
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

  

 
 

Menifee Planning Commission 
 Agenda 

February 8, 2017 

 
City Council Chambers                                                      6:00 p.m. Workshop 
29714 Haun Road             7:00 p.m. Regular Meeting 
Menifee, CA 92586                                                                                      
    
 

THE PURPOSE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS IS TO CONDUCT THE CITY’S BUSINESS  
PLEASE SEE OUR DECORUM POLICY NOTES AT THE END OF THIS AGENDA 

 

Workshop (6:00 p.m.) 
 
Joint workshop between the Parks, Recreation and Trails Commission and the Planning 
Commission for the purpose of conferring on park planning matters.  
 
Regular Meeting (7:00 p.m.)  
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. FLAG SALUTE 

4. SELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 

 Recess for Reorganization 

5. AGENDA APPROVAL OR MODIFICATION 

6. PRESENTATIONS 
None 

7. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

8. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
 

8.1. Minutes of January 11, 2017 
 

9. CONSENT CALENDAR - (COMMENTS ON CONSENT AGENDA TAKEN HERE) 
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(All matters on the Consent Calendar are to be approved in one motion unless a Commissioner requests a separate 
action on a specific item on the Consent Calendar.  If an item is removed from the Consent Calendar, it will be 
discussed individually and acted upon separately.) 
 
None 
 

10. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

10.1. Public Hearing for Bradley Road Bridge Over Salt Creek, CIP 13-004 and 
Adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 Conduct Public Hearing 
 Adopt a Resolution adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration based on the 

findings incorporated in the initial study and the conclusion that the project 
will not have a significant effect on the environment 
 

11. DISCUSSION ITEMS 

11.1. Appointments to Menifee Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC) 

 Appoint two (2) representatives from the Planning Commission to serve 
on the Menifee Citizens Advisory Committee and assist with review of the 
annual Community Development Block Grant program 
 

11.2. Provide a Planning Commission Interpretation confirming that assisted 
living or similar facilities are considered a residential use in the Economic 
Development Corridor Zone (Menifee Municipal Code Chapter 9.28) and 
would count towards the percentage of residential uses allowed within the 
zone as specified in Chapter 9.28.090 (E). 

12. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COMMENTS 

13. COMMISSIONER REPORTS ON COMMITTEE ACTIVITES 
 

14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

 
Decorum Policy Notes 

 
Please use a speaker request form when you wish to address the Commissioners. 

The Commission anticipates and encourages public participation at its Commission 
meeting, both on agenda items and during the public comments period. Please use respect 
by not having your cell phones on, refrain from talking in the audience or outbursts that 
may be disruptive. While we encourage participation, we ask there be a mutual respect for 
the proceedings. 
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Staff Reports 

Materials related to an item on this Agenda, including those submitted to the Planning 
Commission after distribution of the agenda packet, are available for public inspection by 
contacting Jennifer Allen, Planning Commission Secretary, at (951) 672-6777 during normal 
business hours.  

 

Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 

If you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, you should contact Jennifer 
Allen, Planning Commission Secretary, at (951) 672-6777. Notification 72 hours prior to the 
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to assure accessibility to this 
meeting.  

























































 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

  

 
 

Menifee Planning Commission  
Meeting Minutes 
January 11, 2017 

 
                                                                                     
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Karwin called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

2. ROLL CALL 

Present: Chairman Robert P. Karwin, Vice Chairman Earl Phillips, Commissioner Mark Doty, 
Commissioner Randy Madrid, Commissioner Chris Thomas, Acting City Manager Jeff 
Wyman, Assistant City Attorney Ajit Thind, Planning Manager Lisa Gordon, Associate 
Planner Tamara Harrison, Principal Engineer Yolanda Macalalad, Deputy City Clerk Jennifer 
Allen, and thirteen (13) members of the public. 

