepared pursuant to
Section 15183.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines to be utilized as a tiering document for the General
Plan as well as future projects within the City of Redlands that are consistent with the General
Plan. The CAP incorporates the guidelines established in CARB's 2017 Scoping Plan. The 2017
Scoping Plan was prepared to meet the most current GHG emissions reduction targets set in
Executive Order S-3-15 and SB 32 that recommends local governments to develop plans to
reduce GHG emissions to 6 MTCO,e/yr by the year 2030 and 2 MTCO,e/yr by the year 2050. Since
the CAP was prepared in coordination with the General Plan that has a horizon year of 2035, the
Redlands CAP also provided a year 2035 target of 5 MTCO,e/yr, which was determined through
interpolation of the 2030 and 2050 GHG emissions targets from the 2017 Scoping Plan. The CAP
also has a Year 2030 GHG emissions target of 6.0 per capita per year.
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GHG IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 1

Would the Project have the potential to generate direct or indirect GHG emissions that would
result in a significant impact on the environment?

PROJECT GHG EMISSIONS

The estimated GHG emissions for the Project land use are summarized on Table 9. The estimated
GHG emission include emissions from Carbon Dioxide (CO,), Methane (CHj,), Nitrous Oxide (N-0),
and Refrigerants (R). As shown on Table 8, the Project would generate a total of approximately
2.94 MTCO,e/SP.

TABLE 9: TOTAL PROJECT GHG EMISSIONS

Emission (MTCOze/yr)
Source
CO CH4 N20 R Total COzE
gsqgﬂglzzznj\tlgcgf;‘é;i'jted emissions 39.04 0.00 0.00 0.04 39.65
Mobile 2645.00 0.16 0.14 4.44 2696.00
Area 107.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 107.00
Energy 682.00 0.06 <0.005 0.00 685.00
Water 28.60 0.67 0.02 0.00 50.10
Waste 32.00 3.20 0.00 0.00 112.00
Refrigerants 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49
Total COLE (All Sources) 3,690.24
Service Population 1,254.53
Total COze/Service Population 2.94
Threshold (CO3E) 6.00
Threshold Exceeded? NO

URBAN CROSSROADS

The Project would result in 2.94 MTCO,e/SP per year in 2025 as summarized in Table 8. As such,
the Project total GHG emissions would not exceed the screening threshold of 6.0 MTCO,e/SP per
year. Thus, Project-related emissions would not have a potential significant direct or indirect
impact on GHG and climate change.

GHG IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 2

Would the Project have the potential to conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation
of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

2022 CARB SCOPING PLAN CONSISTENCY

Included in the 2022 Scoping Plan is a set of Local Actions (Appendix D to the 2022 Scoping Plan)
aimed at providing local jurisdictions with tools to reduce GHGs and assist the state in meeting
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the ambitious targets set forth in the 2022 Scoping Plan. Appendix D to the 2022 Scoping Plan
includes a section on evaluating plan-level and project-level alignment with the State’s Climate
Goals in CEQA GHG analyses. In this section, CARB identifies several recommendations and
strategies that should be considered for new development in order to determine consistency
with the 2022 Scoping Plan. Notably, this section is focused on Residential and Mixed-Use
Projects, in fact CARB states in Appendix D (page 4): “...focuses primarily on climate action plans
(CAPs) and local authority over new residential development. It does not address other land use
types (e.g., industrial) or air permitting.”

Table 10 summarizes the reduction actions/strategies by emissions source category to determine
how the project would be consistent with or exceed reduction actions/strategies outlined in the
2022 Scoping Plan, and as shown, the Project would be consistent with the strategies discussed
below (24).

TABLE 10: CONSISTENCY WITH THE 2022 SCOPING PLAN

Reduction Strategy Project Consistency Analysis

Smart Growth / Vehicles Miles Traveled

Reduce VMT per capita to 25% below 2019 Consistent. The Project site is currently
levels by 2030, and 30% below 2019 levels by | undeveloped and would develop the
2045 underutilized land with 135 multifamily

residential dwelling units within 3-story
buildings, 325 multifamily residential
dwelling units located within 4-5 story
buildings and a 17,764-sf retail
component. The Project is within walking
and biking distance between existing
commercial and residential
developments. Therefore, future
residents traveling from and to the
proposed Project would have more
access to work, educational and other
destinations and would reduce VMT. As
such, the Project is consistent with this
strategy.

New Residential and Commercial Buildings

All electric appliances beginning 2026 Consistent. The project is expected to
(residential) and 2029 (commercial) utilize natural gas heating and/or
contributing to 6 million heat pumps installed | cooking on-site. The City of Redlands has
statewide by 2030 not adopted an ordinance or program

limiting the use of natural gas for on-site
cooking and/or heating. However, if one
is adopted, the project would comply
with the applicable goals or policies
limiting the use of natural gas equipment
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Reduction Strategy Project Consistency Analysis

in the future. As such, the project would
be consistent with this strategy.

Non-combustion Methane Emissions

Divert 75% of organic waste from landfills by | Consistent. The project would be

2025 required to recycle and compost 75
percent of waste per AB 341. As such,
the project would be consistent with the
strategy.

2020-2045 RTP/SCS CONSISTENCY

The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, developed with input from local governments, including the City of
Redlands, establishes GHG emissions goals for automobiles and light-duty trucks for 2035, 2045
and establishes an overall GHG target for the region consistent with both the statewide GHG-
reduction targets for the post-2020 statewide GHG reduction goals. The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS is a
long-range visioning plan to encourage and promote the safe and efficient management,
operation, and development of a regional intermodal transportation system that, when linked
with appropriate land use planning, will serve the mobility needs of goods and people. Future
investments seek to reduce traffic bottlenecks, improve the efficiency of the region's network,
and expand mobility choices. The RTP/SCS is an important planning document for the region,
allowing project sponsors to qualify for federal funding. In addition, the RTP/SCS is supported by
a combination of transportation and land use strategies that help the region achieve state GHG
emission reduction goals and federal Clean Air Act requirements, preserve open space areas,
improve public health and roadway safety, support the vital goods movement industry, and use
resources more efficiently.

Table 11 summarizes the Projects consistency with the five strategies found within the SCAG's
2020-2045 RTP/SCS and as shown, the Project would be consistent with the GHG reduction
strategies contained within the SCAG's RTP/SCS. Implementing SCAG's RTP/SCS will reduce the
regional GHG emissions from transportation, helping to achieve statewide emission reduction
targets. The proposed Project would be consistent with and would not conflict with the goals of
the RTP/SCS; therefore, the proposed Project would not interfere with SCAG's ability to achieve
the region’s year post-2020 mobile source GHG reduction targets outlined in the RTP/SCS, and it
can be assumed that regional mobile emissions will decrease in line with the goals of the RTP/SCS.
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TABLE 11: CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG'S 2020-2045 RTP/SCS

Reduction Strategy

Applicable Land Use Tools

Project Consistency Analysis

Focus Growth Near Destinations and Mobility Options

* Emphasize land use patterns that
facilitate multimodal access to
work, educational and other
destinations

* Focus on a regional jobs/housing
balance to reduce commute times
and distances and expand job
opportunities near transit and
along center-focused main streets

Plan for growth near transit
investments and support
implementation of first/last mile
strategies

Promote the redevelopment of
underperforming retail
developments and other
outmoded nonresidential uses

* Prioritize infill and redevelopment
of underutilized land to
accommodate new growth,
increase amenities and
connectivity in existing
neighborhoods

* Encourage design and
transportation options that reduce
the reliance on and number of
solo car trips (this could include
mixed uses or locating and
orienting close to existing
destinations)

+ Identify ways to “right size” parking
requirements and promote
alternative parking strategies (e.g.,
shared parking or smart parking)

Center Focused Placemaking,
Priority Growth Areas (PGA), Job
Centers, High Quality Transit
Areas (HQTAs), Transit Priority
Areas (TPA), Neighborhood
Mobility Areas (NMAs), Livable
Corridors, Spheres of Influence
(SOls), Green Region, Urban
Greening.

Consistent. The Project site is
currently undeveloped and
would develop the underutilized
land with 135 multifamily
residential dwelling units within
3-story buildings, 325
multifamily residential dwelling
units located within 4-5 story
buildings and a 17,764-sf retail
component. Therefore, future
residents traveling from and to
the proposed Project would
have more access to work,
educational and other
destinations, as well as reduced
commuting times and distances,
which would all in turn reduce
GHG associated with
transportation. Therefore, the
Project is consistent with the
focus growth near destinations
and mobility options strategy.
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Reduction Strategy

Applicable Land Use Tools

Project Consistency Analysis

Promote Diverse Housing Choices

Preserve and rehabilitate
affordable housing and prevent
displacement

Identify funding opportunities for
new workforce and affordable
housing development

Create incentives and reduce
regulatory barriers for building
context sensitive accessory
dwelling units to increase housing

supply

Provide support to local
jurisdictions to streamline and
lessen barriers to housing
development that supports
reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions

PGA, Job Centers, HQTAs, NMA,
TPAs, Livable Corridors, Green
Region, Urban Greening

Consistent. The Project site is
currently undeveloped and
would develop the underutilized
land with 135 multifamily
residential dwelling units within
3-story buildings, 325
multifamily residential dwelling
units located within 4-5 story
buildings and a 17,764-sf retail
component. Therefore, similar to
the discussion above, the Project
is consistent with promoting
diverse housing choices strategy.

Leverage Technology Innovations

Promote low emission
technologies such as
neighborhood electric vehicles,
shared rides hailing, car sharing,
bike sharing and scooters by
providing supportive and safe
infrastructure such as dedicated
lanes, charging and parking/drop-
off space

Improve access to services through
technology—such as telework and
telemedicine as well as other
incentives such as a “mobility
wallet,” an app-based system for
storing transit and other multi-
modal payments

HQTA, TPAs, NMA, Livable
Corridors.

Consistent. The Project would
include EV charging
infrastructure and provide bike
storage spaces in accordance
with the California Green
Building Standards Code.
Therefore, the Project is
consistent with leveraging
technology innovations strategy
and would promote alternative
modes of transportation that
would help the State, County
and City meet their GHG
reduction goals.

URBAN CROSSROADS
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Reduction Strategy

Applicable Land Use Tools

Project Consistency Analysis

+ Identify ways to incorporate
“micro-power grids” in
communities, for example solar
energy, hydrogen fuel cell power
storage and power generation

Support Implementation of Sustainability P

olicies

* Pursue funding opportunities to
support local sustainable
development implementation
projects that reduce greenhouse
gas emissions

Support statewide legislation that
reduces barriers to new
construction and that incentivizes
development near transit corridors
and stations

Support local jurisdictions in the
establishment of Enhanced
Infrastructure Financing Districts
(EIFDs), Community Revitalization
and Investment Authorities
(CRIAS), or other tax increment or
value capture tools to finance
sustainable infrastructure and
development projects, including
parks and open space

Work with local
jurisdictions/communities to
identify opportunities and assess
barriers to implement
sustainability strategies

Enhance partnerships with other
planning organizations to promote
resources and best practices in the
SCAG region

Center Focused Placemaking,
Priority Growth Areas (PGA), Job
Centers, High Quality Transit
Areas (HQTAs), Transit Priority
Areas (TPA), Neighborhood
Mobility Areas (NMAs), Livable
Corridors, Spheres of Influence
(SOls), Green Region, Urban
Greening.

Consistent. As mentioned
previosly, the proposed project
would install EV charging
infrastructure and provide bike
storage spaces to promote
alternative modes of
transportation. Additionally, the
project would comply with
sustainable development
practices included in the 2022
Title 24 standards and CALGreen
Code, including installation of
vanpooling and carpooling
parking spaces, installation of
high-efficient lighting, and
implementation of water-
efficiency irrigation and drought-
tolerant landscaping. Thus, the
project would be consistent with
supporting implementation of
sustainability policies strategy.

URBAN CROSSROADS
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Reduction Strategy Applicable Land Use Tools Project Consistency Analysis

+ Continue to support long range
planning efforts by local
jurisdictions

Provide educational opportunities
to local decisions makers and staff
on new tools, best practices and
policies related to implementing
the Sustainable Communities

Strategy
Promote a Green Region

* Support development of local Green Region, Urban Greening, The proposed project consists of
climate adaptation and hazard Greenbelts and Community currently undeveloped and
mitigation plans, as well as project | Separators. would develop the underutilized
implementation that improves land with 135 multifamily
community resiliency to climate residential dwelling units within
change and natural hazards 3-story buildings, 325

multifamily residential dwelling
units located within 4-5 story
buildings and a 17,764-sf retail
component and would not
interfere with regional wildlife
* Integrate local food production connectivity or concert

into the regional landscape agricultural land. The project
would be required to comply
with 2022 Title 24 standards and
CALGreen Code, which would
help reduce energy

.

Support local policies for
renewable energy production,
reduction of urban heat islands
and carbon sequestration

* Promote more resource efficient
development focused on
conservation, recycling and

reclamation :
consumption and reduce GHG
* Preserve, enhance and restore emissions. Thus, the project
regional wildlife connectivity would support resource efficient

development that reduces

energy consumption and GHG

emissions and the Project would

+ Identify ways to improve access to be consistent with promoting a
public park space green region strategy.

Reduce consumption of resource
areas, including agricultural land

CITY OF REDLANDS GENERAL PLAN AND CAP CONSISTENCY

The City of Redlands adopted both the General Plan and CAP on December 5, 2017. The CAP was
developed concurrently with the General Plan, which identifies the City’s most current land sue
and transportation strategies and GHG implementation of various General Plan’s goals and
principles. The CAP provides actions to operationalize the General Plan policies that help with
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GHG reductions. As summarized on Table 12 below, the Project is consistent with the goals
related to GHG emissions reductions in the General Plan and CAP. Thus, the Project would not
obstruct the City of Redlands CAP GHG reduction measures and would not conflict with the GHG
projections included in the CAP and the Project would have a less than significant impact.

TABLE 12: CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

Reduction Strategy Project Consistency Analysis

General Plan Sustainable

Community Element

Goal: Serve as an environmental steward;
ensure that residents enjoy clean air and
water; make efficient use of energy, water,
and land resources; and grow in a manner in

Consistent. The Project site is currently
undeveloped and would develop the

underutilized land with 135 multifamily
residential dwelling units within 3-story

which increased population does not
negatively impact resources (25).

buildings, 325 multifamily residential
dwelling units located within 4-5 story
buildings and a 17,764-sf retail
component. The Project would comply
with Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards and is within walking and
biking distance between existing
commercial and residential
developments. Additionally, the Project
would provided EV infrastructure and
bike storage spaces. Therefore, the
Project would be consistent with this
goal and promote growth in a manner in
which the future population does not
negatively impact resources.

+ 8-P.8: Promote sustainability by reducing
the community’s greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and festering green development
patterns- including buildings, sites, and
landscapes.

* 8-P.9: Undertake initiatives to enhance
sustainability by reducing the community’s
GHG emissions.

Climate Action Plan

All electric appliances beginning 2026
(residential) and 2029 (commercial)
contributing to 6 million heat pumps installed
statewide by 2030.

Consistent. The project is expected to
utilize natural gas heating and/or
cooking on-site. The City of Redlands has
not adopted an ordinance or program
limiting the use of natural gas for on-site
cooking and/or heating. However, if one
is adopted, the project would comply
with the applicable goals or policies
limiting the use of natural gas equipment
in the future. As such, the project would
be consistent with this strategy.

Finally, the Project is consistent with the general plan land use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the Project area in SCAG's Sustainable Community
Strategy/Regional Transportation Plan, which pursuant to SB 375 calls for the integration of
transportation, land-use and housing policies to plan for achievement of the GHG-emissions
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target for the region. Thus, a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions from Project
construction and operation would occur and no mitigation is required.

CONCLUSION
Results of the assessment indicate that the Project is not anticipated to result in a significant

impact during construction or operational activities associated with air quality, and greenhouse
gas.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name 14552-Redlands Residential

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.50

Precipitation (days) 24.0

Location 34.07209240401937, -117.19758489787327
County San Bernardino-South Coast
City Redlands

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5398

EDFzZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)
0.00

Apartments Low Dwelling Unit 131,287
Rise
Apartments Mid Rise 325 Dwelling Unit 7.26 316,061 0.00 — 1,076 —

7153
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Regional Shopping  17.8 1000sqft 0.41 17,764 0.00 — — —
Center

Parking Lot 759 Space 2.98 0.00 0.00 — — —
Other Non-Asphalt  9.71 1000sqft 0.22 0.00 0.00 — — —
Surfaces

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 4.73 68.2 23.4 54.9 0.05 0.95 5.68 6.21 0.87 1.35 2.06 — 10,670 10,670  0.49 0.44 25.2 10,834

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

Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 5.94 4.99 47.2 39.2 0.06 2.53 5901 8.44 2.33 2.74 5.07 — 8,539 8,539 0.43 0.41 0.61 8,671

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 1.67 9.01 8.81 16.5 0.02 0.35 1.92 2.27 0.32 0.48 0.80 — 3,695 3,695 0.18 0.15 3.72 3,749

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
(Max)

unmit. 0.30 1.64 1.61 3.01 <0.005 0.06 0.35 0.41 0.06 0.09 0.15 — 612 612 0.03 0.03 0.62 621

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - —

Summer

(Max)

2024 4.73 4.42 23.4 54.9 0.05 0.95 5.00 5.95 0.87 1.19 2.06 — 10,670 10,670 0.49 0.43 24.3 10,834
2025 3.85 68.2 15.9 48.0 0.04 0.52 5.68 6.21 0.48 1.35 1.83 — 9,944 9,944 0.46 0.44 25.2 10,112
Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

2023 5.94 4.99 47.2 39.2 0.06 2.53 5.91 8.44 2.33 2.74 5.07 — 7,155 7,155 0.30 0.09 0.04 7,189
2024 4.82 4.04 37.9 36.7 0.06 1.78 4.80 5.36 1.63 1.14 2.69 — 8,539 8,539 0.43 0.41 0.61 8,671
2025 3.21 2.70 14.6 34.8 0.04 0.49 4.80 5.29 0.45 1.14 1.59 — 8,422 8,422 0.42 0.41 0.56 8,554
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2023 0.22 0.19 1.78 1.48 <0.005 0.09 0.20 0.29 0.08 0.09 0.17 — 244 244 0.01 <0.005 0.02 245
2024 1.67 1.43 8.81 16.5 0.02 0.35 1.92 2.27 0.32 0.48 0.80 — 3,695 3,695 0.18 0.15 3.72 3,749
2025 1.20 9.01 5.42 13.4 0.01 0.18 1.78 1.96 0.16 0.42 0.59 — 3,136 3,136 0.16 0.15 3.50 3,187
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2023 0.04 0.03 0.32 0.27 <0.005 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.03 — 40.3 40.3 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 405
2024 0.30 0.26 1.61 3.01 <0.005 0.06 0.35 0.41 0.06 0.09 0.15 — 612 612 0.03 0.03 0.62 621
2025 0.22 1.64 0.99 2.45 <0.005 0.03 0.33 0.36 0.03 0.08 0.11 — 519 519 0.03 0.02 0.58 528

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 16.2 25.4 17.3 109 0.23 0.81 5.84 6.65 0.81 1.04 1.85 233 31,125 31,358 249 1.03 69.5 32,357
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 12.7 22.0 17.7 71.8 0.22 0.80 5.84 6.64 0.79 1.04 1.83 233 29,932 30,165 25.0 1.06 4.66 31,110

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 12.8 22.5 10.9 84.8 0.17 0.28 5.45 5.73 0.28 0.97 1.25 233 20,880 21,113 247 0.99 29.7 22,055

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
(Max)

unmit. 2.33 4.10 1.99 15.5 0.03 0.05 0.99 1.05 0.05 0.18 0.23 38.5 3,457 3,495 4.10 0.16 4.92 3,651

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

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

Daily, —

Summer

(Max)

Mobile 12.6 11.6 8.66 79.1 0.18 0.12 5.84 5.96 0.12 1.04 1.16 — 18,080 18,080 1.00 0.89 66.5 18,436
Area 3.42 13.7 7.13 29.7 0.05 0.57 — 0.57 0.57 — 0.57 0.00 8,790 8,790 0.17 0.02 — 8,799
Energy 0.18 0.09 1.50 0.65 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 4,122 4,122 0.38 0.03 — 4,140
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 39.3 133 172 4.04 0.10 — 302
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 193 0.00 193 19.3 0.00 — 677
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 2.93 2.93
Total 16.2 25.4 17.3 109 0.23 0.81 5.84 6.65 0.81 1.04 1.85 233 31,125 31,358 24.9 1.03 69.5 32,357
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Mobile 11.7 10.7 9.28 68.2 0.17 0.12 5.84 5.96 0.12 1.04 1.16 — 16,961 16,961 1.05 0.92 1.72 17,262
Area 0.80 11.2 6.87 2.92 0.04 0.56 — 0.56 0.56 — 0.56 0.00 8,717 8,717 0.16 0.02 — 8,726
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Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Average
Daily

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total
Annual
Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.

Total

0.18

12.7

10.8
1.84

0.18

12.8

1.96

0.34

0.03

2.33

0.09

22.0

9.86
125

0.09

22,5

1.80

2.28

0.02

4.10

17.7

8.77
0.65

1.50

10.9

1.60

0.12

0.27

1.99

0.65

71.8

65.6
18.6
0.65

84.8

12.0

3.39
0.12

155

0.01

0.22

0.16
< 0.005

0.01

0.17

0.03

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.03

0.12

0.80

0.12
0.05

0.12

0.28

0.02

0.01

0.02

0.05

3. Construction Emissions Detalls

3.1. Site Preparation (2023) - Unmitigated

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

5.84

5.45

5.45

0.99

0.12

6.64

5.56
0.05

0.12

5.73

1.02

0.01

0.02

1.05

0.12

0.79

0.11
0.05

0.12

0.28

0.02

0.01

0.02

0.05
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1.04

0.97

0.97

0.18

0.12

1.83

1.08
0.05

0.12

1.25

0.20

0.01

0.02

0.23
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39.3
193

233

0.00

39.3
193

233

0.00

6.50

32.0

38.5

4,122
133
0.00

29,932

15,978
647
4,122
133

0.00

20,880

2,645
107
682
22.1

0.00

3,457

4,122
172
193

30,165

15,978
647
4,122
172
193

21,113

2,645
107
682
28.6

32.0

3,495

0.38
4.04
19.3

25.0

0.97
0.01
0.38
4.04

19.3

24.7

0.16
< 0.005
0.06
0.67

3.20

4.10

0.03
0.10
0.00

1.06

0.86
< 0.005
0.03
0.10

0.00

0.99
0.14
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.02
0.00

0.16

2.93
4.66

26.8

2.93

29.7

4.44

0.49

4.92

4,140
302
677
2.93
31,110

16,285
648
4,140
302
677
2.93

22,055

2,696
107
685
50.1
112
0.49

3,651



Losmon 105 r00

Onsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 5.83
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.16
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.03
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck
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4.90

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.02

0.00

47.0

0.00

1.29

0.00

0.24

0.00

38.0

0.00

1.04

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

2.53

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

5.66

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

2.53

5.66

0.00

0.07

0.16

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

2.33

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00
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2.69

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

2.33

2.69

0.00

0.06

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

152

0.00

251

0.00

0.00

152

0.00

251

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

5,549

0.00

152

0.00

25.2

0.00
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Offsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

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

(Max)

Worker  0.10 0.09 0.11 1.22 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 236 236 0.01 0.01 0.03 238
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.07 0.04 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.0056 — 56.8 56.8 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 594
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 6.55 6.55 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 6.64
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.55 1.55 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.63
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 1.08 1.08 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.10
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.26 0.26 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.27
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.3. Grading (2023) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite —

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

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

Winter
(Max)
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Off-Road 5.00
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movemen:

Onsite 0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.06
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.01
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movemen:

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Worker  0.11

4.20

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.10

40.9

0.00

0.48

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.12

32.7

0.00

0.38

0.00

0.07

0.00

1.39

0.06

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

1.96

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.67

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02

1.96

2.67

0.00

0.02

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.02

1.80

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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0.98

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

1.80

0.98

0.00

0.02

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
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— 6,715

— 0.00

— 78.9

— 0.00

— 13.1

— 0.00

— 269

6,715

0.00

78.9

0.00

13.1

0.00

269

0.27

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03

6,738

0.00

79.1

0.00

13.1

0.00

273
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Vendor  0.02 <0.005 0.21 0.11 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 170 170 0.01 0.03 0.01 178
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 321 321 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 3.25
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.99 1.99 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2.09
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.53 0.53 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.54
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.33 0.33 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.35
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite —

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

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

Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 4.69 3.94 37.6 31.4 0.06 1.77 — 1.77 1.63 — 1.63 — 6,715 6,715 0.27 0.05 — 6,738
Equipment

Dust — — — — — — 2.67 2.67 — 0.98 0.98 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.33
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.06
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Worker  0.11
Vendor 0.02
Hauling 0.00

Average —
Daily

Worker  0.01

Vendor

< 0.005

0.28

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.10
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
< 0.005

2.65

0.00

0.48

0.00

0.11
0.20
0.00

0.01
0.01

221

0.00

0.40

0.00

1.28
0.10
0.00

0.09
0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
<0.005

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.19

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
<0.005

0.12

0.19

0.00

0.02

0.03

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
<0.005

0.11

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
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0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.11

0.07

0.00

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
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— 473

— 0.00

— 78.3

— 0.00

— 264
— 168
— 0.00

— 18.9
— 11.8

473

0.00

78.3

0.00

264
168
0.00

18.9
11.8

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

<0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.03
0.00

<0.005
<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01

475

0.00

78.6

0.00

267
176
0.00

19.1
12.4



Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

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

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
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— 0.00

— 3.12
— 1.96
— 0.00

0.00

3.12
1.96
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
<0.005
0.00

0.00
<0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
0.01
<0.005
0.00

0.00

3.17
2.05
0.00

Onsite —

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.55
Equipment

1.30

Onsite 0.00 0.00

truck

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.55
Equipment

1.30

Onsite 0.00 0.00

truck

Average — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.56
Equipment

0.47

Onsite 0.00 0.00

truck

Annual — —

12.2

0.00

12.2

0.00

4.38

0.00

14.2

0.00

14.2

0.00

5.12

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.54

0.00

0.54

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.54

0.00

0.54

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.18

0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.18

0.00

— 2,630

— 0.00

— 2,630

— 0.00

— 947

— 0.00

2,630

0.00

2,630

0.00

947

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,639

0.00

2,639

0.00

950

0.00



Off-Road 0.10
Equipment
Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —
Daily, —
Summer

(Max)

Worker  1.93
Vendor 0.16
Hauling 0.00
Daily, —
Winter

(Max)

Worker  1.83
Vendor 0.15
Hauling 0.00
Average —
Daily

Worker  0.66
Vendor 0.06
Hauling 0.00
Annual —
Worker  0.12
Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

0.09

0.00

1.76
0.04
0.00

1.66
0.04

0.00

0.59
0.01
0.00
0.11
< 0.005
0.00

0.80

0.00

1.63
1.68
0.00

1.92
1.75

0.00

0.69
0.63
0.00
0.13
0.12
0.00

0.93

0.00

28.5
0.90
0.00

215
0.91

0.00

8.15
0.33
0.00
1.49
0.06
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00
0.01

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00
0.02
0.00

0.00
0.02

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

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

0.00

0.27
0.08
0.00

0.27
0.08

0.00

0.10
0.03

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

0.04

0.00

0.27
0.10
0.00

0.27
0.10

0.00

0.10
0.04

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
0.02
0.00

0.00
0.02

0.00

0.00
0.01

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.03
0.00

0.00
0.03

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
0.05
0.00

0.00
0.05

0.00

0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

157 157

0.00 0.00

4,850 4,850
1,462 1,462
0.00 0.00

4,445 4,445
1,463 1,463

0.00 0.00

1,623 1,623

527 527
0.00 0.00
269 269
87.2 87.2
0.00 0.00

0.01

0.00

0.20
0.11
0.00

0.21
0.11

0.00

0.08
0.04

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.17
0.22
0.00

0.17
0.22

0.00

0.06
0.08

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

0.00

19.4
4.08
0.00

0.50
0.11

0.00

3.01
0.63

0.00

0.50
0.10
0.00
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157

0.00

4,924
1,534
0.00

4,501
1,531

0.00

1,646
552

0.00

273
91.3
0.00
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Onsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.45
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.45
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.51
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.09
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 1.71
Vendor 0.14

Hauling  0.00

1.21

0.00

1.21

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.08

0.00

154
0.04
0.00

11.3

0.00

11.3

0.00

4.01

0.00

0.73

0.00

1.48
1.60
0.00

141

0.00

141

0.00

5.01

0.00

0.91

0.00

26.2
0.86
0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.47

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
0.02
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.27
0.08
0.00

0.47

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.27
0.10
0.00

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
0.02
0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.03
0.00

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
0.05
0.00
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— 2,630

— 0.00

— 2,630

— 0.00

— 932

— 0.00

— 154

— 0.00

— 4,747
— 1,439
— 0.00

2,630

0.00

2,630

0.00

932

0.00

154

0.00

4,747
1,439
0.00

0.11

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.20
0.11
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.17
0.22
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

17.6
4.05
0.00

2,639

0.00

2,639

0.00

935

0.00

155

0.00

4,819
1,511
0.00
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker  1.62 1.45 1.63 19.8 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 4,352 4,352 0.20 0.17 0.46 4,407
Vendor 0.14 0.04 1.67 0.87 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.02 0.03 0.05 — 1,440 1,440 0.11 0.22 0.11 1,507
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker  0.57 0.51 0.63 7.39 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 1,563 1,563 0.07 0.06 2.69 1,585
Vendor  0.05 0.01 0.59 0.30 <0.005 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.02 — 510 510 0.04 0.08 0.62 534
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker  0.10 0.09 0.11 1.35 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 259 259 0.01 0.01 0.45 262
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.11 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 84.4 84.4 0.01 0.01 0.10 88.5
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2024) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite —

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

Off-Road 1.01 0.85 7.81 10.0 0.01 0.39 — 0.39 0.36 — 0.36 — 1,512 1,512 0.06 0.01 — 1,517
Equipment

Paving — 0.39 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Off-Road 0.06
Equipment

Paving

Onsite
truck

Annual

0.00

Off-Road 0.01
Equipment

Paving

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Annual

0.00

0.09
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.05

0.02
0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.55

0.00

0.10

0.00

1.27
0.00
0.00

0.06
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
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0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
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— 82.8

— 0.00

— 13.7

— 0.00

— 216
— 0.00
— 0.00

— 11.0
— 0.00

— 0.00

82.8

0.00

13.7

0.00

216
0.00
0.00

11.0
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.86
0.00
0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

83.1

0.00

13.8

0.00

219
0.00
0.00

11.2
0.00

0.00
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Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 1.82 1.82 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.85
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2025) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite —

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

Off-Road 0.21 0.17 1.18 1.52 <0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 178 178 0.01 <0.005 — 179
Equipment

Architect — 64.9 — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

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

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily

Off-Road 0.03 0.02 0.15 0.19 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 21.9 21.9 <0.005 <0.005 — 22.0
Equipment

Architect — 8.00 — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
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Off-Road < 0.005

Equipment

Architect
ural
Coatings

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

0.00

0.34
0.00

0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

1.46

0.00

0.31
0.00

0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.03

0.00

0.30
0.00

0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.03

0.00

5.25
0.00

0.00

0.51
0.00
0.00

0.09
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.05
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.05
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
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0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

3.63

0.00

949
0.00

0.00

109
0.00
0.00

18.0
0.00
0.00

3.63

0.00

949
0.00

0.00

109
0.00
0.00

18.0
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.04
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

3.52
0.00

0.00

0.19
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00
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3.65

0.00

964
0.00

0.00

110
0.00
0.00

18.3
0.00
0.00
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4.1.1. Unmitigated

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

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme 3.52 3.23 2.64 24.5 0.06 0.04 0.31 0.35 0.04 0.10 0.13 — 5,766 5,766 0.30 0.27 21.3 5,876
nts
Low Rise

Apartme 5.75 5.28 4.30 39.9 0.09 0.06 0.51 0.58 0.06 0.16 0.22 — 9,411 9,411 0.48 0.45 34.8 9,590
nts
Mid Rise

Regional 3.31 3.13 1.71 14.7 0.03 0.02 0.15 0.17 0.02 0.05 0.07 — 2,903 2,903 0.22 0.17 10.4 2,969
Shopping
Center

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

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

Total 12.6 11.6 8.66 79.1 0.18 0.12 0.98 111 0.12 0.30 0.42 — 18,080 18,080  1.00 0.89 66.5 18,436

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

Apartme 3.28 2.99 2.83 20.8 0.05 0.04 0.31 0.35 0.04 0.10 0.13 — 5,407 5,407 0.31 0.28 0.55 5,499
nts
Low Rise

Apartme 5.35 4.88 4.62 34.0 0.09 0.06 0.51 0.58 0.06 0.16 0.22 — 8,824 8,824 0.50 0.46 0.90 8,975
nts
Mid Rise

Regional 3.06 2.87 1.83 13.4 0.03 0.02 0.15 0.17 0.02 0.05 0.07 — 2,730 2,730 0.24 0.17 0.27 2,788
Shopping
Center

24153
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Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

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

Total 11.7 10.7 9.28 68.2 0.17 0.12 0.98 1.11 0.12 0.30 0.42 — 16,961 16,961 1.05 0.92 1.72 17,262
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Apartme 0.53 0.48 0.47 3.51 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.02 — 807 807 0.05 0.04 1.36 822
nts
Low Rise

Apartme 0.94 0.86 0.83 6.22 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.01 0.03 0.04 — 1,432 1,432 0.08 0.07 2.41 1,458
nts
Mid Rise

Regional 0.49 0.46 0.30 2.24 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 407 407 0.03 0.03 0.66 416
Shopping
Center

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

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

Total 1.96 1.80 1.60 12.0 0.03 0.02 0.17 0.19 0.02 0.05 0.07 — 2,645 2,645 0.16 0.14 4.44 2,696

4.2. Energy
4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

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

.
Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)
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Apartme —
nts

Apartme —
nts
Mid Rise

Regional —
Shopping
Center

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Apartme —
nts
Low Rise

Apartme —
nts
Mid Rise

Regional —
Shopping
Center

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —

Annual —
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— 604

— 1,340

— 165

— 109

— 0.00

— 2,218

— 604

— 1,340

—_ 165

— 109

— 0.00

— 2,218

604

1,340

165

109

0.00

2,218

604

1,340

165

109

0.00

2,218

0.06

0.13

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.21

0.06

0.13

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.21

0.01

0.02

< 0.005

<0.005

0.00

0.03

0.01

0.02

< 0.005

<0.005

0.00

0.03

608

1,348

166

109

0.00

2,231

608

1,348

166

109

0.00

2,231
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Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — 100 100 0.01 <0.005 — 101
nts

Low Rise

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — 222 222 0.02 <0.005 — 223
nts

Mid Rise

Regional — — — — — — — — — — — — 27.3 27.3 <0.005 <0.005 — 275
Shopping

Center

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 18.0 18.0 <0.005 <0.0056 — 18.1
Lot

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

Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 367 367 0.03 <0.005 — 369

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

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

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme 0.07 0.03 0.57 0.24 <0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.05 — 0.05 — 721 721 0.06 <0.005 — 723
nts
Low Rise

Apartme 0.11 0.05 0.91 0.39 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,150 1,150 0.10 <0.005 — 1,153
nts
Mid Rise

Regional <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 33.6 33.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 33.7
Shopping
Center

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot
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Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.18 0.09 1.50 0.65 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 1,904 1,904 0.17 <0.005 — 1,909

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

Winter
(Max)

Apartme 0.07 0.03 0.57 0.24 <0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.05 — 0.05 — 721 721 0.06 <0.005 — 723
nts
Low Rise

Apartme 0.11 0.05 0.91 0.39 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,150 1,150 0.10 <0.005 — 1,153
nts
Mid Rise

Regional <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 33.6 33.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 33.7
Shopping
Center

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

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

Total 0.18 0.09 1.50 0.65 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.12 — 0.12 — 1,904 1,904 0.17 <0.005 — 1,909

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

Apartme 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.04 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 119 119 0.01 <0.005 — 120
nts
Low Rise

Apartme 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.07 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 190 190 0.02 <0.005 — 191
nts

Mid Rise

Regional <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.006 — <0.005 — 5.56 5.56 <0.005 <0.006 — 5.57
Shopping

Center

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot
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Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

Total 0.03 0.02 0.27 0.12

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.2. Unmitigated

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

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02
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0.00

315

0.00

315

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

316

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Architect — 65.7 — —
ural
Coatings

Hearths 0.80 0.40 6.87 2.92

Consum — 9.96 — —
er
Products

Landsca 2.61 2.47 0.26 26.8
pe

Equipme

nt

Total 3.42 78.6 7.13 29.7

Daily, — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Hearths 0.80 0.40 6.87 2.92

Consum — 9.96 — —
er
Products

0.04

< 0.005

0.05

0.04

0.56

0.01

0.57

0.56

0.56

0.01

0.57

0.56

0.56

0.01

0.57

0.56
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0.56

0.01

0.57

0.56

0.00

73.0

8,790

73.0

8,790

8,717

0.16

< 0.005

0.17

0.16

0.02

< 0.005

0.02

0.02

8,726

73.2

8,799

8,726
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Architect — 0.82 — — — — — — — — — — . _ — _ _ _
ural

Total 0.80 11.2 6.87 2.92 0.04 0.56 — 0.56 0.56 — 0.56 0.00 8,717 8,717 0.16 0.02 — 8,726
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _
Architect — 1.61 — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _
ural

Coatings

Hearths 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.04 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 0.00 98.9 98.9 <0.005 <0.005 — 99.0
Consum — 1.82 — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _
er

Products

Landsca 0.33 0.31 0.03 3.35 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 8.27 8.27 <0.005 <0.005 — 8.30
pe

Equipme

nt

Total 0.34 3.74 0.12 3.39 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 0.00 107 107 <0.005 <0.005 — 107

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.2. Unmitigated

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

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 10.8 36.6 47.4 1.11 0.03 — 83.1
nts

Low Rise

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 26.0 88.1 114 2.67 0.06 — 200
nts

Mid Rise
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Regional —
Shopping
Center

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —

Dalily, —
Winter
(Max)

Apartme —
nts
Low Rise

Apartme —
nts
Mid Rise

Regional —
Shopping
Center

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —
Annual —

Apartme —
nts
Low Rise

Apartme —
nts
Mid Rise
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2.52

0.00

0.00

39.3

10.8

26.0

2.52

0.00

0.00

39.3

1.79

4.30

8.56

0.00

0.00

133

36.6

88.1

8.56

0.00

0.00

133

6.06

14.6

111

0.00

0.00

172

47.4

114

111

0.00

0.00

172

7.84

18.9

0.26

0.00

0.00

4.04

111

2.67

0.26

0.00

0.00

4.04

0.18

0.44

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.03

0.06

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.10

< 0.005

0.01

194

0.00

0.00

302

83.1

200

194

0.00

0.00

302

13.7

33.1
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Regional — — — — — — — — — — — 0.42 1.42 1.83 0.04 <0.005 — 3.22
Shopping
Center

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

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

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 6.50 22.1 28.6 0.67 0.02 — 50.1

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.2. Unmitigated

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

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 53.8 0.00 53.8 5.38 0.00 — 188
nts
Low Rise

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 130 0.00 130 12.9 0.00 — 453
nts
Mid Rise

Regional — — — — — — — — — — — 10.1 0.00 10.1 1.00 0.00 — 35.2
Shopping
Center

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

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

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 193 0.00 193 19.3 0.00 — 677
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 53.8 0.00 53.8 5.38 0.00 — 188
nts
Low Rise