 
3. FLAG SALUTE 

4. AGENDA APPROVAL OR MODIFICATION 

None 

5. PRESENTATIONS 
None 

6. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

None 

7. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
 

7.1. Minutes of December 14, 2016 
 
The Meeting Minutes of December 14, 2016 were approved on a motion by Vice 
Chair Phillips, seconded by Commissioner Doty and passed as follows: 
Ayes:  Doty, Karwin, Madrid, Phillips, Thomas 
Noes:             None 
Abstain:           None 
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8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
8.1. Extension of Time No. 2016-101 for Tract 33738 

Vice Chair Phillips pulled Extension of Time No. 2016-101 for discussion. 
 
Vice Chair Phillips stated that a separate line item should be created for the 
annexation into the Citywide Community Facilities District (CFD) on page four (4) 
of the staff report. Acting City Manager Wyman agreed to make the revision to the 
staff report.  
 
Vice Chair Phillips stated that the residential lot size should be revised in Condition 
of Approval No. 10, to 7,200 square feet to meet current standards. Acting City 
Manager Wyman stated the project was approved by the County and is before the 
Commission for an Extension of Time. Assistant City Attorney Thind stated the 
Specific Plan may have specific development standards and this Planning Area 
(PA) allows for a residential lot size of 5,000 square feet, therefore it is consistent 
with the Specific Plan.    
 
Vice Chair Phillips moved approval of the Consent Calendar approving a 
Resolution approving Extension of Time No. 2016-101 for the First One-Year 
Extension for Tentative Tract Map No. 33738 including the amendment made to 
the staff report on page four (4). Commissioner Thomas seconded the motion 
and the motion passed as follows: 
Ayes:    Doty, Karwin, Madrid, Phillips, Thomas 
Noes:    None 
Absent: None 
 

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
9.1. Public Hearing for Extension of Time No. 2016-102 for Plot Plan No. 22628 – 

Located at north of Highway 74, east of Malone Avenue and west of Briggs 
Road – Marketplace at Harvest Glen 

Associate Planner Harrison presented the staff report noting the location and 
project description. Ms. Harrison provided background on the life of the project 
noting that if the Commission approves the extension the project will expire on 
April 21, 2019. Associate Planner Harrison reported on the revised conditions 
provided to the Commission.          

The Commission asked about ownership of the adjacent properties, asked for 
clarification on the notice of public hearing map, and inquired about the absent 
Resolution numbers in the staff reports. Associate Planner Harrison provided 
clarification on the project location and stated she is not certain who owns the 
adjacent parcels. Acting City Manager Wyman stated that the City Clerk’s Office 
will assign Resolution numbers following approval of the item so the numbers are 
in sequential order.   

Chair Karwin called for the applicant to speak. 

Mike Naggar, applicant, stated that he is available for questions. 
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The Commission inquired about the production of the project. Mr. Naggar 
provided background history of the project that brought it to its current state.   

Chair Karwin opened the public hearing at 7:19 p.m. The Clerk verified the legal 
publication and noted the correspondence received from Mr. Naggar.  

Chair Karwin called for public testimony and there was none. 

Chair Karwin closed the public hearing at 7:20 p.m.     

Vice Chair Phillips made a motion to approve a Resolution approving Extension 
of Time No. 2016-102 for the extension of Plot Plan No. 22628. Commissioner 
Madrid seconded the motion and the motion passed as follows: 
Ayes:    Doty, Karwin, Madrid, Phillips, Thomas 
Noes:    None 
Absent: None 
 

9.2. Public Hearing for Plot Plan No. 2016-252 – Located at 26925 Newport Road 
-  Monument Sign and Administrative Relief for Arco AM/PM 

Acting City Manager Wyman stated Associate Planner Harrison will provide the 
presentation for the item. 

Associate Planner Harrison presented the staff report noting the location, site plan, 
proposed signage, and project description. Ms. Harrison explained that the 
proposed monument sign exceeds the number of freestanding signs allowed, 
therefore the applicant is seeking administrative relief. She stated that the property 
owner shall enter into a relocation agreement for the location of the monument 
sign as it is currently being proposed within the ultimate right of way for Newport 
Road.   