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 130 0.00 130 12.9 0.00 — 453
nts

Mid Rise

Regional — — — — — — — — — — — 10.1 0.00 10.1 1.00 0.00 — 35.2

Shopping
Center

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

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

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 193 0.00 193 19.3 0.00 — 677
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 8.91 0.00 8.91 0.89 0.00 — 31.2
nts
Low Rise

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 21.4 0.00 21.4 2.14 0.00 — 75.0
nts
Mid Rise

Regional — — — — — — — — — — — 1.66 0.00 1.66 0.17 0.00 — 5.82
Shopping
Center

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

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

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 32.0 0.00 32.0 3.20 0.00 — 112
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4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

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

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.84 0.84
nts
Low Rise

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 2.02 2.02
nts
Mid Rise

Regional — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.07 0.07
Shopping
Center

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

Winter
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.84 0.84
nts
Low Rise

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 2.02 2.02
nts
Mid Rise

Regional — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.07 0.07
Shopping
Center

Total ~ — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 2.93 2.93

Annual — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
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Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.14 0.14
nts

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.34 0.34
nts

Mid Rise

Regional — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.01 0.01
Shopping

Center

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.49 0.49

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG NOx (6{0) oy PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D [PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

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

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

Winter
(Max)

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

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

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

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

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

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

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

Winter
(Max)

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

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

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

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme PMlOE PMIOD [PM10T |PM25E (PM25D |PM25T

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

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

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

Winter
(Max)

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

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

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

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

n

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

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

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

Winter
(Max)

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

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

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

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

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

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

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

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

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

37/53



14552-Redlands Residential Detailed Report, 9/29/2022

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
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Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

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

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

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Site Preparation Site Preparation 12/12/2023 12/25/2023 5.00 10.0

Grading Grading 12/26/2023 2/5/2024 5.00 30.0 30
Building Construction Building Construction 711/2024 6/30/2025 5.00 261 300
Paving Paving 6/24/2024 7/19/2024 5.00 20.0 20
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/29/2025 6/30/2025 5.00 45.0 20

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 0.40
Site Preparation Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 87.0 0.43
Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40
Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48
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Grading

Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction
Paving
Paving
Paving

Architectural Coating

Crawler Tractors Diesel
Cranes Diesel
Forklifts Diesel
Generator Sets Diesel

Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel
oes

Welders Diesel
Pavers Diesel
Paving Equipment Diesel
Rollers Diesel
Air Compressors Diesel

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Building Construction

Building Construction

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck

Worker

17.5
1.79
0.00

20.0
5.36
0.00

337

2.00
1.00
3.00
1.00
3.00

1.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

1.00
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18.5
10.2
20.0

18.5
10.2
20.0

18.5
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8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00

87.0
367

82.0
14.0
84.0

46.0
81.0
89.0
36.0

37.0

0.43
0.29
0.20
0.74
0.37

0.45
0.42
0.36
0.38

0.48

LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2



14552-Redlands Residential Detailed Report, 9/29/2022

Building Construction Vendor 46.6 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — _

Architectural Coating Worker 67.4 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Architectural Coating Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated |Residential Exterior Area Coated | Non-Residential Interior Area Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 905,880 301,960 26,646 8,882 8,371

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) Acres Paved (acres)
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Site Preparation —

— 35.0 0.00 —
Grading — — 120 0.00 —
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.20

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area

74% 74%
5.7. Construction Paving
Apartments Low Rise — 0%
Apartments Mid Rise — 0%
Regional Shopping Center 0.00 0%
Parking Lot 2.98 100%
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.22

0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2023 0.00 0.03 < 0.005
2024 0.00 349 0.03 < 0.005
2025 0.00 349 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated
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Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday

Apartments Low 270,386 6,715 4,533 3,846 2,187,693
Rise

Apartments Mid Rise 1,345 1,355 1,117 479,516 10,881 10,960 9,040 3,879,765
Regional Shopping 881 747 342 286,475 3,273 2,776 1,270 1,064,410
Center

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

Hearth Type Unmitigated (number)

Apartments Low Rise —

Wood Fireplaces 0
Gas Fireplaces 122
Propane Fireplaces 0
Electric Fireplaces 0
No Fireplaces 14

Apartments Mid Rise —

Wood Fireplaces 0
Gas Fireplaces 293
Propane Fireplaces 0
Electric Fireplaces 0
No Fireplaces 33
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5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) | Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated [Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

905879.7 301,960 26,646 8,882 8,371

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

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

Apartments Low Rise 632,576 0.0330 0.0040 2,248,635
Apartments Mid Rise 1,402,753 349 0.0330 0.0040 3,587,083
Regional Shopping Center 172,814 349 0.0330 0.0040 104,727
Parking Lot 113,713 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Apartments Low Rise 5,626,959 0.00

Apartments Mid Rise 13,546,382 0.00
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Regional Shopping Center 1,315,824 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Apartments Low Rise 30.2 0.00
Apartments Mid Rise 72.6 0.00
Regional Shopping Center 18.7 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type _ Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Apartments Low Rise  Average room A/C & User Defined <0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

Apartments Low Rise Household refrigerators R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00
and/or freezers

Apartments Mid Rise Average room A/C & User Defined 750 <0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

Apartments Mid Rise Household refrigerators R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00
and/or freezers

Regional Shopping Other commercial A/IC  User Defined 750 < 0.005 4.00 4.00 18.0

Center and heat pumps
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Regional Shopping Stand-alone retail R-134a 1,430 0.04 1.00 0.00 1.00
Center refrigerators and
freezers

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres
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5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

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

Temperature and Extreme Heat 26.6 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 4.20 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 6.46

annual hectares burned

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

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

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make

different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.
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Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make

different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A

N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A
Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality 0 0 0 N/A

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

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

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

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2
Wildfire 1 1 1 2
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Air Quality 1 1 1 2

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

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

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

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

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

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 100
AQ-PM 54.6
AQ-DPM 47.4
Drinking Water 60.1
Lead Risk Housing 449
Pesticides 735
Toxic Releases 41.5
Traffic 71.6

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 7.71
Groundwater 7.24
Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 72.0
Impaired Water Bodies 0.00
Solid Waste 0.00

49/53



Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

64.5
60.1
81.0

72.2
45.0
44.4
43.5
40.6
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The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households

Voting

44.95059669
33.01680996
42.93596818
100
12.34441165
52.22635699
19.2865392
62.19684332

40.38239446
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Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy
Housing
Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden

Uncrowded housing

Health Outcomes

Insured adults

Arthritis

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

Coronary Heart Disease
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled
Physically Disabled

Heart Attack ER Admissions

Mental Health Not Good

59.19414859
81.35506224
54.72860259
13.10150135
24.98395996
57.5003208
57.17952008
86.79584242
19.62017195
40.20274605
55.13922751
42.6

477

42.5

47.4

51.9

51.0

53.7

41.8

42.0

58.3

57.4

41.5

51.7
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Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries
Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly

English Speaking
Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover
Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices

Hardship

Other Decision Support

2016 Voting

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

45.1
51.2
44.3
47.6
51.7

50.7
55.2
48.5

0.0
0.0
31.0
44.5
62.2
511

59.2

69.6

70.4

23.0

59.9

61.8
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CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a)

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b)

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

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

68.0
39.0
Yes
No
No

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

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health and Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Land Use
Construction: Construction Phases

Construction: Off-Road Equipment

Construction: Trips and VMT

Construction: Architectural Coatings

Operations: Vehicle Data

Operations: Hearths

Operations: Refrigerants

Taken from Site plan
Based on client provided data and construction end date of Q2 2025. OY 2025

T/L/B replaced with Crawler Tractor to accurately calculate disturbance for Site Preparation and
Grading phases
Standard 8-hour work days

Vendor Trips adjusted based on CalEEMod defaults for Building Construction and number of days for
Site Preparation, Grading, and Building Construction

SCAQMD Rule 1113

Trip rates taken from Traffic Study and ITE weekend trip rates.
40% pass by rate applied

Woodstoves - Rule 445 no wood burning devices, Wood burning devices added to gas devices

Beginning 1 January 2025, all new air conditioning equipment may not use refrigerants with a GWP of
750 or greater
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of MIG’s general biological resources assessment on the proposed
Tennessee Village Project property (Project Site). The purpose of this report is to verify the type, location,
and extent of potential sensitive biological resources within the project site and vicinity. This report provides
a thorough description of the biological setting of the project site and surrounding area, as well as a
description of the vegetation communities and wildlife observed at the project site. This report also includes
information regarding potential wildlife movement/migration corridors, potential special-status species,
sensitive natural communities, and potential for jurisdictional waters and wetlands to occur at the project
site. An assessment of the Project impacts and recommended mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or
compensate for potential adverse impacts to sensitive habitats and species is also included in the report.
The evaluation of potential project impacts follows the checklist items from Appendix G of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines and has been prepared in a format suitable to support CEQA
review and to submit with any future regulatory application packages.

1.1 Project Site Location

The project site is located west of the 210 freeway and immediately east of Tennessee Street and south of
Pennsylvania Avenue in the City of Redlands, San Bernardino County, California (Figure 1, Regional Map).
The project is specifically located within the south half of the northeast quarter of Section 21, Township 1
South, Range 3, west of San Bernardino meridian, within the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’
series Redlands quadrangle, (Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map), and includes portions of Assessor Parcel
Numbers (APN) 0167-171-007, and 014 (Figure 3, Project Site Map).

The Project Site is located at just northeast of the intersection of Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue in
a vacant lot that comprises approximately 13.48 acres. Residential properties and Texonia Park are east of
the Project site, commercial properties to the south (Home Depot, 7-Eleven, and Jack in the box), the 210
freeway to the west and an additional vacant lot to the north (Figure 3).

1.2 Project Description

The City is proposing to construct a mixed-use development of 460 apartment units and approximately
18,000 square feet for commercial space. The project will require the approval of a tentative parcel map, a
site plan approval, and a change of zone for a portion of the project site. The project site is primarily
undeveloped; however, historically the site appeared to be disked and mowed. A narrow concrete channel,
pipe, and small concrete pad were observed on the site. Most of the vegetation on site is non-native
vegetation, generally classified as disturbed or ruderal. The project site is flat with an elevation of 1404.80
feet above mean sea level (AMSL) (Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map).

The Project Site comprises 4 lots and easements of approximately 13.48 acres consisting mainly of
disturbed habitat just north of Tennessee Street at its intersection with Pennsylvania Avenue to the north
and Lugonia Avenue to the south. In addition, the Project site and adjacent vacant lots to the north contain
evidence of historical mowing and discing. The Project would result in the removal of all existing vegetation
within the entire 13.48-acre site.

Access. A paved access road would be graded and maintained along the north of the site (Pennsylvania
Ave). Additional public and utility access would be constructed throughout the development.
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2.0 REGULATORY SETTING

The following discussion identifies federal, state, and local environmental regulations and policies that
serve to protect sensitive biological resources relevant to the proposed project site and any subsequent
CEQA review process.

2.1 Federal

2.1.1 Federal Endangered Species Act

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973, as amended, provides the regulatory framework for
the protection of plant and animal species (and their associated critical habitats), which are formally listed,
proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as endangered or threatened under the FESA. Both the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National
Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) share the responsibility for administration of the FESA. The
FESA has the following four major components: (1) provisions for listing species, (2) requirements for
consultation with the USFWS and/or the NOAA Fisheries, (3) prohibitions against “taking” (meaning
harassing, harming, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, or collecting, or attempting to
engage in any such conduct) of listed species, and (4) provisions for permits that allow incidental “take”.
The FESA also discusses recovery plans and the designation of critical habitat for listed species. Section 7
requires Federal agencies, in consultation with, and with the assistance of the USFWS or NOAA Fisheries,
as appropriate, to ensure that actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of critical habitat for these species. Non-federal agencies and private entities can seek
authorization for take of federally listed species under Section 10 of FESA, which requires the preparation
of a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

2.1.2 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 10, prohibits taking, killing, possessing, transporting, and importing of migratory
birds, parts of migratory birds, and their eggs and nests, except when specifically authorized by the
Department of the Interior. As used in the act, the term “take” is defined as meaning, “to pursue, hunt,
capture, collect, kill or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect or kill, unless the context otherwise
requires.” Previously, under MBTA it was illegal to disturb a nest that is in active use, since this could result
in killing a bird, destroying a nest, or destroying an egg.

2.1.3 Clean Water Act Sections 404 and 401

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulate
the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1344). Waters of the United States are defined in Title 33 CFR
Part 328.3(a) and include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent
streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural
ponds. The lateral limits of jurisdiction in those waters may be divided into three categories - territorial
seas, tidal waters, and non-tidal waters — and is determined depending on which type of waters is present
(Title 33 CFR Part 328.4(a), (b), (c)). Activities in waters of the United States regulated under Section 404
include fill for development, water resource projects (e.g., dams and levees), infrastructure developments
(e.g., highways, rail lines, and airports) and mining projects. Section 404 of the CWA requires a federal
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permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into waters of the United States, unless the activity
is exempt from Section 404 regulation (e.g., certain farming and forestry activities).

Section 401 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires an applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct
any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States to obtain a water
quality certification from the state in which the discharge originates. The discharge is required to comply
with the applicable water quality standards. A certification obtained for the construction of any facility must
also pertain to the subsequent operation of the facility. The EPA has delegated responsibility for the
protection of water quality in California to the State Water Resources Control Board and its nine Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBS).

2.1.4 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

The NPDES program requires permitting for activities that discharge pollutants into waters of the United
States. This includes discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction sources. These are
considered point-sources from a regulatory standpoint. Generally, these permits are issued and monitored
under the oversight of the State Water Resources Control Board and administered by each RWQCB.
Construction activities that disturb one acre or more (whether a single project or part of a larger
development) are required to obtain coverage under the state’s General Permit for Discharges of Storm
Water Associated with Construction Activity. All dischargers are required to obtain coverage under the
Construction General Permit. The activities covered under the Construction General Permit include
clearing, grading, and other disturbances. The permit requires preparation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) with a monitoring
program. The Project will require coverage under the Construction General Permit.

2.2  State

2.2.1 California Endangered Species Act

The state of California enacted similar laws to the FESA, including the California Native Plant Protection
Act (NPPA) in 1977 and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984. The CESA expanded
upon the original NPPA and enhanced legal protection for plants, but the NPPA remains part of the
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) (section 2.2.2). To align with the FESA, CESA created the
categories of “threatened” and “endangered” species. It converted all designated “rare” animals into the
CESA as threatened species but did not do so for rare plants. Thus, these laws provide the legal framework
for protection of California-listed rare, threatened, and endangered plant and animal species. The California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) implements NPPA and CESA, and its Wildlife and Habitat Data
Analysis Branch maintains the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), a computerized inventory of
information on the general location and status of California’s rarest plants, animals, and natural
communities. During the CEQA review process, the CDFW is given the opportunity to comment on the
potential of the proposed Project to affect listed plants and animals.

2.2.2___Native Plant Protection Act

The NPPA of 1977 (CFGC, §§ 1900 through 1913) directed the CDFW to carry out the Legislature’s intent
to “preserve, protect and enhance rare and endangered plants in this State.” The NPPA is administered by
the CDFW, which has the authority to designate native plants as endangered or rare and to protect them
from “take.”
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2.2.3 _ California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA was enacted in 1970 to provide for full disclosure of environmental impacts to the public before
issuance of a permit by state and local public agencies. CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et.
seq.) requires public agencies to review activities which may affect the quality of the environment so that
consideration is given to preventing damage to the environment. When a lead agency issues a permit for
development that could affect the environment, it must disclose the potential environmental effects of the
project. This is done with an Initial Study and Negative Declaration (or Mitigated Negative Declaration) or
with an Environmental Impact Report. Certain classes of projects are exempt from detailed analysis under
CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 defines endangered, threatened, and rare species for purposes of
CEQA and clarifies that CEQA review extends to other species that are not formally listed under the CESA
or FESA but that meet specified criteria.

2.2.4 Fully Protected Species and Species of Special Concern

The classification of “fully protected” was the CDFW'’s initial effort to identify and provide additional
protection to those animals that were rare or faced possible extinction. Lists were created for fish,
amphibians and reptiles, birds, and mammals. Most of the species on these lists have subsequently been
listed under CESA and/or FESA. The CFGC sections (fish at §5515, amphibian and reptiles at §5050, birds
at §3511, and mammals at §4700) dealing with “fully protected” species states that these species “...may
not be taken or possessed at any time and no provision of this code or any other law shall be construed to
authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to take any fully protected species,” (CDFW Fish and Game
Commission 1998) although take may be authorized for necessary scientific research. This language
makes the “fully protected” designation the strongest and most restrictive regarding the “take” of these
species. In 2003, the code sections dealing with fully protected species were amended to allow the CDFW
to authorize take resulting from recovery activities for state-listed species.

Species of special concern are broadly defined as animals not listed under the FESA or CESA, but which
are nonetheless of concern to the CDFW because they are declining at a rate that could result in listing or
they historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to their persistence currently exist. This
designation is intended to result in special consideration for these animals by the CDFW, land managers,
consulting biologist, and others, and is intended to focus attention on the species to help avert the need for
costly listing under FESA and CESA and cumbersome recovery efforts that might ultimately be required.
This designation also is intended to stimulate collection of additional information on the biology, distribution,
and status of poorly known at-risk species, and focus research and management attention on them.
Although these species generally have no special legal status, they are given special consideration under
the CEQA during project review.

2.2.5 California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3513

According to Section 3503 of the CFGC, it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or
eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 specifically protects birds in the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes
(birds-of-prey). Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any migratory non-game bird. Disturbance
that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered “take” by the CDFW.

2.2.6 _ Other Sensitive Plants — California Native Plant Society
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS), a non-profit plant conservation organization, publishes and
maintains an Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California in both hard copy and
electronic version (http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/).
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The Inventory assigns plants to the following categories:

1A Presumed extinct in California;

1B Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere;

2 Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere;
3 Plants for which more information is needed — A review list; and

4 Plants of limited distribution — A watch list.

Additional endangerment codes are assigned to each taxon as follows:

1 Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree of
immediacy of threat).

2 Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened).

3 Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats
known).

Plants on Lists 1A, 1B, and 2 of the CNPS Inventory consist of plants that may qualify for listing, and the
CDFW, as well as other state agencies (e.g., California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection). As
part of the CEQA process, such species should be fully considered, as they meet the definition of
threatened or endangered under the NPPA and Sections 2062 and 2067 of the CFGC. California Rare
Plant Rank 3 and 4 species are considered to be plants about which more information is needed or are
uncommon enough that their status should be regularly monitored. Such plants may be eligible or may
become eligible for state listing, and CNPS and CDFW recommend that these species be evaluated for
consideration during the preparation of CEQA documents (CNPS 2018, CDFW 2018).

2.2.7 _ California Fish and Game Code Section 1600-1603

Streams, lakes, and riparian vegetation, as habitat for fish and other wildlife species, are subject to
jurisdiction by the CDFW under Sections 1600-1616 of the CFGC. Any activity that will do one or more of
the following: (1) substantially obstruct or divert the natural flow of a river, stream, or lake; (2) substantially
change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream, or lake; or (3) deposit or
dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it can
pass into a river, stream, or lake generally require a 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. The
term “stream”, which includes creeks and rivers, is defined in the California Code of Regulations (‘CCR”) as
follows: “a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having
banks and supports fish or other aquatic life”. This includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface
flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation” (14 CCR 1.72). In addition, the term stream can
include ephemeral streams, dry washes, watercourses with subsurface flows, canals, aqueducts, irrigation
ditches, and other means of water conveyance if they support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or stream-
dependent terrestrial wildlife (CDFW 1994). Riparian vegetation is defined as, “vegetation which occurs in
and/or adjacent to a stream and is dependent on, and occurs because of, the stream itself’ (CDFW 1994).
In addition to impacts to jurisdictional streambeds, removal of riparian vegetation also requires a Section
1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW.
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2.2.8  Sensitive Natural Communities

Sensitive natural communities are habitats that are either unique in constituent components, of relatively
limited distribution in the region, or of particularly high wildlife value. These communities may or may not
necessarily contain special-status species. Sensitive natural communities are usually identified in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the CDFW or the USFWS. The CNDDB identifies a number of
natural communities as rare, which are given the highest inventory priority (CDFW 2023a). Impacts to
sensitive natural communities and habitats must be considered and evaluated under the CEQA (CCR: Title
14, Div. 6, Chap. 3, Appendix G).