The Commission inquired about the landscaping requirements due to the ultimate 
right of way improvements, costs to property owners associated with acquisition of 
the land or relocation of the sign, and if the pole sign will need to be relocated 
during the right of way improvements. Associate Planner Harrison stated the 
landscaping will need to be sufficient along Newport Road and will be worked out 
in the relocation agreement. Assistant Attorney Thind stated that landscaping 
requirements are difficult to determine at this point, however landscaping will be 
required. Acting City Manager Wyman stated there are no relocation costs and 
costs for the right of way will be determined when and if there is any future 
development. Mr. Wyman stated that the relocation agreement is only for the 
monument sign, the pole sign is not being considered in the agreement.   

Chair Karwin called for the applicant to speak. 

Ed Zadeh, applicant, thanked staff for their work on the project and stated he’s 
available for questions.  

The Commission inquired about the request for the monument sign and the pole 
sign location in relation to the potential right of way widening. Mr. Zadeh stated 
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that due to the development of the project west of his property, the monument 
sign will help guide the drivers to the Arco AM/PM entrance. He stated he’s not 
certain if the pole sign will need to be relocated when the right of way widening 
occurs.  

Associate Planner Harrison briefly explained the updated conditions of approval 
for the project. 

Chair Karwin asked the applicant if he agrees with the updated conditions of 
approval. Mr. Zadeh stated he agrees with the language. 

Commissioner Thomas suggested that the applicant add some type of 
enhancement to the pole sign, possibly stone or landscaping to make it blend 
with the new proposed monument sign.       

Chair Karwin opened the public hearing at 7:34 p.m. The Clerk verified the legal 
publication and noted no correspondence was received.     

Chair Karwin called for public testimony and there was none. 

Chair Karwin closed the public hearing at 7:35 p.m. 

The Commission discussed the signage and the ultimate right of way.   

Commissioner Thomas made a motion to adopt a Resolution approving Plot Plan 
No. 2016-252 including the administrative relief for number of total signs allowed 
and number of signs allowed on one street frontage, also including the updated 
conditions of approval. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Doty and 
passed as follows: 
Ayes:    Doty, Karwin, Madrid, Phillips, Thomas 
Noes:    None 
Absent: None 

9.3. Public Hearing for Tentative Tract Map No. 2016-038 (TR37102) – Located on 
the northwest corner of intersection of Ridgemoor Road and Valley Blvd. 

Chair Karwin stated that the Commission received correspondence from Dwight 
Oates in opposition of the project. 

Acting City Manager Wyman stated Associate Planner Harrison will provide the 
presentation for the item. 

Associate Planner Harrison presented the staff report noting the location, land use, 
zoning, and project description. Ms. Harrison stated the project includes the 
approval of rain gardens in the front of each lot for water quality purposes and to 
satisfy the requirements of Riverside County’s NPDES Storm Water Permit. She 
stated that a thirteen (13) foot combination block retaining wall will be located at 
the rear of Lots 17-21 along Valley Blvd.  

The Commission inquired about the landscaping along the wall on Valley Blvd, the 
rain garden filtration system, the height of the wall on Valley Blvd and Mr. Oats 
comments in the correspondence. Associate Planner Harrison stated the wall will 
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be required to be landscaped in an effort to lessen the impact of the thirteen (13) 
foot height. Principal Engineer Macalalad explained filtration process for how the 
rain gardens collect storm water runoff and infiltrate back into the ground water 
using the earth as a natural filter. Associate Planner Harrison stated that the normal 
wall standard is six (6) feet, however, in order to maintain minimum lot size and 
sound attenuation, it requires the wall to be a maximum of thirteen (13) feet.  
Principal Engineer Macalalad stated that the project was required to provide a 
geotechnical study to determine if anything in the soil needs to be addressed.    

Chair Karwin called for the applicant to speak. 

Jeremy Krout, applicant’s representative, stated the project is consistent with the 
General Plan and noted the changes that have occurred since the project was 
approved by Riverside County in 1999. Mr. Krout stated that the thirteen (13) foot 
wall is partially mitigated by the large setback from the street and landscaping. He 
stated that the geotechnical analysis has been prepared for the site and he 
addressed the correspondence from Mr. Oats’ regarding the muddy bog.       

Joe Castaneda, engineering consultant, gave an overview of the drainage 
improvements for the project that will address the excess water on the site. 

Vice Chair Phillips questioned the stockpiles of soil on the site that contain 
construction debris. He stated that the soil has been brought in and not analyzed 
in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Vice Chair Phillips also stated that 
the definition of Salt Creek is not correct; it is not a concrete channel. He noted that 
the Area Plan and the Salt Creek Drainage Plan specifically defines the area as 
part of the natural water course. He expressed his concerns regarding leaching 
that could potentially come out of the foreign soil and drain into the storm drain and 
flow into Salt Creek. 

Mr. Krout stated that a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared and 
the result was there were no hazardous materials on the site. He stated that the 
site requires grading which will remove the construction debris. Mr. Krout 
referenced pages 39 and 40 of the MND that details the results of the analysis. 

The Commission inquired further about the stockpiles on the site and the origin of 
their existence. 

Mr. Krout stated they don’t have knowledge of where the stockpiles came from. He 
stated that the soil was analyzed and results show that there is no concern. 

Principal Engineer Macalalad stated the Phase I study should include the history 
of site.  

Assistant City Attorney Thind stated that the Commission could continue the item 
to address the concerns raised more specifically regarding the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND). 
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Mr. Castaneda stated a condition of approval could be added for the soil testing 
prior to grading, a condition that requires the debris be removed during the 
construction phase and they could install silt fencing around the stockpiles in the 
interim. He stated the type of testing is unknown until they work with the 
geotechnical engineer.  

Mr. Krout stated that they would agree to test the soil prior to a building or grading 
permit, whichever is standard for the City, and provide the results to the City.  

Associate Planner Harrison stated that it is standard to require a focused Phase II 
test prior to grading. 

Vice Chair Phillips asked if the applicant would be amenable to amending the 
definition of Salt Creek. Mr. Krout agreed to make the revision to the Salt Creek 
definition.                   

Chair Karwin opened the public hearing at 8:26 p.m. The Clerk verified the legal 
publication and noted no further correspondence was received.    

Chair Karwin called for public testimony. 

Suzanne Goodrich, property owner abutting the proposed project, thanked Vice 
Chair Phillips for his insightful questions to the applicant. Ms. Goodrich asked if 
the proposed project will include single story or two story homes and asked if the 
development will be level with her neighborhood. Commissioner Doty referenced 
the plan and stated Ms. Goodrich’s property will sit seven (7) feet above the 
proposed development.  

Chair Karwin closed the public hearing at 8:29 p.m. 

The Commission expressed their concerns with the unknown origin of the 
stockpiles and suggested that a focused Phase II study be prepared on the 
stockpiles.  

Associate Planner Harrison stated that Phase I analysis does have mention of 
one (1) construction debris pile. Vice Chair Phillips referenced pictures he took of 
more than one (1) stockpile that consists of several materials. He suggested the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) be revised to include an analysis of the 
stockpiles and revised to correct the definition of Salt Creek.    

The Commission discussed the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) analysis, 
the construction debris on the site, the definition for Salt Creek, and language for 
a focused Phase II assessment.  

Associate Planner Harrison read the standard language that would apply to the 
focused Phase II Environmental Assessment. 

Mr. Krout stated that they are amenable to a focused Phase II analysis or 
equivalent regarding the stockpiles of imported dirt on the site and the revised 
definition of Salt Creek to strike “concrete channel” and insert, “a natural 
watercourse”.   
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Chair Karwin referenced the correspondence submitted by Mr. Oats’ regarding 
power being pulled from the power grid at Ridgemoor. Mr. Krout stated that 
Southern California Edison has provided a will serve letter notifying them they 
have a sufficient amount of electricity for the site. 