2.3 Local

2.3.1 City of Redlands General Plan

The City of Redlands General Plan 2035 (adopted in 2017) contains policies for the protection and
preservation of biological resources. The plan dictates several principles and actions that should be taken
to preserve and protect sensitive species, wildlife habitats, and waterways. Principles and actions
specifically pertaining to biological resources include the following (excerpted from page 6-12 of the
General Plan):

Principles

e 6-P.7 Protect environmentally sensitive lands, wildlife habitats, and rare, threatened, or
endangered plant and animal communities.

e 6-P.8 Minimize disruption of wildlife and valued habitat throughout the Planning Area and
emphasize that open space is for more than just human use, but also serves as habitat for
biological resources.

e 6-P.9 Preserve, protect, and enhance wildlife corridors, including natural watercourses, connecting
the San Bernardino National Forest, Santa Ana River Wash, Crafton Hills, San Timoteo and Live
Oak Canyons, the Badlands, and other open space areas.

e 6-P.10 Landscape public areas using native vegetation where practical.

Actions

e 6-A.11 Require a biological assessment of any proposed project site within the Planning Area
where species that are State or federally listed as rare, threatened, or endangered are identified as
potentially present.

e 6-A.12 Require that proposed projects adjacent to, surrounding, or containing wetlands, riparian
corridors, or wildlife corridors be subject to a site-specific analysis that will determine the
appropriate size and configuration of a buffer zone.

e 6-A.13 Utilize conservation easements and preserves as means to conserve natural habitats.

e 6-A.14 Construct freeway and arterial street under-crossings or overpasses where necessary to
establish and preserve identified wildlife corridors.

2.3.2 Redlands Municipal Code

The Redlands Municipal Code contains ordinances for stormwater discharge restrictions (13.54 et. seq.),
and the tree protection guidelines (12.52.010 et. seq.). The Redlands Municipal codes protecting biological
resources aim to establish regulations and procedures for the preservation, conservation, and restoration of
natural resources and habitats within its boundaries. The goal of the Redlands Municipal Code is to strike a
balance between economic growth and development on the one hand and the maintenance of healthy
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ecosystems and biodiversity on the other. By doing so, the city can promote a sustainable and
environmentally responsible approach to development that supports the local community and enhances the
overall quality of life in the area.

3.0 METHODS

This analysis of potential biological resources located on the project site includes a review of available
background information in and around the vicinity of the project site and completion of a field survey. The
field survey was conducted to document existing conditions within the Project and assess the potential for
special-status biological resources to occur on the site.

3.1 Literature Review

Prior to conducting field surveys, MIG biologists reviewed available background information pertaining to
the biological resources on and in the vicinity of the project. Available literature and resource mapping
reviewed included the occurrence records for special-status species and sensitive natural communities and
numerous other information sources listed below:

= (California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) record search for State and Federally Listed
Endangered, Threatened, and Wildlife and Rare Plants of California within the Redlands and
surrounding eight USGS quadrangles: Yucaipa, San Bernardino South, San Bernardino North,
Harrison Mtn., Keller Peak, Sunnymead, El Casco, and Riverside East (COFW CNDDB 2023;
Appendix A).

= (California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare Plant Program, Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Plants of California (CNPS 2023a) records search within the Redlands and surrounding eight
USGS quadrangles (Appendix A)

= U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC; USFWS
2023a; Appendix A)

= Soil Survey Staff, Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), United States Department of
Agricultural (USDA NRCS 2023)

= (California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Community List (CDFW

2023)

USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2023b)

iNaturalist, Search for Observations in Redlands, San Bernardino County, CA (2023)

eBird, Search for Hotspots in Redlands, San Bernardino County, CA (2023)

Redlands General Plan

Google Earth Pro aerial Imagery

3.2  Field Survey

A biological field survey was conducted by MIG biologist Todd Easley, on May 19, 2023, between the hours
of 7am and 11:30am. Weather conditions were 58-65 degrees Fahrenheit and cloud cover ranged from
100% overcast to 5% during the duration of the survey. Wind speed ranged from 0-8 miles per hour. The
field survey was conducted to assess the existing conditions of the project site, including recording
observed plant and wildlife species, identifying jurisdictional waters, characterizing the vegetation
communities and associated wildlife habitats, and evaluating the potential for these habitats to support
special-status species and sensitive communities.
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The survey included coverage of the project impact area and adjacent 150-meter survey buffer of the
surrounding vacant undeveloped lots. Wildlife species were detected during field surveys by sight, calls,
tracks, scat, or other sign. In addition to species observed, expected wildlife usage of the site was
determined per known habitat preferences of regional wildlife species and knowledge of their relative
distributions in the area. Representative photos of conditions found in the field are provided in Figure 9.

3.2.1 Plant Communities

During the field survey, the MIG biologist traversed areas within the project site by foot via binoculars and
evaluated the suitability of on-site vegetation communities to support special-status species. An attempt
was made to classify plant communities according to the Second Edition of the Manual of California
Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009) classification system, where practical, as this method is preferred (but not
required) by CDFW. However, for certain vegetation types, this system is too species-specific in its
definitions of plant associations and alliances and does not accurately characterize the highly variable
species composition of plant communities. For this project site, it was necessary to identify variants of plant
community types for ruderal and ornamental plant assemblages and unvegetated areas that are not
described in the literature. The List of California Natural and Terrestrial Communities (CDFW 2023) was
consulted to determine if any rare or sensitive plant communities are present. In addition, plant
communities were evaluated to determine if they are considered sensitive under federal and/or other state
regulations and local policies.

3.2.2 Jurisdictional Habitats and Aquatic Features

The project site was inspected to determine if any wetlands and “other waters” or streambeds potentially
subject to jurisdiction by the USACE, RWQCB, or CDFW were present. MIG certified wetland delineator
Todd Easley conducted a search for jurisdictional areas on the 13.48 -acre project site on May 19, 2023. If
found, areas would have been delineated according to the USACE'’s 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987) in conjunction with the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Arid West Supplement) (USACE 2008a) and A Field Guide
to the Identification of the Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western
United States (USACE 2008b). The Interim Draft National Ordinary High Water Mark Field Delineation
Manual for Rivers and Streams (USACE 2022) was also reviewed to identify any classification differences
that may soon be applicable. Wetland vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology information were collected
according to the USACE'’s routine methodology to determine if wetlands were present. The project site was
also inspected for the presence of drainages, streams, and other aquatic features, including those that
support stream-dependent (i.e., riparian) plant species that may be considered jurisdictional by CDFW.
Evaluation of CDFW jurisdiction followed guidance in the CFGC and standard field practices by CDFW
personnel.

3.2.3 Special-Status Species Habitat Assessment

The potential occurrence of special-status plant and animal species on the project site was initially
evaluated by conducting a 9-quadrangle database records search! of CNDDB, CNPS Electronic Inventory,
and the USFWS IPaC database (Appendix A) to ensure a complete list of species was generated for the

T A 9-quadrangle search is conducted using a U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle map. The search
includes the quadrangle where the project is located (Redlands) and the eight surrounding quadrangles (Yucaipa, San
Bernardino South, San Bernardino North, Harrison Mtn., Keller Peak, Sunnymead, El Casco, and Riverside East).
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habitat assessment. Following the records search, the list of special-status species was developed (see
Appendices B and C) and subsequently listing-status and habitat information was summarized for each
species for comparison with habitats within the project site. The list of species was further refined by
evaluating the habitat requirements of each species relative to the conditions observed during the field
survey (see column titled “Discussion” in Appendices B and C). Species that would not be expected on-site
are not evaluated further and no recommendations are provided for these species (see last column of
Appendices B and C, species indicated with the classification of “None”). Recommendations (last column of
Appendices B and C) are only provided for species that could occur on the project site and are intended to
serve as avoidance and protection actions to reduce the potential for impacts to less than significant per
CEQA.

Wildlife species detected by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or other signs were recorded during the field survey.
Field guides, iNaturalist, and eBird were used to assist with the identification of species. If present, the
biologist also identified any natural corridors and linkages that may support the movement of wildlife
through the project site.

Nomenclature used for plant names follows the Second Edition of The Jepson Manual (Baldwin et al.
2012). Nomenclature for wildlife follows CDFW’s Complete List of Amphibian, Reptile, Bird, And Mammal
Species in California (CDFW 2016) and any changes made to species nomenclature as published in
scientific journals since the publication of CDFW'’s list.
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4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The following provides a description of the soils, vegetation communities, wildlife, and wildlife movement
corridors present on the project site. Wildlife and plant species that were observed on the project site during
the biological field survey, on May 19, 2023, are listed in Appendix D.

4.1  Physical Characteristics

The project is located within the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’ series Redlands quadrangle
(Figure 1, Regional Map, Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map). The project site is flat with an elevation of
1404.80 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) (Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map). The project area consists
entirely of a vacant lot. The project area is highly disturbed due to previous discing and mowing. Remnant
vegetation that was identified on the site consisted primarily of ruderal non-native plants.

4.2  Soils

Soils within the proposed project site have been mechanically disturbed (i.e., disked). The USDA Web Soil
Survey reports three soil units within the boundary of the project site (USDA NRCS 2023), and none of
these are classified as hydric soils (see Figure 5):

e HDbA Hanford, sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes
o TuB Tujunga, loamy sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes

The “Hanford sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes” soil type is generally comprised of alluvium derived from
granite and can be found in alluvial fans. Overall slopes associated with this soil type are 0 to 2 percent,
and this soil type is rarely flooded, well drained, and would not be considered hydric soil that would typically
support wetlands. Conditions present at the project site were consistent with those reported by the Web
Soil Survey (USDA NRCS 2023).

The “Tujunga loamy sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes” soil type is generally comprised of alluvium derived from
granite and can be found in alluvial fans. Overall slopes associated with this soil type are 0 to 5 percent,
and this soil type is rarely flooded, somewhat excessively drained, and would not be considered hydric soil
that would typically support wetlands. The minor component (10%) was Tujunga, gravelly loamy sand. This
also would not be considered hydric soil that would typically support wetlands and does not have a hydric
soil rating. Conditions present at the project site were consistent with those reported by the Web Soil
Survey (USDA NRCS 2023).

4.3  Plant Communities & Associated Wildlife Habitats

Plant communities on-site were evaluated to determine if they are considered sensitive under federal, state,
or local regulations or policies. Biological communities were classified as sensitive or non-sensitive as
defined by CEQA and other applicable laws and regulations. The proposed project site supports vacant,
undeveloped land that has been subject to anthropogenic disturbances associated with the surrounding
development and potential historical agricultural activities. The project footprint supports a land cover type
that would be classified as disturbed and signs of previously developed areas (i.e., concrete). Refer to
Figure 8, Site Photographs for representative photos of the project site. No native plant communities will
be impacted as a result of the construction of the proposed project.
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Disturbed and/or Developed (13.48 acres)

The entire Project Area has been historically altered by mowing and discing; all the landcover at the Project
Area can be classified as Disturbed and/or Developed. Disturbed habitat type is composed primarily of
early successional /ruderal plant species. Much of the vegetation present at the Project Area is non-native,
and the site receives regular clearing to maintain compliance with fire code. Dominant plants included
shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), London rocket (Sisymbrium irio), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus),
tumbleweed (Amaranthis albus), redstem storksbill (Erodium cicutarium), puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris),
red brome (Bromus rubens), and foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum). A more complete list of vegetation is
provided in Appendix D, Floral and Faunal Compendium.

4.4  Sensitive Plant Communities and Critical Habitat

No sensitive plant communities were observed on the project site, and the site does not exhibit the
characteristic attributes that may support (such as the known distribution and elevation, landscape position,
plant species composition, soil and/or substrate type, water chemistry, and/or hydroperiod) as the project
site is highly disturbed. Eight Sensitive Plant Communities were uncovered by the CDFW CNDDB (2023)
search and are outlined at the end of Appendix B; however, none of these are expected to occur at the
Project Area. In addition, no USFWS-designated critical habitat areas for any federally listed animals are
present within the project boundary (Figure 6).

45  Special-Status Plants

Special-status plants are defined here to include: (1) plants that are federal- or state-listed as rare,
threatened, or endangered, (2) federal and state candidates for listing, (3) plants assigned a Rank of 1
through 4 by the CNPS Inventory, and (4) plants that qualify under the definition of "rare" in the CEQA,
section 15380. The project site was initially determined to provide potentially suitable habitat for a total of
90 special-status plant species based on the proximity of the project to previously recorded occurrences in
the region, vegetation types and habitat quality, topography, elevation, soil types, and other species-
specific habitat requirements (CDFW CNDDB 2023, CNPS 2023). Based on results of the habitat suitability
analysis and field survey conducted on May 19, 2023, none of the 90 plant species are expected to occur
on the project site, primarily due to disturbance such as historical discing and recent mowing. A table
presenting the special-status plant species considered and evaluated for their potential occurrence on the
project site, including plant species’ habitat requirements and reported blooming periods, is provided in
Appendix B.

46  Special-Status Wildlife

Special-status wildlife species include those species listed as endangered or threatened under the FESA or
CESA,; candidates for listing by the USFWS or CDFW; and species of special concern to the CDFW; and
birds protected by the CDFW under CFGC Sections 3503 and 3513. It was initially determined that 62
special-status wildlife species have been recorded in the vicinity of the project site (CDFW CNDDB 2023).
Of these wildlife species, 56 are not expected to occur on the project site (species with Recommendations
listed as “None” in the table provided in Appendix C. Reasons include the absence of essential habitat
requirements for the species, the distance to known occurrences and/or the species distributional range,
the limited availability of foraging and nesting habitat, amount of site disturbance from past and present
land uses, and/or the proximity of existing human-related disturbances. A table presenting the special-
status wildlife species considered and evaluated for their potential occurrence on the project site, including
species-specific habitat requirements, is provided in Appendix C.
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The wildlife species that occur or have some potential to occur on-site included: 6 birds Cooper's hawk
[Accipiter cooperii], burrowing owl [Athene cunicularia], Swainson's hawk [Buteo swainsoni], California
horned lark [Eremonphila alpestris actia], merlin [Falco columbarius], and loggerhead shrike [Lanius
ludovicianus]. It is assumed that all of these species could potentially be present at the site, because they
have been observed in disturbed habitats and/or in similar habitats close proximity to the Project Site. No
USFWS Critical Habitat is located within the project site (Figure 6).

Nesting Birds

Nesting birds are protected under CFGC 3503, 3503.5, and 3512, which prohibits the take of active bird
nests. Native and non-native shrubs and trees within the project site provide highly suitable nesting habitat
for songbirds, including common species protected by the code. There is potential for ground- and tree-
nesting birds to establish nests on the project site prior to initiation of project construction.

No other special-status wildlife species are expected to be impacted by project construction due to a lack of
suitable habitat (refer to Appendix C) and high degree of site disturbance due to existing development
within and surrounding the Project Area.

4.7  Wildlife Movement Corridors

Providing functional habitat connectivity between natural areas is essential to sustaining healthy wildlife
populations and allowing for the continued dispersal of native plant and animal species. The regional
movement and migration of wildlife species has been substantially altered due to habitat fragmentation over
the past century. This fragmentation is most commonly caused by development of open areas, which can
result in large patches of land becoming inaccessible and forming a functional barrier between
undeveloped areas. Additional roads associated with development, although narrow, may result in barriers
to smaller or less mobile wildlife species. Habitat fragmentation results in isolated islands of habitat, which
affects wildlife behavior, foraging activity, reproductive patterns, immigration and emigration or dispersal
capabilities, and survivability. Wildlife corridors can consist of a sequence of stepping-stones across the
landscape (i.e., discontinuous areas of habitat such as isolated wetlands), continuous linear strips of
vegetation and habitat (e.g., riparian strips and ridge lines), or they may be parts of larger habitat areas
selected for its known or likely importance to local wildlife.

The Project Area is expected to be utilized by common, non-special-status wildlife for foraging and possibly
breeding. However, the Project Area is situated in an urbanized area and does not represent a wildlife
movement corridor as it (along with other small neighboring vacant lots) is largely bound on all sides by
developments, possesses vegetation that is largely non-native that would support high levels of species
diversity, and it is too small of an area to support significant wildlife movement. This Project Area does not
connect large areas of native habitats and development at this site would not preclude wildlife movement in
otherwise open areas.

4.8  Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands

No waterways, wetlands, or riparian vegetation subject to regulation by the USACE, CDFW, or RWQCB are
present at the Project Area. No features were detected by the National Wetlands Inventory (as shown on
Figure 7) at or immediately adjacent to the Project Area. The Project Area is relatively flat and fully
separated from drainages such as the adjacent industrial complex as well as other developments in the
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area. There is no evidence (e.g., watermarks, vegetation, or other characteristics) that water flows from any
jurisdictional waterway that may enter the Project Area. No evidence of previous ponding (no hydric
vegetation, no hydric or clay soils, no evidence of hydrology/watermarks) was observed during the visit or
historical aerial photos that would suggest any suitable areas for vernal pools or vernal pool species.

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section describes potential impacts to sensitive biological resources—including special-status plants
and animals, and aquatic resources that may occur in the project site. Each impact discussion includes
mitigation measures that would be implemented during the project to avoid and/or reduce the potential for
and/or level of impacts to each resource. With the implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures, all impacts to biological resources are anticipated to be reduced to less than significant pursuant
to CEQA.

5.1 Thresholds of Significance

This section describes potential impacts to biological resources that may occur as a result of the
construction of the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines provide guidance in evaluating project impacts and
determining whether impacts may be significant. CEQA defines “significant effect on the environment” as “a
substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected by the proposed
project.” In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project could have a significant
environmental impact on biological resources if it would:

= Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS

= Have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS

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

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

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

= Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, Natural Community Conservation Plant (NCCP), or
other approved local, regional, or state HCP

5.2  Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA and local regulations, the significance of potential impacts is
evaluated through the application of the significance criteria described above. The objective of the
biological resources analysis is to identify potential adverse effects and/or significant impacts on biological
resources. Avoidance is often the preferred approach for the management of biological resources;
however, it is not always possible to completely avoid impacts. Mitigation measures to avoid or minimize
impacts are identified, as appropriate, including procedures to be followed if significant biological resources
are identified prior to the initiation of construction.
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5.2.1 Impacts
Special-Status Wildlife

Impact BIO-1: Special-status Wildlife

The wildlife species that occur or have some potential to occur on-site included: 6 birds Cooper's hawk
[Accipiter cooperii], burrowing owl [Athene cunicularia], Swainson's hawk [Buteo swainsoni], California
horned lark [Eremonphila alpestris actia], merlin [Falco columbarius], and loggerhead shrike [Lanius
ludovicianus]. It is assumed that all of these species could potentially use the site, because they have
been observed in disturbed type habitats and/or in similar habitats close proximity to the Project Site.
These species could be affected by project construction and/or habitat loss due the construction of the
project. Recommendation BIO-1 and BIO-2 would be required to reduce potential impacts to wildlife to a
less than significant level.

Impact BIO-2: Nesting Birds

Native plants, vegetation, as well as various other substrates on the project site, have the potential to
provide nesting habitat for bird species protected by the CDFGC Sections 3503 and 3513. There is
potential for ground- and tree-nesting birds to establish nests on the project site prior to any project-related
construction. Construction activities including site mobilization, vegetation clearing, grading, and noise and
vibration from the operation of heavy equipment have the potential to result in significant direct (i.e., death
or physical harm) and/or indirect (i.e., nest abandonment) impacts to nesting birds. The loss of an active
nest of common or special-status bird species and/or their eggs or young as a result of project construction
would be considered a violation of the CDFGC, Section 3503, 3503.5, 3513 and therefore, would be
considered a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Recommendation BIO-1 would be required to
reduce impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level.