Chair Karwin made a motion to adopt a Resolution recommending the City 
Council Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration including the revision to the 
definition for Salt Creek and the focused Phase II analysis for the stockpiles, Vice 
Chair Phillips seconded the motion. The motion passed as follows: 
Ayes:    Doty, Karwin, Madrid, Phillips, Thomas 
Noes:    None 
Absent: None 

Commissioner Thomas made a motion to adopt a Resolution recommending City 
Council approval of Tentative Tract Map No. 2016-038 including the revision to 
the definition for Salt Creek and the focused Phase II analysis for the stockpiles, 
Vice Chair Phillips seconded the motion. The motion passed as follows: 
Ayes:    Doty, Karwin, Madrid, Phillips, Thomas 
Noes:    None 
Absent: None 

9.4. Public Hearing for an Amendment to Menifee Municipal Code Chapter 9.55, 
Pertaining to Quimby and Mitigation Fees  

Acting City Manager stated Community Services Director Robert Lennox will 
provide the presentation for the item. 

Community Services Director Lennox provided a brief history of the item. Mr. 
Lennox stated that during the September 1, 2016 meeting, the Parks, 
Recreation, and Trails Commission PRTC voted unanimously to remove Section 
9.55.115, banking credit for excess park dedication, from Chapter 9.55 in the 
Municipal Code. He reported on the Parks, Recreation, and Trails Commission’s 
findings for voting to remove Section 9.55.115.    

Chair Karwin opened the public hearing at 8:41 p.m. The Clerk verified the legal 
publication and noted no correspondence was received. 

Tom Giedroyce, Parks, Recreation, and Trails Commissioner, stated that the 
PRTC voted unanimously to remove Section 9.55.115. Mr. Giedroyce gave an 
overview of the Parks, Recreation, and Trails Commission’s thought process for 
recommending removal of the Section. 

Chair Karwin asked if a specific project raised a concern for the Parks, 
Recreation, and Trails Commission to bring the item back for discussion. Mr. 
Giedroyce stated the PRTC had no specific project in mind, they just thought it 
may be a potential pitfall.   

Chair Karwin closed the public hearing at 8:50 p.m. 

The Commission discussed the two (2) mile radius requirement for banked park 
credit, encouraging developers to build larger parks rather than small parks, 
typical overage of banked credits, credits for usable park land, and the 
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percentage of developers that pay a Quimby fee. Community Services Director 
Lennox clarified that the two (2) mile radius is between parks, not the 
development. Mr. Lennox stated that the Parks Master Plan proposes to 
encourage larger facilities rather than small ones and staff strives to bring in 
larger parks. He stated that approximately 30-40 percent of developers pay a 
Quimby fee because they have not provided enough park land.  

Commissioner Doty suggested a minimum of two (2) acres banked allowed in 
one (1) acre increments. Community Services Director Lennox stated the 
minimum requirement of two (2) acres would still provide the incentive that staff 
intended and will ensure the City is getting usable land. He stated the goal is not 
to accept parks less than five (5) acres from developers.  

The Commission discussed what would be an appropriate number of minimum 
acres allowed to bank credits. 

Assistant City Attorney Thind stated that the options available to the Planning 
Commission is to delete the Section that allows developers to receive/bank credit 
for excess park dedication or deny the recommendation thereby leaving Section 
9.55.115 in the Ordinance. Mr. Thind stated that amending the Section is not one 
of the options available to the Commission.  

Discussion between the Commission and Assistant City Attorney Thind 
continued regarding the correct action to take for a motion.    