Impact BIO-3: Burrowing Owl

Burrows and other round structures present on the property provide habitat for burrowing owl. Suitable
habitat type (Disturbed and/or Developed) for burrowing owl was also determined to be present on-site.
Construction activities may impact burrowing owl in @ manner like those already described under Impact-
BIO-1 for nesting birds. Recommendation BIO-2 would be required to reduce impacts to burrowing owl to a
less than significant level.

Sensitive Biological Resources
No sensitive biological resources areas (i.e., jurisdictional waters, plant communities, Critical Habitat,
Conservation Areas) are expected to be present on the project site due the lack of designation or suitable

habitat (refer to Appendix B); therefore, no impacts to these resources are anticipated as a result of Project
implementation, and no further mitigation is required.
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5.2.1

Recommendations

BIO-1

BIO-2:

Pre-construction Survey for Nesting Birds. To the extent feasible, construction activities should
be scheduled to avoid the nesting season. If construction activities are scheduled to take place
outside the nesting season, all impacts to nesting birds protected under the MBTA and California
Fish and Game Code would be avoided. The nesting season for most birds in San Bernardino
County extends from February 1 through September 1.

If itis not possible to schedule construction activities between September 1 and January 31, then
pre-construction surveys for nesting birds will be conducted by a qualified biologist to ensure that
no nests would be disturbed during project implementation. These surveys will be conducted no
more than 5 days prior to the initiation of any site disturbance activities and equipment mobilization,
vegetation removal, fence installation, grading, etc. If project activities are delayed by more than 5
days, an additional nesting bird survey will be performed. During this survey, the biologist will
inspect all vegetation and other potential nesting habitats (e.g., shrubs) in and immediately
adjacent to the impact area for nests. Active nesting is present if a bird is building a nest, sitting in
a nest, a nest has eggs or chicks in it, or adults are observed carrying food to the nest. The results
of the surveys will be documented.

If an active nest is found sufficiently close to work areas to be disturbed by these activities, the
qualified biologist will determine the extent of a construction-free buffer zone to be established
around the nest (typically up to 300 feet for raptors and up to 100 feet for other species), to ensure
that no nests of species protected by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code will be
disturbed during project implementation. Within the buffer zone, no site disturbance and
mobilization of heavy equipment, including but not limited to equipment staging, fence installation,
clearing, grubbing, vegetation removal, demolition, and grading will be permitted until the chicks
have fledged.

A qualified biologist is an individual who has a degree in biological sciences or related resource
management with a minimum of two seasonal years post-degree experience conducting surveys
for nesting birds. During or following academic training, the qualified biologist will have achieved a
high level of professional experience and knowledge in biological sciences and special-status
species identification, ecology, and habitat requirements.

Pre-construction Survey for Burrowing Owl. No more than 14 days prior to ground disturbance
a focused survey for burrowing ow! will be required to ensure take avoidance. Even though
burrowing owls were not located as part of the general biological survey, a pre-construction survey
for burrowing owl is required because burrowing owls may encroach or migrate to the property at
any time, and therefore steps should be taken to ensure avoidance, including reevaluating the
locations/presence of burrowing owl or burrows. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted in
accordance with the survey requirements outlined in Appendix D of the CDFW’s Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl, dated March 7, 2012. If burrowing owl are found on the project site during pre-
construction surveys, the biologist conducting surveys shall immediately contact the CDFW to
develop a plan for avoidance and/or translocation prior to construction crews initiating any ground
disturbance on the project site.
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map
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Figure 2: USGS Topographic Map
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Figure 4: Project Site Plan
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Figure 5: Soils Map
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Figure 6: Critical Habitat Map
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Figure 7: National Wetland Inventory Map
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Figure 8: Project Site Photographs

Photo 1. View south from the site toward the intersection of W. Lugonia Photo 2. View west from the site toward the 210 Freeway.
Ave and Tennessee St.

Photo 3. View northwest from access road to just off the project site. Photo 4. View northwest from south end of project site.

Photo 5. View west from near center of project site of small concrete pad | Photo 6. Burrow observed on the project site.
with utility wire.
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Figure 9 (cont.): Current Project Site Photographs

Photo 7. View northeast from near the center of the project site. Photo 8. View southeast of debris pile adjacent to project site.

Photo 9. Pipe with drain holes observed onsite. Photo 10. Western fence lizard observed just off site..

Photo 11. Burrow observed near project site Photo 12. Burrow observed near project site.
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Appendix A
Special Status Species Database Search Results
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Query Criteria:

Quad<span style="color:Red'> IS </span>(Yucaipa (3411711)<span style='color:Red> OR </span>San Bernardino South (3411713)<span

style="color:Red"> OR </span>Redlands (3411712)<span style="color:Red'> OR </span>Harrison Mtn. (3411722)<span style="color:Red">
OR </span>San Bernardino North (3411723)<span style="color:Red'> OR </span>Keller Peak (3411721)<span style="color:Red'> OR
</span>Sunnymead (3311782)<span style="color:Red> OR </span>El Casco (3311781)<span style="color:Red'> OR </span>Riverside

East (3311783))

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSCor FP

Accipiter cooperii ABNKC12040 None None G5 S4 WL
Cooper's hawk

Agelaius tricolor ABPBXB0020 None Threatened G1G2 S1S2 SSC
tricolored blackbird

Aimophila ruficeps canescens ABPBX91091 None None G5T3 S3 WL
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Allium howellii var. clokeyi PMLILO2161 None None G4T2 S2 1B.3
Mt. Pinos onion

Allium marvinii PMLIL02330 None None Gl S1 1B.2
Yucaipa onion

Anniella stebbinsi ARACC01060 None None G3 S3 SSC
Southern California legless lizard

Antrozous pallidus AMACC10010  None None G4 S3 SSC
pallid bat

Aquila chrysaetos ABNKC22010  None None G5 S3 FP
golden eagle

Arenaria paludicola PDCARO040LO Endangered Endangered Gl S1 1B.1
marsh sandwort

Arizona elegans occidentalis ARADBO01017 None None G5T2 S2 SSC
California glossy snake

Artemisiospiza belli belli ABPBX97021 None None G5T2T3 S3 WL
Bell's sparrow

Aspidoscelis hyperythra ARACJ02060 None None G5 S2S3 WL
orange-throated whiptail

Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri ARACJ02143 None None G5T5 S3 SSC
coastal whiptail

Astragalus hornii var. hornii PDFABOF421 None None GUT1 S1 1B.1
Horn's milk-vetch

Athene cunicularia ABNSB10010 None None G4 S3 SSC
burrowing owl

Atriplex coronata var. notatior PDCHEO040C2  Endangered None G4T1 S1 1B.1
San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii PDCHEO41T1 None None G5T1 S1 1B.2
Davidson's saltscale

Batrachoseps gabrieli AAAAD02110 None None G2G3 S2S3
San Gabriel slender salamander
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP
Berberis nevinii PDBERO060AO Endangered Endangered Gl S1 1B.1
Nevin's barberry
Bombus crotchii IIHYM24480 None Candidate G2 S2
Crotch bumble bee Endangered
Bombus morrisoni IIHYM24460 None None G3 S1S2
Morrison bumble bee
Brodiaea filifolia PMLILOCO50 Threatened Endangered G2 S2 1B.1
thread-leaved brodiaea
Buteo regalis ABNKC19120 None None G4 S354 WL
ferruginous hawk
Buteo swainsoni ABNKC19070 None Threatened G5 S3
Swainson's hawk
Calochortus palmeri var. palmeri PMLILOD122 None None G3T2 S2 1B.2
Palmer's mariposa-lily
Calochortus plummerae PMLILOD150 None None G4 S4 4.2
Plummer's mariposa-lily
Canyon Live Oak Ravine Forest CTT61350CA None None G3 S3.3
Canyon Live Oak Ravine Forest
Carex comosa PMCYP032Y0  None None G5 S2 2B.1
bristly sedge
Castilleja cinerea PDSCRODOHO  Threatened None G1G2 S1S2 1B.2
ash-gray paintbrush
Castilleja lasiorhyncha PDSCROD410  None None G2? S2? 1B.2
San Bernardino Mountains owl's-clover
Catostomus santaanae AFCJC02190 Threatened None Gl S1
Santa Ana sucker
Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis PDAST4R0R4  None None G3G4T2 S2 1B.1
smooth tarplant
Ceratochrysis longimala IIHYM71040 None None Gl S1
Desert cuckoo wasp
Chaetodipus fallax fallax AMAFD05031 None None G5T3T4 S354 SSC
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse
Charina umbratica ARADA01011 None Threatened G2G3 S2S3
southern rubber boa
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. maritimum PDSCR0JOC2  Endangered Endangered G47T1 S1 1B.2
salt marsh bird's-beak
Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi PDPGNO040J2 None None G3T2 S2 1B.1
Parry's spineflower
Chorizanthe xanti var. leucotheca PDPGNO040Z1 None None G4T3 S3 1B.2
white-bracted spineflower
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis ABNRB02022 Threatened Endangered G5T2T3 S1
western yellow-billed cuckoo
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP

Coleonyx variegatus abbotti ARACDO01031 None None G5T5 S1S2 SSC
San Diego banded gecko

Crotalus ruber ARADE02090 None None G4 S3 SSC
red-diamond rattlesnake

Cuscuta obtusiflora var. glandulosa PDCUS01111 None None G5T4? SH 2B.2
Peruvian dodder

Diadophis punctatus modestus ARADB10015 None None G5T2T3 S2?
San Bernardino ringneck snake

Diplectrona californica IITRI23010 None None G1G2 S1
California diplectronan caddisfly

Dipodomys merriami parvus AMAFD03143 Endangered Candidate G5T1 S1 SSC
San Bernardino kangaroo rat Endangered

Dipodomys stephensi AMAFD03100 Threatened Threatened G2 S2
Stephens' kangaroo rat

Dodecahema leptoceras PDPGNOV010 Endangered Endangered Gl S1 1B.1
slender-horned spineflower

Elanus leucurus ABNKCO06010 None None G5 S354 FP
white-tailed kite

Empidonax traillii extimus ABPAE33043 Endangered Endangered G5T2 S1
southwestern willow flycatcher

Emys marmorata ARAADO02030 None None G3G4 S3 SSC
western pond turtle

Eremophila alpestris actia ABPAT02011 None None G5T4Q S4 WL
California horned lark

Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum PDPLMO03035 Endangered Endangered G4T1 S1 1B.1
Santa Ana River woollystar

Euchloe hyantis andrewsi IILEPA5032 None None G4G5T1 S2
Andrew's marble butterfly

Eugnosta busckana IILEM2X090 None None G1G3 S2S3
Busck's gallmoth

Eumops perotis californicus AMACD02011 None None G4G5T4 S354 SSC
western mastiff bat

Euphydryas editha quino IILEPK405L Endangered None G5T1T2 S1S2
quino checkerspot butterfly

Falco columbarius ABNKDO06030 None None G5 S354 WL
merlin

Fimbristylis thermalis PMCYPOBONO None None G4 S1S2 2B.2
hot springs fimbristylis

Galium californicum ssp. primum PDRUBONOE6  None None G5T2 S2 1B.2
Alvin Meadow bedstraw

Gila orcuttii AFCJB13120 None None G2 S2 SSC
arroyo chub
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP

Glaucomys oregonensis californicus AMAFB09021 None None G5T1T2 S1S2 SSC
San Bernardino flying squirrel

Haliaeetus leucocephalus ABNKC10010 Delisted Endangered G5 S3 FP
bald eagle

Helianthus nuttallii ssp. parishii PDAST4N102 None None G5TX SX 1A
Los Angeles sunflower

Heuchera parishii PDSAXOE1FO None None G3 S3 1B.3
Parish's alumroot

Horkelia cuneata var. puberula PDROSOWO045 None None G4T1 S1 1B.1
mesa horkelia

Icteria virens ABPBX24010 None None G5 S3 SSC
yellow-breasted chat

Imperata brevifolia PMPOA3D020 None None G3 S3 2B.1
California satintail

Ivesia argyrocoma var. argyrocoma PDROS0X021  None None G2T12 S2 1B.2
silver-haired ivesia

Lanius ludovicianus ABPBR01030 None None G4 S4 SSC
loggerhead shrike

Lasiurus xanthinus AMACCO05070  None None G4G5 S3 SSC
western yellow bat

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri PDAST5L0AL None None G4T2 S2 1B.1
Coulter's goldfields

Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus ABNME03041 None Threatened G3T1 S1 FP
California black rail

Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii PDBRA1M114  None None G5T3 S3 4.3
Robinson's pepper-grass

Leptonycteris yerbabuenae AMACB03030 Delisted None G3 S1 SSC
lesser long-nosed bat

Lepus californicus bennettii AMAEB03051 None None G5T3T4 S354
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Lilium parryi PMLIL1A0JO None None G3 S3 1B.2
lemon lily

Lycium parishii PDSOLOGODO  None None G4 S1 2B.3
Parish's desert-thorn

Malacothamnus parishii PDMALOQOCO None None GXQ SX 1A
Parish's bush-mallow

Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii PDLAM180E1 None None G5T3 S3 1B.3
Hall's monardella

Monardella pringlei PDLAM180J0 None None GX SX 1A
Pringle's monardella

Nama stenocarpa PDHYDOAOHO  None None G4G5 S1S2 2B.2
mud nama
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW

Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP

Nasturtium gambelii PDBRA270V0 Endangered Threatened Gl S1 1B.1
Gambel's water cress

Neolarra alba IIHYM81010 None None GH SH
white cuckoo bee

Neotamias speciosus speciosus AMAFB02172 None None G4T3T4 S2
lodgepole chipmunk

Neotoma lepida intermedia AMAFF08041 None None G5T3T4 S354 SSC
San Diego desert woodrat

Nyctinomops femorosaccus AMACDO04010  None None G5 S3 SSC
pocketed free-tailed bat

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 10 AFCHA0209J Endangered Candidate G5T1Q S1
steelhead - southern California DPS Endangered

Onychomys torridus ramona AMAFF06022 None None G5T3 S3 SSC
southern grasshopper mouse

Packera bernardina PDAST8HOEO  None None G2 S2 1B.2
San Bernardino ragwort

Pelazoneuron puberulum var. sonorense PPTHE05192 None None G5T3 S2 2B.2
Sonoran maiden fern

Perideridia parishii ssp. parishii PDAPI1INOC2 None None G4T3T4 S2 2B.2
Parish's yampah

Perognathus alticola alticola AMAFD01081 None None G2TH SH SSC
white-eared pocket mouse

Perognathus longimembris brevinasus AMAFD01041 None None G5T2 S1S2 SSC
Los Angeles pocket mouse

Phrynosoma blainvillii ARACF12100 None None G3 S4 SSC
coast horned lizard

Plegadis chihi ABNGE02020 None None G5 S354 WL
white-faced ibis

Polioptila californica californica ABPBJ08081 Threatened None G4G5T3Q S2 SSC
coastal California gnatcatcher

Rana draytonii AAABH01022 Threatened None G2G3 S2S3 SSC
California red-legged frog

Rana muscosa AAABHO01330 Endangered Endangered Gl S1 WL
southern mountain yellow-legged frog

Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis 1IDIP05021 Endangered None G1T1 S1
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 8 AFCJB3705K None None G5T1 S1 SSC
Santa Ana speckled dace

Ribes divaricatum var. parishii PDGRO020F3  None None G5TX SX 1A
Parish's gooseberry

Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub CTT32720CA None None Gl S1.1
Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP
Salvadora hexalepis virgultea ARADB30033 None None G5T4 S3 SSC
coast patch-nosed snake
Schoenus nigricans PMCYPOP010  None None G4 S2 2B.2
black bog-rush
Senecio aphanactis PDAST8H060 None None G3 S2 2B.2
chaparral ragwort
Setophaga petechia ABPBX03010 None None G5 S3s4 SSC
yellow warbler
Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. parishii PDMAL110A3 None Rare G3T1 S1 1B.2
Parish's checkerbloom
Sidalcea malviflora ssp. dolosa PDMAL110FH  None None G5T2 S2 1B.2
Bear Valley checkerbloom
Sidalcea neomexicana PDMAL110J0 None None G4 S2 2B.2
salt spring checkerbloom
Sidalcea pedata PDMAL110LO Endangered Endangered Gl S1 1B.1
bird-foot checkerbloom
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest CTT61310CA None None G4 S4
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest
Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest CTT61330CA None None G3 S3.2
Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Mixed Riparian Forest CTT61340CA None None G2 S2.1
Southern Mixed Riparian Forest
Southern Riparian Forest CTT61300CA None None G4 S4
Southern Riparian Forest
Southern Riparian Scrub CTT63300CA None None G3 S3.2
Southern Riparian Scrub
Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland CTT62400CA None None G4 S4
Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland
Southern Willow Scrub CTT63320CA None None G3 S2.1
Southern Willow Scrub
Spea hammondii AAABF02020 None None G2G3 S354 SSC
western spadefoot
Sphenopholis obtusata PMPOAS5T030  None None G5 S2 2B.2
prairie wedge grass
Spinus lawrencei ABPBY06100 None None G3G4 S4
Lawrence's goldfinch
Streptanthus bernardinus PDBRA2G060  None None G3G4 S354 4.3
Laguna Mountains jewelflower
Streptanthus campestris PDBRA2GOBO  None None G3 S3 1B.3
southern jewelflower
Streptocephalus woottoni ICBRA07010 Endangered None G1G2 S2
Riverside fairy shrimp
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank  State Rank SSC or FP
Symphyotrichum defoliatum PDASTE80CO  None None G2 S2 1B.2
San Bernardino aster
Taxidea taxus AMAJF04010 None None G5 S3 SSC
American badger
Thamnophis hammondii ARADB36160 None None G4 S354 SSC
two-striped gartersnake
Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii PDAST9F031 None None G4T3 S1 2B.1

Wright's trichocoronis
Vireo bellii pusillus ABPBWO01114  Endangered Endangered G5T2 S2
least Bell's vireo
Record Count: 128
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CNPS Rare Plant Inventory

Search Results

90 matches found. Click on scientific name for details

Search Criteria: 9-Quad include [3411711:3411713:3411712:3411722:3411723:3411721:3311782:3311781:3311783]

A SCIENTIFIC NAME
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Appendix B
Special-Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site

32 Tennessee Village, Redlands, CA



Appendix B: Special Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal State CRPR
DICOTS
Chaparral sand-verbena Sandy soils in coastal sage | 262 - 5,249; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Abronia villosa var. scrub and chaparral annual herb; | habitat present at the Project
. None None 1B.1 . . o .
aurita habitats January - Site will likely not support this
September species due to disking.
Parish's Chaparral and lower 2,760 - Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
oxytheca montane coniferous 5,950; habitat present at the Project
Acanthoscyphus parishii forests. Often found in Annual herb; | Site will likely not support this
var. Parishii None None 4.2 gravelly and sandy soils June - species due to disking. Out of
September elevation range.
California androsace Chaparral, cismontane 480 —4,175; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Androsace elongata ssp. woodland, coastal Annual herb; | habitat present at the Project
acuta scrub, meadows and March - June | Site will likely not support this
None None 4.2 seeps, pinyon and juniper species.
woodland, and valley and
foothill grassland
habitats.
Marsh sandwort Wetlands and freshwater | 33 -558; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Arenaria paludicola marshes annual herb; habitat at the Project Site will
FE SE 1B.1 . R .
May - August | likely not support this species.
No wetlands on the project site
San Diego sagewort Sandy, mesic soils within 49 - 3,002; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Artemisia palmeri chaparral, coastal scrub, annual herb; habitat at the Project Site will
None None 4.2 riparian forest, riparian February - likely not support this species.
scrub, and riparian September
woodland habitats
Western spleenwort Chaparral, cismontane 575 - 3,200; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Asplenium vespertinum woodland, and annual herb; | habitat at the Project Site will
None None 4.2 . . . .
coastal scrub habitats ; February - likely not support this species.
rocky areas June
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Sept.

Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State | CRPR
Horn's milk-vetch Alkaline and lake margins | 192 —2,720; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Astragalus hornii var. within meadows, seeps, Perennial habitat at the Project Site will
. None None 1B.1 . . .
hornii and playas. herb; May - likely not support this species.
October
Jaeger's milk-vetch Chaparral, cismontane, 1,168 — Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Astragalus hornii var. woodland, 3,120; habitat at the Project Site will
Jjaegeri None None 1B.1 coastal scrub, and valley Perennial likely not support this species.
and foothill grassland. herb; Dec. -
June
San Jacinto Valley Coastal bluff scrub, 5-1,475; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
crownscale coastal dunes, coastal Perennial habitat at the Project Site will
Atriplex coronata var. scrub, valley and foothill herb; March | likely not support this species.
notatior FE None 181 g.rassland, ocean bluffs, - October
ridgetops, as well as
alkaline low places. Can
occur in alkaline or clay
soils.
Davidson’s saltscale Occurs in alkaline coastal 30 - 650; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Atriplex serenana var. bluff scrub or coastal Annual herb; | habitat at the Project Site will
. . None None 1B.2 . . . .
davidsonii scrub. Blooms April likely not support this species.
- October
Nevin's barberry Chaparral, Cismontane 230-2,705; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Berberis nevinii woodland, Coastal scrub, perennial habitat present at the Project
FE CE 1B.1 Riparian scrub; Gravelly evergreen Site will likely not support this
(sometimes), Sandy shrub; species.
(sometimes) (Feb)Mar-Jun
Three-awned grama; Mojavean desert scrub 2,240 - Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Bouteloua trifida within 6,400; habitat present at the Project
None None 283 carbonate rocky areas. perennial Site Yvill IikeIY not support this
herb species. Outside of known
(Apr) May - range.
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forest within granitic
soils.

species due to disking.

Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Castilleja cinerea Dry rocky slopes, ridges 5.900 —9.300 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
ash-gray paintbrush and flats, pebble plains, perennial habitat present at the Project
FE None 1B.1 | sagebrush openings, herb; Site will likely not support this
open conifer forests. May — Oct. species. Outside of known
range.
Castilleja lasiorhyncha Meadows and seeps, 4,160 — 7,648 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
San Bernardino pebble plains, riparian perennial habitat present at the Project
MOletains None None 1B.2 woodland, and upper herb Site \_/vill likely not support _this
owl's-clover montane May-Aug species due to lack of mesic
coniferous forests. Occurs habitat.
within mesic habitats.
Payson’s jewelflower Chaparral, scrub, pinyon- | 27 - 8,715 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Caulanthus simulans juniper woodlands perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 4.2 . L .
herb Site will likely not support this
May-June species due to disking.
Smooth tarplant Alkaline soils within 0-2,100; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Centromadia pungens chenopod scrub, annual herb; habitat present at the Project
ssp. laevis meadows and seeps, April — Sept. Site will likely not support this
None None 1B.1 playas, riparian species due to disking.
woodland, and valley and
foothill grassland
habitats.
Salt marsh bird's-beak Upper terraces and 0-99; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Chloropyron maritimum higher edges of coastal May — habitat present at the Project
ssp. maritimum FE SE 1B.3 salt marshes October; Site would not support this
Annual herb species. The Project Site is
(hemiparasiti | outside of the known elevation
c) range of this species.
Peninsular spineflower Chaparral, coastal scrub, 960 - 6,080 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Chorizanthe leptotheca and lower annual herb habitat present at the Project
None None 4.2 montane coniferous April - June Site will likely not support this
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Parry's spineflower Chaparral, Cismontane 900-4,005; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Chorizanthe parryi var. woodland, Coastal scrub, | annual herb; habitat present at the Project
parryi None None 1B.1 Valley and fOOth.I” April - June Site \-NI|| likely no_t s_upport this
grassland; Openings, species due to disking.
Rocky (sometimes),
Sandy (sometimes)
White-bracted Sandy or gravelly soils 984 - 3,937; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
spineflower within coastal scrub annual herb; habitat present at the Project
Chorizanthe xanti var. (alluvial fans), Mojavean April - June Site will likely not support this
None None 1B.2 . . s
leucotheca desert scrub, pinyon and species due to disking.
juniper woodland
habitats.
Small-flowered morning- Chaparral, coastal scrub, 96 — 2,368; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
glory and valley and annual herb; habitat present at the Project
Convolvulus simulans None None 42 foothill gras§|ands. Apr-Jun Site YVI“ likely nqt sypport this
Occurs within clay, seeps, species due to disking.
and
serpentinite habitats.
Peruvian dodder Marshes and swamps 50-920; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Cuscuta obtusiflora var. (freshwater) annual vine habitat present at the Project
glandulosa (parasitic); Site would not support this
None None 28.2 Jul-Oct species. The Project Site is not
sufficiently mesic enough to
support this species.
Paniculate tarplant Coastal scrub, valley and 80 — 3,008 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Deinandra paniculata foothill grasslands, and annual herb; | habitat present at the Project
vernal pools. Found (Mar) Apr- Site would not support this
None None 4.2 within vernally mesic Nov species. The Project Site is not
habitats and sometimes sufficiently mesic enough to
sandy areas. support this species.
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Cleveland's bush Chaparral, cismontane 1,440 - 6,400 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
monkeyflower woodland, and annual herb; habitat present at the Project
Diplacus clevelandii lower montane Apr-Jul Site will likely not support this
None None 4.2 coniferous forest. Found species due to disking and
within disturbed areas, outside of known range.
gabbroic, openings, and
rocky areas.
Slender-horned Chaparral, Cismontane 655-2,495; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
spineflower woodland, Coastal scrub annual herb; habitat present at the Project
Dodecahema leptoceras FE CE 1B.1 (alluvial fans); Sandy Apr-Jun Site would not support this
species. There are no inner
stream benches/terraces.
Santa Ana River Sandy or gravelly soils 299 - 2,001; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
woollystar within Riversidean annual herb; habitat present at the Project
Eriastrum densifolium Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub April - Sept. Site would not support this
ssp. sanctorum FE CE 1B.1 habitat. species. Suitable habitat for this
species are present within the
nearby Santa Anna River, but
not at the Project Site.
San Bernardino Meadows, seeps, pebble 5,760 — 7,630 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Mountains plains, and annual herb; habitat present at the Project
monkeyflower upper montane May-July Site will likely not support this
Erythranthe exigua None None 1B.2 | coniferous forest. Found species due to disking and
within clay and mesic outside of known range.
areas.
Alvin Meadow bedstraw Chaparral and lower 4,450 - 5,600 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Galium californicum ssp. montane coniferous Perennial habitat present at the Project
primum None None 1B.2 | forest. Found within herb; Site will likely not support this
granitic and sandy May-July species due to disking and
areas. outside of known range.
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal State CRPR
Johnston's bedstraw Chaparral, Lower 4005-7500 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Galium johnstonii montane coniferous Perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 4.3 forest, Pinyon and juniper | herb; Site will likely not support this
woodland, Riparian May - August | species due to disking and
woodland outside of known range.
Los Angeles sunflower Marshes and swamps 130 - 3000 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Helianthus nuttallii ssp. (coastal salt and Perennial habitat present at the Project
parishii None None 1A freshwater). herb Site would not support this
rhizomatous; | species. There are no marshes or
August — Oct. | swamps).
Urn-flowered alumroot Yellow Pine Forest, Red 4,250 - 8,640 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Heuchera caespitosa Fir Forest Perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 4.3 herb; Site will likely not support this
May — Aug. species due to disking and
outside of known range.
Parish’s alumroot Chaparral, cismontane 4,420 - Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Heuchera parishii woodland, coastal scrub. 11,560; habitat present at the Project
Found on sandy or perennial Site would not support this
None None 18.1 gravelly sites. herb; Feb - species. The Project Site is
July outside of the known elevation
range.
Vernal barley Coastal dunes, coastal 15-3,300 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Hordeum intercedens None None 32 scrub, valley and annual herb habitat present at the Project
’ foothill grassland, and Mar-June Site would not support this
vernal pools. species.
Mesa horkelia Chaparral (maritime), 230-2,660; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Horkelia cuneata var. Cismontane woodland, perennial habitat present at the Project
puberula None None 1B.1 | Coastal scrub; Gravelly herb; Feb-Jul | Site would not support this
(sometimes), Sandy (Sep) species due to disking.
(sometimes)
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Parry's sunflower Lower montane 4,520 - 9.550 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Hulsea vestita ssp. parryi coniferous forest, pinyon | Perennial habitat present at the Project
and juniper woodland, herb; April - Site would not support this
None None 4.2 and upper montane August species. The Project Site is
coniferous forest habitats outside of the known elevation
in granitic, carbonate, or range.
rocky openings.
Silver-haired ivesia Meadows and seeps, 4,820-9,760 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Ivesia argyrocoma var. pebble plains, perennial habitat present at the Project
argyrocoma None None 1B.1 and upper montane herb Site would not support this
coniferous forests. Mar-Aug species. The Project Site is not
sufficiently mesic.
Southern California Black Chaparral, cismontane 150 - 2,950 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Walnut woodland, coastal Perennial habitat present at the Project
Juglans californica None None 4.2 scrub, and riparian deciduous Site would not support this
woodland, often alluvial tree species due to disking.
soils. Mar-Aug
Coulter's goldfields Marshes and swamps, 3-4,025 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Lasthenia glabrata ssp. playas, and vernal annual herb habitat present at the Project
coulteri None None 1B.1 pools. Feb-Jun Site would not support this
species. The Project Site is not
sufficiently mesic.
Parish's desert-thorn Coastal scrub and 440 - 3,300 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Lycium parishii Sonoran desert scrub. perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 28.3 shrub; Mar- Site would not support this
Apr species due to disking.
Robinson's pepper-grass Chaparral, Coastal scrub 5-2,905; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Lep{'dium”virginicum var. None None 43 annual herb; h.abitat present at the Pro.ject
robinsonii Jan-Jul Site would not support this
species.
Parish's bush-mallow Chaparral and coastal 1,001 - Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Malacothamnus parishii scrub habitats 1,493; habitat present at the Project
None None 1A . )
Site would not support this
June - July species. Presumed extinct.
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Hall's monardella Broadleafed upland 2,261-9,280; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Monardella macrantha forest, chaparral, lower Perennial habitat present at the Project
ssp. hallii montane coniferous herb; Site would not support this
None None 18.3 forest, cismontane May — Oct. species. The Project Site is
woodland, valley and outside of the known elevation
foothill grassland. range of this species.
Pringle's monardella Coastal scrub 980 — 1,080 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Monardella pringlei communities and on Perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 1A sandy hills. herb; May- Site would not support this
June species.
Muilla coronata Joshua tree woodland, 2,200 - 6,400 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Crowned muilla Chenopod scrub, perennialbul habitat present at the Project
None None 43 Mojavean desert scrub, biferous Site would not support this
and pinyon and juniper herb; Mar- species. The Project Site is
woodland. Apr. outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
Mud nama Marshes and swamps 15-1640 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Nama stenocarpa (lake margins, annual/peren | habitat present at the Project
None None 2B.2 riverbanks) nial herb; Site would not support this
Jan-Jul species. The Project Site is not
sufficiently mesic.
Gambel's water cress Marshes and swamps 16 —-1,080 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Nasturtium gambelii that are brackish or Perennial habitat present at the Project
FE cT 1B.1 | freshwater. rhizomatous | Site would not support this
herb; species. The Project Site is not
Apr-Oct sufficiently mesic.
San Bernardino ragwort Mountain pine forest, 4,920-7,521; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Packera bernardina endemic to San perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 1B.2 Bernardint? mour.1tains, herb; May- Site Yvould not SL.Jppor.‘t this
pebble plain habitat July species. The Project Site is
outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Parish's yampah Lower and upper 4,830 -9,900 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Perideridia parishii ssp. montane coniferous perennial habitat present at the Project
parishii None None 2B.2 | forest, meadows and herb; Site would not support this
seeps. Jun-Aug species. The Project Site is not
sufficiently mesic.
Mojave phacelia Forests and wooded 2456 — 8547 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Phacelia mohavensis slopes of the mountains annual herb habitat present at the Project
None None 4.3 . . .
in sandy and gravelly Apr-Aug. Site would not support this
substrates. species.
Brand's star phacelia Coastal scrub and dunes. 15-1,220 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Phacelia stellaris None None 1B.1 Annual herb; | habitat present at the Project
’ March - June | Site would not support this
species.
Deep Canyon Sonoran desert scrub. 0-2,600 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
snapdragon annual herb; habitat present at the Project
Pseudorontium None None 2B.3 Feb-Apr Site would not support this
cyanthiferum species.
Quercus engelmannii Riparian woodland. 200 -1,000 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Engelmann oak perennialdeci | habitat present at the Project
None None 4.2 duous tree; Site would not support this
Mar-Jun species.
Parish's gooseberry Riparian woodland 215-985; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Ribes divaricatum var. perennial habitat present at the Project
parishii None None 1A deciduous Site would not support this
shrub; Feb- species.
Apr.
Coulter's matilija poppy Chaparral and coastal 60 — 4,000 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Romneya coulteri scrub, often after Perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 4.2 burns. rhizomatous | Site would not support this
herb species.
Mar-Jul(Aug)
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State | CRPR
Parish's rupertia Yellow Pine Forest, 299 — 9978 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Rupertia rigida Foothill Woodland, perennial habitat present at the Project
N N 4,
one one 3 Chaparral herb Site would not support this
Jun-Aug species.
Chaparral ragwort Chaparral, Cismontane 50-2,625; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Senecio aphanactis None None 2B.2 woodland, Coastal scrub; annual herb; habitat present at the Project
’ Alkaline (sometimes) Jan-Apr Site would not support this
(May) species.
Parish's checkerbloom Chaparral, cismontane 3,300 - 8,240 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. woodland, and perennial habitat present at the Project
parishii lower montane herb; Site would not support this
None None 18.2 coniferous forest. (May)Jun- species. The Project Site is
Aug outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
Bear Valley Lower and upper 4,900 - 8,860 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
checkerbloom montane coniferous perennial habitat present at the Project
Sialcea malviflora ssp. None None 1B.2 forest, meac!ow.s and herb; Site Yvould not sypport thls
dolosa seeps, and riparian May-Aug species. The Project Site is
woodlands. outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
Salt spring checkerbloom Rocky areas of chaparral, | 3,000—-7,550 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Streptanthus campestris lower montane perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 183 c<?n|ferous f.ore.st, and herb Site Yvould not SL.JppOI'.‘t thls
pinyon and juniper Mar-Jun species. The Project Site is
woodland. outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
bird-foot checkerbloom Meadows and seeps and 5,200 — 8,200 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Sidalcea pedata pebble plains. perennial habitat present at the Project
FE CE 1B.1 herb Site Yvould not SL.Jppor.‘t thls
May-Aug species. The Project Site is
outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Chickweed oxytheca Lower montane 3,650 — 8,500 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Sidotheca coniferous forest in sandy | Annual herb; | habitat present at the Project
caryophylloides None None 43 soils. blooms July- | Site \_Nould not sgpport tf_\is
Oct. species. The Project Site is
outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
Laguna Mountains Temperate coniferous 4,650 —7,550 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
jewelflower forest and chaparral on perennial habitat present at the Project
Streptanthus bernardinus None None 43 mountain slopes. herb Site Yvould not sgpport tI'_\is
May-Aug species. The Project Site is
outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
Southern jewelflower rocky areas of chaparral, 2,950 - 7,500 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Streptanthus campestris lower montane perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 1B.3 chiferous f'ore.st, and herb; Site Yvould not sgpport tl?is
pinyon and juniper (Apr)May-Jul | species. The Project Site is
woodland. outside of the known elevation
range of this species.
San Bernardino aster Cismontane woodland, 5-695; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Symphyotrichum Coastal scrub, Lower perennial habitat present at the Project
defoliatum montane coniferous rhizomatous Site would not support this
forest, Marshes and herb; Jul-Nov | species. The Project Site is not
None None 1B.2 - .
swamps, Meadows and sufficiently mesic enough to
seeps, Valley and foothill support this species.
grassland (vernally
mesic); Streambanks
Wright's trichocoronis eadows and seeps, 15-1,430 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Trichocoronis wrightii marshes and annual herb habitat present at the Project
var. wrightii None None s | Swamps, riparian forest, May-Sep Site Yvould not SL.Jppor.‘t this
and vernal pools. species. The Project Site is not
sufficiently mesic enough to
support this species.
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Small-flowered Bluecurls Meadow wetlands and 1995 - 8201 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Trichostema micranthum riparian riverbanks, often | annual herb; | habitat present at the Project
in white fir (Abies Jun-Sep Site would not support this
None None 43 concolor) and Yellow pine species. The Project Site is not
forest sufficiently mesic enough to
support this species.
MONOCOTS
Mt. Pinos onion Great Basin scrub, the 4,160 —5,920 | Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Allium howelii var. edges of meadows Perennial habitat present at the Project
clokeyi None None 1B.3 and 'seevps, and pinyon bulbiferous Site Yvould not support this
and juniper woodlands. herb; Apr- species. Out of elevation range.
Jun
Yucaipa onion Chaparral habitats within | 2,435 — Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Allium marvinii clay soils and in 3,400; habitat present at the Project
None None 1B.2 openlng§. Threatened by pere.nnlal Site Yvould not support this
non-native plants, bulbiferous species. Out of elevation range.
urbanization, and the herb;
alteration of fire regimes. | Apr-May
Thread-leaved brodiaea Chaparral (openings), 80-3,675; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Brodiaea filifolia Cismontane woodland, perennial habitat present at the Project
T CE 1B.1 Coastal scrub, Playas, bulbiferous Site would not support this
’ Valley and foothill herb; Mar- species. This species occurs in
grassland, Vernal pools; Jun clay soils, which appears to be
Clay (often) absent from the Project Site.
Catalina mariposa lily Chaparral, cismontane 48 — 2,240; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Calochortus catalinae woodland, coastal Perennial habitat present at the Project
None None 1B.2 | scrub, and valley and bulbiferous Site would not support this
foothill grasslands. herb; species. Out of elevation range.
(Feb)Mar-Jun
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal State CRPR
Palmer's mariposa-lily Chaparral, Lower 2,330-7,840; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Calochortus palmeri var. montane coniferous perennial habitat present at the Project
palmeri None None 1B.2 forest, Meadows and bulbiferous Site would not support this
’ seeps; Mesic herb; Apr-Jul | species. The Project Site is not
sufficiently mesic enough to
support this species.
Plummer's mariposa-lily Chaparral, Cismontane 330-5,580; Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Calochortus plummerae woodland, Coastal scrub, perennial habitat present at the Project
Lower montane bulbiferous Site would not support this
None None 4.2 . .
coniferous forest, Valley herb; May-Jul | species.
and foothill grassland;
Granitic, Rocky
La Panza mariposa-lily Coastal prairie, marshes 1,040 - Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Calochortus simulans and swamps, 3,680; habitat present at the Project
None None 1B.3 and valley and foothill pere.nnial Site Yvould not support this
grasslands. bulbiferous species.
herb; April -
June
Bristly sedge Wetlands, lake margins, 7-3,343; Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Carex comosa loamy clay soil perennial present at the Project Site would
None None 2B.1 rhizomatous not support this species.
herb; Jun-
Aug
Hot springs fimbristylis Meadows and seeps 360-4,395; Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Fimbristylis thermalis (alkaline, near hot perennial present at the Project Site would
None None 282 springs) rhizomatous not.suppf)rt.this speci<.-:-s.. The
herb; Jul-Sep | Project Site is not sufficiently
mesic enough to support this
species.
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Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal State CRPR
California satintail Chaparral, Coastal scrub, 0-3,985; Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Imperata brevifolia Meadows and seeps perennial present at the Project Site would
(often alkali), Mojavean rhizomatous | not support this species. The
N N 2B.1 L . . ..
one one desert scrub, Riparian herb; Sep- Project Site is not sufficiently
scrub; Mesic May mesic enough to support this
species.
Duran's rush Wetlands, meadows, wet | 2,336 — Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Juncus duranii forested habitat 10,069 habitat present at the Project
Perennial Site would not support this
None None 43 rhizomatous species. The Project Site is not
herb; sufficiently mesic.
Ocellated Humboldt lily Chaparral, cismontane 100 - 5,900 Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Lilium humboldtii ssp. woodland, coastal scrub, perennial present at the Project Site would
ocellatum None None 4.2 lower montane bulbiferous not support this species.
coniferous forest, and Mar-Aug
riparian woodland.
Lemon lily Lower montane 4,005-9,005; Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Lilium parryi coniferous forest, perennial present at the Project Site would
Meadows and seeps, bulbiferous not support this species. The
N N 1B.2 . . o .
one one Riparian forest, Upper herb; Jul-Aug | Project Site is outside of the
montane coniferous known elevation range of this
forest; Mesic species.
California Muhly Moist habitat, such as 816 — 7834 Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Mubhlenbergia californica streambanks and ditches, | Perennial present at the Project Site would
None None 4.3 in the chaparral and rhizomatous | not support this species.
woodlands. herb;
Jun-Sep
Narrow-petaledrein Scrub and woodland 1,247-7,300 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
orchid habitat in mountains and | perennial habitat present at the Project
L None None 4.3 . . )
Piperia leptopetala foothills. herb; Site would not support this
May-Jul species.




Appendix B: Special Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Status?®-2
Elevation
General Habitat and Range (feet);
Species Micro Habitat Lifeform; Discussion? Recommendations
Requirements! Blooming
CNPS Period?
Federal | State CRPR
Black bog-rush Marshes and swamps, perennial Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Schoenus nigricans often alkaline. herb; present at the Project Site would
Aug-Sep not support this species. The
N N 2B.2 . . ..
one one Project Site is not sufficiently
mesic enough to support this
species.
Prairie wedge grass Cismontane woodland 6-6,730 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Sphenopholis obtusata None None 8.2 and meadows and perennial h_abltat present at the Provject
seeps. herb; Site would not support this
Apr-Jul species.
Western joshua tree Mojavean desert scrub, 1600-6600 Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Yucca brevifolia Great Basin scrub, Tree; habitat present at the Project
None None _ and California juniper Spru?g Site Yvould not support this
woodlands. Often found flowing species.
in sandy
areas.
Ferns/Moss
Sonoran maiden fern Meadows and seeps 165-2,000; Unlikely to occur. Habitat None.
Pelazoneuron (seeps, streams) perennial present at the Project Site would
[Thelypter/s];?uberulum None None 2B.2 rhizomatous not.suppf)rt.thls specu.es.. The
var. sonorensis herb; Jan-Sep | Project Site is not sufficiently
mesic enough to support this
species.
Plant Communities
Canyon Live Oak Ravine Forest, Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Willow Riparian Forest, Southern Mixed Riparian Forest, Southern Riparian Scrub, Southern Sycamore habitat (i.e., disced / mowed)
Alder Riparian Woodland, Southern Willow Scrub, and Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub present at the Project Site would
not support these plant /
vegetation communities.

NOTES:

1 Excerpted from CNDDB (2023) and/or CNPS (2023)
2 Excerpted from CNPS (2023)
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Appendix B: Special Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

3 The potential for occurrence is based on occurrences recorded in the CNDDB (2023) and CNPS (2023), knowledge of species requirements, and site
inspections during 2023 field survey

STATUS KEY:

Federal
FE: Federally-listed Endangered
FT: Federally-listed Threatened

State
SE: California-listed Endangered
ST: California-listed Threatened

California Native Plant Society (CNPS): CNPS has developed five categories of rarity known as the California Rare Plant Ranking (CRPR). CRPR designations are
defined as follows:

1A: Presumed extinct in California

1B: Plants listed as rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere

3: Plants about which we need more information

4: Species of limited distribution in California, but whose existence does not appear to be susceptible to threat

CNPS also adds a decimal threat rank to the List rank to parallel that used by the CNDDB. CNPS rank designations therefore appear as: 1B.1, 1B.2, etc. Threat
code extensions are defined as follows:

.1 —Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree of immediacy of threat)

.2 — Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened)

.3 — Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)

16



Appendix C
Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site

General Biological Resources Assessment

33



Appendix C: Special-Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Species Status Habitat Requirements? Discussion? Recommendations
Federal State
INVERTEBRATES
Crotch bumble bee Various | Food plant genera include Unlikely to occur. Disturbed None.
Bombus crotchii Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia, (disked) Habitat present at the
Dendromecon, Eschscholzia, and Project Site is not ideal for this
B sc Eriogonum species. Food plant genera include
Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia,
Dendromecon, Eschscholzia, and
Eriogonum were not observed at the
site.
Morrison bumble bee Scrub Unlikely to occur. Disturbed (disked) | None.
Bombus morrisoni Habitat present at the Project Site
- - would not likely support this
species.
Desert cuckoo wasp Various desert habitats Unlikely to occur. Disturbed (disked) | None.
Ceratochrysis longimala Habitat present at the Project Site
- - would not likely support this
species.
California diplectronan caddisfly Aguatic Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Diplectrona californica -- -- the Project Site would not support
this species.
Andrew’s marble butterfly Yellow pine forest| Uses Laguna Unlikely to occur. Disturbed Habitat | None.
Euchloe hyantis andrewsi Mountains jewelflower present at the Project Site would not
(Streptanthus bernardinus) and pine | support this species. Food plants
-- -- rockcress (Arabis holboelli var. that this species requires were not
pinetorum) as host plants; larvae observed and are unlikely present at
feed on mountain tansy mustard the Project Site.
(Descurainia incana).
Busck’s gallmoth Coastal scrub dunes Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Eugnosta busckana - - the Project Site would not support
this species.
Quino checkerspot butterfly Chaparral Unlikely to occur. Disturbed Habitat | None.
Euphydryas editha quino present at the Project Site would not
FE B support this species. Food plants
that this species requires were not
observed and are unlikely present at
the Project Site.
White cuckoo bee Desert | American southwest near Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Neolarra alba the host plants for Perdita bee the Project Site would not support
- - species (mainly Euphorbia sp., i.e., E. | this species.
albomarginata)
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly FE -- Delhi sands composed of Aeolian Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.




Appendix C: Special-Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Species

Status

Federal State

Habitat Requirements?

Discussion?

Recommendations

sands, Cieneba soils

the Project Site would not support
this species due to the soil type and
high disturbance.

Riverside fairy shrimp
Streptocephalus woottoni

FE -

Vernal pool

Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at
the Project Site would not support
this species. No vernal pool habitat
present on the Project site.

None.

FISHES

Santa Ana sucker
Catostomus santaanae

FT SE

Aquatic | South coast flowing waters

Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at
the Project Site would not support
this species. Perennial waters are
not present at the Project Site, and
the site does not appear to receive
water from a perennial waterway
that could support this species.

None.

Arroyo chub
Gila orcuttii

- SSC

Aquatic | South coast flowing waters

Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at
the Project Site would not support
this species. Perennial waters are
not present at the Project Site, and
the site does not appear to receive
water from a perennial waterway
that could support this species.

None.

Steelhead — southern California
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideaus
pop. 10

FE -

Permanent coastal streams

Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at
the Project Site would not support
this species. Perennial waters are
not present at the Project Site, and
the site does not appear to receive
water from a perennial waterway
that could support this species.

None.

Santa Ana speckled dace
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 8

- SSC

Aquatic | South coast flowing waters

Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at
the Project Site would not support
this species. Perennial waters are
not present at the Project Site, and
the site does not appear to receive
water from a perennial waterway
that could support this species.

None.

AMPHIBIANS

San Gabriel slender salamander
Batrachoseps gabrieli

Of Limited Range
and Distribution

Talus slope; Known only from the
San Gabriel Mountains on forested
slopes, often near a stream.

Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at
the Project Site would not support
this species. This species is only
known to occur near talus slopes.

None.




Appendix C: Special-Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Species Status Habitat Requirements? Discussion? Recommendations
Federal State
California red-legged frog Aquatic/ponds | Riparian forest | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Rana draytonii T B Woodlands | Riparian scrub | the Project Site would not support
Grasslands | Coastal scrub | this species.
Streamside
Southern mountain yellow-legged Aquatic | Rocky streambeds | Wet Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
frog FE SE, WL | meadow the Project Site would not support
Rana muscosa this species.
Western spadefoot Cismontane woodland | Coastal Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Spea hammondii - SSC scrub | Valley & foothill grassland | the Project Site would not support
Vernal pool | Wetland this species.
Coast Range newt Desert wash | Riparian scrub | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Taricha torosa _ SsC Riparian woodland | South coast the Project Site would not support
flowing waters | South coast this species.
standing waters
REPTILES
Southern California legless lizard Broadleaved upland forest | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Anniella stebbinsi Chaparral | Coastal dunes | Coastal the Project Site may support this
scrub | Sandy washes and alluvial species. Five individuals were found
- SSC fans | Prefer moist loose soil in the adjacent lot in 2014. The
Project site is unlikely to support this
species due to discing and lack of
moisture.
California glossy snake Wide variety of scrub and grassland Unlikely to occur. The previously None.
Arizona elegans occidentalis B SsC habitats, generally in loose sandy disced, disturbed habitat present at
soils the Project Site is unlikely to support
this species.
Orange-throated whiptail Coastal scrub | mixed chaparral | Unlikely to occur. The previously None.
Aspidoscelis hyperythra _ WL Valley-foothill hardwood | Washes disced, disturbed habitat present at
| Stream sides | Rocky hillsides the Project Site is unlikely to support
this species.
Coastal whiptail Generally found in open habitats Unlikely to occur. The previously None.
Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri B e ranging from deserts, woodlands, disced, disturbed habitat present at
and riparian areas the Project Site is unlikely to support
this species.
Southern rubber boa Woodlands and coniferous forest | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Charina umbratical Typically within several hundred the Project Site would not support
- - meters of water. 5,000-9,200 elev. this species and outside of its
elevation range.
Red-diamond rattlesnake Chaparral | Mojavean desert scrub | | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Crotalus ruber - e Sonoran desert scrub the Project Site would not support
this species.




Appendix C: Special-Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Species Status Habitat Requirements? Discussion? Recommendations
Federal State
San Bernardino ringneck snake Open, relatively rocky areas | Moist Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Diadophis punctatus modestus - - microhabitats near intermittent the Project Site would not support
streams. this species.
Western pond turtle Aquatic | Artificial flowing waters | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Emys marmorata Klamath/North coast flowing waters | the Project Site would not support
| Klamath/North coast standing this species. The Project Site is not
waters | Marsh & swamp | sufficiently mesic enough to support
- SSC Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing this species.
waters | Sacramento/San Joaquin
standing waters | South coast
flowing waters | South coast
standing waters | Wetland
Coast horned lizard Chaparral | Cismontane woodland | Unlikely to occur. The previously None.
Phrynosoma blainvillii Coastal bluff scrub | Coastal scrub | disced, disturbed habitat present at
Desert wash | Pinon & juniper the Project Site is unlikely to support
- SsC S . .
woodlands | Riparian scrub | this species.
Riparian woodland | Valley & foothill
grassland
Two-striped gartersnake Marsh & swamp | Riparian scrub | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Thamnophis hammondii -- SSC Riparian woodland | Wetland the Project Site would not support
this species.
BIRDS
Cooper's hawk Cismontane woodland | Riparian Moderate Potential to Occur. Yes. See Recommendation BIO-1
Accipiter cooperii B WL forest | Riparian woodland | Upper Habitats present at the Project Site
montane coniferous forest | Open may support this species for
areas during nesting season foraging.
Tricolored blackbird Wetlands | Flooded land and along Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
SsC . .
- CE edges of ponds the Project Site would not support
this species.
Southern California rufous- Chaparral | Coastal sage scrub Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
crowned sparrow - WL the Project Site would not support
Aimophila ruficeps canescens this species.
Golden eagle Various | Prefers secluded cliffs with | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Aquila chrysaetos Fp WL overhanging ledges and large tree the Project Site would not support
for nesting | Hilly or mountainous this species.
with canyons
Bell’s sage sparrow Chaparral | Coastal sage scrub Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Artemisiospiza belli belli - WL the Project Site would not support
this species.
Burrowing owl B SsC Open, annual or perennial Low to Moderate Potential to Yes. See Recommendation BIO-2
Athene cunicularia grasslands, deserts, and scrublands Occur. Habitat present at the Project
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Appendix C: Special-Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Species Status Habitat Requirements? Discussion? Recommendations
Federal State
characterized by low-growing Site may support this species. The
vegetation | Disturbed habitat with project site provides line-of sight
roosting areas and suitable burrows opportunities favored by burrowing
owls with suitable burrows (>4
inches) for roosting and nesting
were observed; however routine
disturbance (discing) are generally
not conducive to establishment.
Ferruginous hawk Open grassland & fields| Desert Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Buteo regalis - WL scrub | Pinyon-juniper woodland the Project Site would not support
this species.
Swainson's hawk Great Basin grassland | Riparian Low Potential to Occur. Habitat Yes. See Recommendation BIO-1
Buteo swainsoni forest | Riparian woodland | Valley present at the Project Site may
- ST & foothill grassland support this species for foraging but
not nesting.
Western yellow-billed cuckoo Riparian forest Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis FT SE the Project Site would not support
this species.
White-tailed kite Coastal estuaries | Wetlands | Ponds | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Elanus leucurus - FP | Irrigation ditches | Wet fields the Project Site would not support
this species.
Southwestern willow flycatcher Riparian woodland Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Empidonax traillii extimus FE SE the Project Site would not support
this species.
California horned lark Meadows | Grasslands | Open fields | Low Potential to Occur. Habitat Yes. See Recommendation BIO-1
Eremonphila alpestris actia | Prairie | Alkali flats present at the Project Site may
- - support this species for foraging but
not nesting.
Merlin Estuary | Great Basin grassland | Low Potential to Occur. Habitat Yes. See Recommendation BIO-1
Falco columbarius B WL Valley & foothill grassland | Open present at the Project Site may
forest support this species for foraging but
not nesting.
Bald eagle Seacoasts | Rivers | Swamps | Large | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Delisted SE lakes the Project Site would not support
this species.
Yellow-breasted chat Riparian forest | Riparian scrub | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Icteria virens - SsC Riparian woodland the Project Site would not support
this species.
Loggerhead shrike Woodlands | Shrublands | Open Low Potential to Occur. Habitat Yes. See Recommendation BIO-1
Lanius ludovicianus - e with perches for hunting and brush present at the Project Site may
for nesting support this species for foraging but




Appendix C: Special-Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Species Status Habitat Requirements? Discussion? Recommendations
Federal State
not nesting.
California black rail Brackish marsh | Freshwater marsh Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Laterallus jamaicensis - ST, FP | Marsh & swamp | Salt marsh | the Project Site would not support
coturniculus Wetland this species.
Coastal California gnatcatcher Coastal bluff scrub | Coastal sage Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Polioptila californica californica FT SsC scrub the Project Site would not support
this species.
Yellow warbler Riparian forest | Riparian scrub | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Setophaga petechia - SSC Riparian woodland the Project Site would not support
this species.
Lawrence’s goldfinch Valley foothill hardwood | Desert Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Spinus lawrenceo riparian | Palm oasis | pinyon- the Project Site would not support
- - juniper | Lower montane | oak this species.
woodland
Least Bell's vireo Riparian forest | Riparian scrub | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Vireo bellii pusillus FE SE Riparian woodland the Project Site would not support
this species.
MAMMALS
Pallid bat -- Chaparral | Coastal scrub | Desert Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Antrozous pallidus wash | Great Basin grassland | Great | the Project Site would not support
Basin scrub | Mojavean desert scrub | this species.
SSC | Riparian woodland | Sonoran
desert scrub | Upper montane
coniferous forest | Valley & foothill
grassland
San Bernardino kangaroo rat Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub Unlikely to occur. Disturbed (disked) | None.
Dipodomys merriami parvus FE and sandy loam soils | alluvial fans | | Habitat present at the Project Site
Riversidian upland sage scrub, would not likely support this species.
e chaparral and grassland in proximity
to Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub
habitats. and flood plains, and along
washes with nearby sage scrub.
Stephens' kangaroo rat FE Open habitats with less than 50% Unlikely to occur. Disturbed (disked) | None.
Dipodomys stephensi cT protective cover | soft, well-drained | Habitat present at the Project Site
substrate typically with sandy soil | would not likely support this species.
Grasslands and sagescrub
Western mastiff bat - Chaparral | Cismontane woodland | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Eumops perotis californicus e Coastal scrub | Valley & foothill the Project Site would not support
grassland | Desert washes | Flood this species.
plains
San Bernardino flying squirrel -- SSC White fir (Abies concolor) and Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
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Appendix C: Special-Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site.

Species Status Habitat Requirements? Discussion? Recommendations
Federal State
Glaucomys oregonensis Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) mixed the Project Site would not support
californicus conifer forests with black oak this species.
(Quercus kelloggii) components at
higher elevations.
Western yellow bat - Foothill riparian | Desert wash | Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Lasiurus xanthinus SSC Palm Oasis with access to water for the Project Site would not support
foraging this species.
Lesser long-nosed bat Desert grasslands and shrub land. Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Leptonycteris yerbabuenae Suitable day roosts (caves and the Project Site would not support
FE mines) and suitable concentrations this species.
of food plants (columnar cacti and
agaves) are critical resources. Caves
- and mines are used as day roosts
and caves, mines, rock crevices,
trees, shrubs, and abandoned
buildings are used as night roosts for
digesting meals.
San Diego black-tailed jack rabbit -- Shortgrass | Open scrub and Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Lepus californicus bennettii SCP chaparral the Project Site would not support
this species.
lodgepole chipmunk Habitat is usually lodgepole pine Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Neotamias speciosus speciosus -- forests in the San Bernardino Mts & the Project Site would not support
- chinquapin slopes in the San Jacinto | this species.
Mts.
San Diego desert woodrat -- Coastal scrub | Ricky outcrops Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Neotoma lepida intermedia SSC the Project Site would not support
this species.
Pocketed free-tailed bat - Joshua tree woodland | Pinon & Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Nyctinomops femorosaccus e juniper woodlands | Riparian scrub | | the Project Site would not support
Sonoran desert scrub this species.
White-eared pocket mouse - Endemic to the San Bernadino and Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Perognathus alticola alticola e Tehachapi Mountains | Montane the Project Site would not support
habitat | Sometimes mixed this species due to discing and lower
chaparral and sagebrush elevation.
Los Angeles pocket mouse - Grasslands | Coastal sage scrub| Unlikely to occur. Habitat present at | None.
Perognathus longimembris SsC Open ground with fine sandy soil | the Project Site would not support
brevinasus Refuge under weeds and dead this species due to discing.
leaves
American badger - Various habitats Unlikely to occur. While this species | None.
Taxidea taxus SSC can thrive in many habitats, the
Project Site is too close to urban
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Status

Species

Federal

State

Habitat Requirements?

Discussion?

Recommendations

development and associated noise,
and this species would not be
expected in areas with this level of
disturbance.

STATUS KEY:

Federal

FE: Federally-listed Endangered

FT: Federally-listed Threatened

FD: Federally-delisted

FC: Federal Candidate for ESA Listing

State
SE: State-listed Endangered
ST: State-listed Threatened

SSC: Species of Special Concern, CDFW

WL: State Watch List
FP: Fully Protected List

SOURCES:
1 Excerpted from CNDDB (2023)

2 The potential for occurrence is based on occurrences recorded in the CNDDB (2023) and CNPS (2023), knowledge of species requirements, and site
inspections during 2023 field survey
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Floral and Faunal Compendium

Note: This is a list of species observed as part of the site visit on May 19, 2023. This species list
does not represent a comprehensive study consisting of multiple visits and does not constitute a
protocol-level or focused survey for plants or animals.

Kingdom Plantae
DICOTS
AMARANTHACEAE
Amaranthus albus | Tumbleweed*
ASTERACEAE
Ambrosia acanthicarpa Annual bur-sage
Erigeron bonariensis Hairy fleabane
Erigeron canadensis Horseweed
Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraphweed
Oncosiphon piluliferum Stinknet*
BORAGINACEACE
Amsinckia menziesii Menzies fiddleneck
BRASSICACEAE
Hirschfeldia incana Shortpod mustard*
Sisymbrium irio London rocket*
CHENOPODIACEAE
Chenopodium album Lamb’s quarters®
Salsola tragus Russian thistle*
Salsola Kali; Kali collina Slender Russian thistle*
FABACEAE
Melilotus indicus | Annual yellow sweetclover*
GERANIACEAE
Erodium cicutarium | Redstem storksbill*
ONAGRACEAE
Camissonia strigulosa Sandysoil suncup
Oenothera laciniata Cutleaf
MONOCOTS
POACEAE
Avena fatua Wild oats*
Bromus diandrus Ripgut brome*
Bromus rubens Red brome*
Hordeum murinum Foxtail barley*
ZYGOPHYLLACEACE
Tribulus terrestris Puncture vine*




Kingdom Animalia

LIZARDS

PHYRONOSOMATIDAE

Sceloporus occidentalis

| Western fence lizard

BIRDS

ACCIPITRIDAE

Buteo jamaicensis

| Red-tailed Hawk

AEGITHALIDAE

Psaltriparus minimus | Bushtit
COLUMBIDAE

Zenaida macroura | Mourning dove
CORVIDAE

Corvus brachyrhynchos

American Crow

Corvus corax

Common Raven

FALCONIDAE

Falco sparverius

American kestrel

FRINGILLIDAE

Haemorhous mexicanus

House Finch

Spinus psaltria

Lesser Goldfinch

HIRUNDINIDAE

Petrochelidon pyrrhonota

| Cliff swallow

MIMIDAE

Mimus polyglottos

| Northern mockingbird

STURNIDAE

Sturnus vulgaris

| European starling

TYRANNIDAE

Sayornis nigricans

Black Phoebe

Sayornis saya

Say’s Phoebe

Tyrannus verticalis

Western Kingbird

INSECTS
HESPERIDAE
Pyrgus albescens | White checkered skipper
MAMMALS
CANIDAE
Canis latrans | Domestic dog (scat)*
GEOMYIDAE
Thomomys bottae | Botta’s pocket gopher
LEPORIDAE

Sylvilagus bachmani

| Brush rabbit

MUSTELIDAE




Mustela frenata | Long-tailed weasel

SCIURIDAE

Otospermophilus beecheyi | California ground squirrel

Asterisk (*) denotes non-native or invasive species.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of MIG’s surveys for burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) at the 13.48-acre
Tennessee Village Development Project property (project site). The purpose of this report is to verify the
type, location, and extent of potential sensitive burrowing owl within the project site and vicinity. This report
provides a thorough description of the biological setting of the project site and surrounding area, a description
of the general vegetation communities and wildlife observed at the project site, and an evaluation of the
potential for burrowing owl to occur at the site. An assessment of the Project impacts and recommendations
for Conditions of Approval for to avoid potential adverse impacts to burrowing owl is also included in the
report. The evaluation of potential project impacts follows the checklist items from Appendix G of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines and has been prepared in a format suitable to
support CEQA review and to submit with any future regulatory application packages.

1.1  Project Location

The project site is located west of the 210 freeway and immediately east of Tennessee Street and south of
Pennsylvania Avenue in the City of Redlands, San Bernardino County, California (Figure 1, Regional Map).
The project is specifically located within the south half of the northeast quarter of Section 21, Township 1
South, Range 3, west of San Bernardino meridian, within the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’
series Redlands quadrangle, (Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map), and includes portions of Assessor Parcel
Numbers (APN) 0167-171-007, and 014 (Figure 3, Project Site Map).

The Project Site is located at just northeast of the intersection of Tennessee Street and Lugonia Avenue in a
vacant lot that comprises approximately 13.48 acres. Residential properties and Texonia Park are east of the
Project site, commercial properties to the south (Home Depot, 7-Eleven, and Jack in the box), the 210
freeway to the west and an additional vacant lot to the north (Figure 3).

1.2 Project Description

The City is proposing to construct a mixed-use development of 460 apartment units and approximately 18,000
square feet for commercial space. The project will require the approval of a tentative parcel map, a site plan
approval, and a change of zone for a portion of the project site. The project site is primarily undeveloped;
however, historically the site appeared to be disked and recently mowed. A narrow concrete channel, pipe,
and small concrete pad were observed on the site. Most of the vegetation on site is non-native vegetation,
generally classified as disturbed or ruderal. The project site is flat with an elevation of 1404.80 feet above
mean sea level (AMSL) (Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map).

The Project Site comprises 4 lots and easements of approximately 13.48 acres consisting mainly of disturbed
habitat just north of Tennessee Street at its intersection with Pennsylvania Avenue to the north and Lugonia
Avenue to the south. In addition, the Project site and adjacent vacant lots to the north contain evidence of
historical agricultural use and drainage channels (rock and concrete). The Project would result in the removal
of all existing vegetation within the entire 13.48-acre site.

Access. A paved access road would be graded and maintained along the north of the site (Pennsylvania
Ave). Additional public and utility access would be constructed throughout the development.
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2.0 REGULATORY SETTING

The following discussion identifies federal, state, and local environmental regulations and policies that serve
to protect burrowing owl relevant to the proposed project site and any subsequent CEQA review process.

2.1 Federal

2.1.1 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 10, prohibits taking, killing, possessing, transporting, and importing of migratory birds, parts of
migratory birds, and their eggs and nests, except when specifically authorized by the Department of the
Interior. As used in the act, the term “take” is defined as meaning, “to pursue, hunt, capture, collect, kil or
attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect or Kill, unless the context otherwise requires.” Previously,
under MBTA it was illegal to disturb a nest that is in active use, since this could result in killing a bird,
destroying a nest, or destroying an egg. In 2017, the USFWS issued a memorandum stating that the MBTA
does not prohibit incidental take; therefore, the MBTA is currently limited to purposeful actions, such as
hunting and poaching.

2.2  State

2.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA was enacted in 1970 to provide for full disclosure of environmental impacts to the public before
issuance of a permit by state and local public agencies. CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et.
seq.) requires public agencies to review activities which may affect the quality of the environment so that
consideration is given to preventing damage to the environment. When a lead agency issues a permit for
development that could affect the environment, it must disclose the potential environmental effects of the
project. This is done with an Initial Study and Negative Declaration (or Mitigated Negative Declaration) or
with an Environmental Impact Report. Certain classes of projects are exempt from detailed analysis under
CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 defines endangered, threatened, and rare species for purposes of
CEQA and clarifies that CEQA review extends to other species that are not formally listed under the CESA
or FESA but that meet specified criteria.

2.2.2  Fully Protected Species and Species of Special Concern

The classification of “fully protected” was the CDFW's initial effort to identify and provide additional protection
to those animals that were rare or faced possible extinction. Lists were created for fish, amphibian and
reptiles, birds, and mammals. Most of the species on these lists have subsequently been listed under CESA
and/or FESA. The CFGC sections (fish at §5515, amphibian and reptiles at §5050, birds at §3511, and
mammals at §4700) dealing with “fully protected” species states that these species “...may not be taken or
possessed at any time and no provision of this code or any other law shall be construed to authorize the
issuance of permits or licenses to take any fully protected species,” (CDFW Fish and Game Commission
1998) although take may be authorized for necessary scientific research. This language makes the “fully
protected” designation the strongest and most restrictive regarding the “take” of these species. In 2003, the
code sections dealing with fully protected species were amended to allow the CDFW to authorize take
resulting from recovery activities for state-listed species.
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Species of special concern are broadly defined as animals not listed under the FESA or CESA, but which are
nonetheless of concern to the CDFW because they are declining at a rate that could result in listing or they
historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to their persistence currently exist. This designation
is intended to result in special consideration for these animals by the CDFW, land managers, consulting
biologist, and others, and is intended to focus attention on the species to help avert the need for costly listing
under FESA and CESA and cumbersome recovery efforts that might ultimately be required. This designation
also is intended to stimulate collection of additional information on the biology, distribution, and status of
poorly known at-risk species, and focus research and management attention on them. Although these
species generally have no special legal status, they are given special consideration under the CEQA during
project review.

2.2.3 California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3513

According to Section 3503 of the CFGC, it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or
eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 specifically protects birds in the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes
(birds-of-prey). Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any migratory non-game bird. Disturbance
that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered “take” by the CDFW.

2.3 Local

2.3.1 City of Redlands General Plan

The City of Redlands General Plan 2035 (adopted in 2017) contains policies for the protection and
preservation of biological resources. The plan dictates several principles and actions that should be taken
to preserve and protect sensitive species, wildlife habitats, and waterways. Principles specifically pertaining
to burrowing owl include the following (excerpted from page 6-12 of the General Plan):

Principle 6-P.7 Protect environmentally sensitive lands, wildlife habitats, and rare, threatened, or
endangered plant and animal communities, and

Principle 6-P.8 Minimize disruption of wildlife and valued habitat throughout the Planning Area and
emphasize that open space is for more than just human use, but also serves as habitat for biological
resources.
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3.0 METHODS
3.1 Literature Review

Prior to conducting field surveys, MIG biologists reviewed available background information pertaining to the
biological resources on and in the vicinity of the project. Available literature and resource mapping reviewed
included the occurrence records for special-status species and sensitive natural communities and numerous
other information sources listed below:

= (California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) record search for State and Federally Listed
Endangered, Threatened, and Wildlife and Rare Plants of California within the Redlands and
surrounding eight USGS quadrangles: Yucaipa, San Bernardino South, San Bernardino North,
Harrison Mtn., Keller Peak, Sunnymead, El Casco, and Riverside East (CDFW CNDDB 2023;
Appendix A).

= eBird, Cornell Lab of Ornithology. Available at: http://www.ebird.org.

= iNaturalist. Available at: https://www.inaturalist.org/

3.2  Field Surveys

Surveys were conducted in accordance with the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl (CDFG 2012). Based on the
results of the Habitat Assessment, burrows and potential burrow surrogates were located throughout or
adjacent to the project site. 100% visual coverage was obtained and transects were less than 20m apart. At
the start of each transect and, at least, every 100 m, the entire visible project area was scanned for burrowing
owls using binoculars. The buffer area around the project site was also scanned with binoculars as part of
the survey; however, due to private ownership no transects were performed outside of the project site. During
the survey, the area was searched for burrowing owls, new burrows, burrow surrogates, calls, pellets, prey
remains, whitewash, or decoration. Surveys were conducted under conditions that would be ideal for
detecting burrowing owl or sign thereof and were consistent with the requirements of Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl (CDFG 2012). Surveys were conducted by qualified biologists with over a decade of
burrowing owl survey experience.

Survey Visit | Date Time of Survey Weather Surveyor

1 May 19, 2023 | 7:00 AM - 10:00 AM 58-65 F, 0-8 mph, Todd Easley, MA
overcast 100% to 50%
cloud cover, 0% rain.

2 June 9,2023 | 7:30 AM - 10:00 AM 58-68 F, 0-5 mph, Todd Easley, MA
overcast 100% cloud
cover, 0% rain.

3 July 3, 2023 7:15 AM - 7:55 AM 70-75 F, 0-5 mph, Elizabeth Kempton,
clear, 0% rain. PhD
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4 July 21,2023 | 7:10 AM - 8:45 AM 75-84 F, 0-5 mph, Todd Easley, MA
clear, 0% rain.

4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The following provides a description of the soils, vegetation communities, wildlife, and wildlife movement
corridors present on the project site.

4.1  Physical Characteristics

The project is located within the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’ series Redlands quadrangle
(Figure 1, Regional Map, Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map). The project site is flat with an elevation of
1404.80 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) (Figure 2, USGS Topographic Map). The project area consists
entirely of a vacant lot. The project area is highly disturbed due to previous disking and mowing. Remnant
vegetation that was identified on the site consisted primarily of ruderal non-native plants.

4.2  Soils

Soils within the proposed project site have been mechanically disturbed (i.e., disked). The USDA Web Soil
Survey reports three soil units within the boundary of the project site (USDA NRCS 2023), and none of
these are classified as hydric soils (see Figure 5):

e HbA Hanford, sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes
o TuB Tujunga, loamy sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes

The “Hanford sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes” soil type is generally comprised of alluvium derived from
granite and can be found in alluvial fans. Overall slopes associated with this soil type are 0 to 2 percent,
and this soil type is rarely flooded, well drained, and would not be considered hydric soil that would typically
support wetlands. Conditions present at the project site were consistent with those reported by the Web
Soil Survey (USDA NRCS 2023).

The “Tujunga loamy sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes” soil type is generally comprised of alluvium derived from
granite and can be found in alluvial fans. Overall slopes associated with this soil type are 0 to 5 percent,
and this soil type is rarely flooded, somewhat excessively drained, and would not be considered hydric soil
that would typically support wetlands. The minor component (10%) was Tujunga, gravelly loamy sand. This
also would not be considered hydric soil that would typically support wetlands and does not have a hydric
soil rating. Conditions present at the project site were consistent with those reported by the Web Soil
Survey (USDA NRCS 2023).

4.3  General Plants and Plant Communities

Plant communities on-site and were evaluated to determine if they are considered sensitive under federal,
state, or local regulations or policies. Biological communities were classified as sensitive or non-sensitive
as defined by CEQA and other applicable laws and regulations. The majority of the 13.48 gross-acre
project site is located within an urban area that is characterized by disturbed by land uses. The landcover
type observed during the field survey is described in more detail below.
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Disturbed and/or Developed (13.48 acres)

The entire Project Area has been historically altered by mowing and disking; all the landcover at the Project
Area can be classified as Disturbed and/or Developed. Disturbed habitat type is composed primarily of
early successional /ruderal plant species. Much of the vegetation present at the Project Area is non-native,
and the site receives regular clearing to maintain compliance with fire code. Dominant plants included
shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), London rocket (Sisymbrium irio), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus),
tumbleweed (Amaranthis albus), redstem storksbill (Erodium cicutarium), puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris),
red brome (Bromus rubens), and foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum). Note: This list of species is not
intended to exhaustive or representative of a protocol survey or inventory.

44  General Wildlife

Wildlife species that were observed on the project site during multiple biological field surveys (May 19,
2023; June 9, 2023; July 3, 2023, and July 21 2023) include: Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Bushtit
(Psaltriparus minimus), Mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos),
Common Raven (Corvus corax), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), House Finch (Haemorhous
mexicanus), Lesser Goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), Cliff swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), Northern
mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), Black Phoebe (Sayornis nigricans),
Say’s Phoebe (Sayornis saya), Western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), White checkered skipper (Pyrgus
albescens), domestic dog (Canis latrans), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), Brush rabbit
(Sylvilagus bachmani), Long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), and California ground squirrel
(Otospermophilus beecheyi).

The possible burrowing owl predators present on site were dog, long-tailed weasel, raven, and red-tail
hawk. There was no evidence of owl predation. (Note: This list of species is not intended to exhaustive or
representative of a protocol survey or inventory). The site is located adjacent to busy streets with high
levels of noise and human disturbance that may preclude high levels of wildlife activity, which is assumed
to be the cause of the limited wildlife activity observed during the visits.

45  Burrowing Owl

Burrowing Owl

No burrowing owl or sign thereof were observed on the project site; nonetheless, the project site contains
suitable habitat for burrowing owl with burrows (greater than 11cm in diameter). Burrowing owl are
commonly found in disturbed sites like the project site and can also be found in a wide variety of other open
habitats such as grassland or deserts with sparse vegetation. Although no burrowing owl were found during
these surveys, it is possible for burrowing owls to encroach upon the project-site at anytime. The nearest
occurrences (CNDDB 2023, Occurrence Numbers 1784 and 314) are approximately 5 miles from the
project site. Potential impacts and recommendations to reduce them to a less than significant level are
discussed in the following sections.
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section describes potential impacts to burrowing owl that may occur in the project site. Each impact
discussion includes recommendations that would be implemented for Conditions of Approval to avoid
and/or reduce the potential for and/or level of impacts to each resource. With the implementation of the
recommendations for Conditions of Approval, all impacts to biological resources are anticipated to be
reduced to less than significant pursuant to CEQA.

5.1 Thresholds of Significance

This section describes potential impacts to biological resources that may occur as a result of the
construction of the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines provide guidance in evaluating project impacts and
determining whether impacts may be significant. CEQA defines “significant effect on the environment” as “a
substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected by the proposed
project.” In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project could have a significant
environmental impact on biological resources if it would:

= Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS

= Have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS

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

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

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

= Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, Natural Community Conservation Plant (NCCP), or
other approved local, regional, or state HCP

5.2  Impacts and Recommendations for Conditions of Approval

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA and local regulations, the significance of potential impacts is
evaluated through the application of the significance criteria described above. The objective of the
biological resources analysis is to identify potential adverse effects and/or significant impacts on biological
resources. Avoidance is often the preferred approach for the management of biological resources;
however, it is not always possible to completely avoid impacts. Recommendations to avoid or minimize
impacts are identified, as appropriate, including procedures to be followed if significant biological resources
are identified prior to the initiation of construction.

Impact BIO-1: Nesting Birds (including burrowing owl)

Native and non-native vegetation, as well as various other substrates on the project site, have the potential
to provide nesting habitat for bird species protected by the CDFGC Sections 3503 and 3513.There is
potential for ground- and shrub-nesting birds to establish nests on the project site prior to any project-
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related construction. Construction activities including site mobilization, vegetation clearing, grubbing,
grading, and noise and vibration from the operation of heavy equipment have the potential to result in
significant direct (i.e., death or physical harm) and/or indirect (i.e., nest abandonment) impacts to nesting
birds. The loss of an active nest of common or special-status bird species and/or their eggs or young as a
result of project construction would be considered a violation of the CDFGC, Section 3503, 3503.5, 3513
and therefore, would be considered a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Recommendation
BIO-1 would be required to reduce impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level.

Impact BIO-2: Burrowing Owl

Suitable habitat type (Disturbed and/or Developed) for burrowing owl was determined to be present on-site,
and burrowing owl are known to occur in the vicinity of the site. Construction activities may impact
burrowing owl in @ manner like those already described under Impact-Bio-1 for nesting birds.
Recommendation BIO-2 would be required to reduce impacts to burrowing owl to a less than significant
level.

Recommendations for Conditions of Approval

BIO-1 Pre-construction Surveys for Nesting Birds. To the extent feasible, construction activities
should be scheduled to avoid the nesting season. If construction activities are scheduled to take
place outside the nesting season, all impacts to nesting birds protected under the MBTA and
California Fish and Game Code would be avoided. The nesting season for most birds in San
Bernardino County extends from February 1 through September 1.

If it is not possible to schedule construction activities between September 1 and January 31, then
pre-construction surveys for nesting birds will be conducted by a qualified biologist to ensure that
no nests would be disturbed during project implementation. These surveys will be conducted no
more than 5 days prior to the initiation of any site disturbance activities and equipment mobilization,
vegetation removal, fence installation, grading, etc. If project activities are delayed by more than 5
days, an additional nesting bird survey will be performed. During this survey, the biologist will
inspect all vegetation and other potential nesting habitats (e.g., shrubs) in and immediately
adjacent to the impact area for nests. Active nesting is present if a bird is building a nest, sitting in
a nest, a nest has eggs or chicks in it, or adults are observed carrying food to the nest. The results
of the surveys will be documented.

If an active nest is found sufficiently close to work areas to be disturbed by these activities, the
qualified biologist will determine the extent of a construction-free buffer zone to be established
around the nest (typically up to 300 feet for raptors and up to 100 feet for other species), to ensure
that no nests of species protected by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code will be
disturbed during project implementation. Within the buffer zone, no site disturbance and
mobilization of heavy equipment, including but not limited to equipment staging, fence installation,
clearing, grubbing, vegetation removal, demolition, and grading will be permitted until the chicks
have fledged.

A qualified biologist is an individual who has a degree in biological sciences or related resource
management with @ minimum of two seasonal years post-degree experience conducting surveys
for nesting birds. During or