Commissioner Doty made a motion to deny the recommendation to the City 
Council to amend Municipal Code Chapter 9.55 by deleting Section 9.55.115, 
Vice Chair Phillips seconded the motion. The motion passed as follows: 
Ayes:    Doty, Karwin, Madrid, Phillips, Thomas 
Noes:    None 
Absent: None 

The Planning Commission inquired about a possible joint workshop with the 
Park, Recreation, and Trails Commission to review and discuss amending 
Chapter 9.55. Assistant City Attorney Thind stated staff will look into the option of 
scheduling a joint workshop.   

10. DISCUSSION ITEMS  
None 

11. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COMMENTS 

Acting City Manager Wyman reported on the construction projects and Capital Improvement 
Projects (CIP) in the works.    

12. COMMISSIONER REPORTS ON COMMITTEE ACTIVITES 

Chair Karwin asked if new appointees will need to be appointed to the Menifee Citizens 
Advisory Committee. Acting City Manager Wyman stated he will look in to the scheduling for 
the new appointees.  
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13. FUTURE AGENDA REQUESTS FROM COMMISSIONERS  

Chair Karwin requested an item be brought before the Commission regarding a report or 
analysis that addresses the origin of any imported soil on project sites and if the origin can’t 
be determined, then a focused Phase II Assessment will be required. Vice Chair Phillips 
seconded the request.      

14. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Chair Karwin adjourned the meeting at 9:06 p.m. 
 

 
_________________________________________ 
Jennifer Allen, Deputy City Clerk   









ATTACHMENT A 

 

RESOLUTION No. PC 17- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Resolution No. PC 17-____    
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
MENIFEE, CALIFORNIA ADOPTING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION FOR THE BRADLEY ROAD BRIDGE PROJECT, CIP 
13-004 

 
Whereas, on September 2, 2015 the applicant, City of Menifee, entered into an 

agreement with NV5 for the design of plans and preparation of environmental 
documents for the construction of a Bridge on Bradley Road over Salt Creek Channel 
(the “Project”).  
 

Whereas, pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), an Initial Study (“IS”) and Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) have 
been prepared to analyze and mitigate the Project's potentially significant environmental 
impacts; and 

 
 Whereas, the draft IS/MND was publically circulated for the required thirty-(30)-
day public review period between December 12, 2016 and January 11, 2017, which was 
publicly noticed by a publication in a newspaper of general circulation, notice to owners 
within 500 feet of the Project site boundaries, related agencies and government 
agencies; and   

 
Whereas, three comments from public agencies and general public on the 

IS/MND were received during the public review period; and  
 
 Whereas, on February 8, 2017, the Planning Commission held the open public 
hearing on the Project, considered all public testimony as well as all materials in the staff 
report and accompanying documents; and,   
 

Whereas, the City has complied with CEQA and the IS/MND is an accurate and 
objective statement that has fully analyzed all of the Project’s potential impacts and fully 
complies with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and represents the independent 
judgment of the City; and  

 
Whereas, no substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the Project 

may result in a significant impact has been received by the City after circulation of the 
IS/MND, and therefore the preparation of an environmental impact report is not required; 

 
Whereas, after its public circulation, the IS/MND has not been substantially 

revised, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5, and therefore does not 
require re-circulation. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Menifee resolves 
as follows:   
 

1. The Planning Commission finds on the basis of the evidence presented and the 
whole record before it, including the Initial Study and the MND, and any 
comments received, that there is no substantial evidence supporting a fair 
argument that the Project, as mitigated, may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

 
2. The Planning Commission finds, based on the evidence presented and the whole 

record before it, including the Initial Study and the MND, and any comments 
received, in its own independent judgment, that the Project, after the 
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implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in the MND and 
imposed by Exhibit 1 hereto, will not result in any significant impacts on the 
environment. 
 

3. The Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Environmental Record Report), which a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit “1” and incorporated herein by reference, will 
assure compliance with the mitigation measures during Project implementation.  

 
4. The Planning Commission further finds that the MND reflects the Planning 

Commission’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 
5. The MND, all documents referenced in the MND, and the record of proceedings 

on which the Planning Commission’s decision is based are located at City of 
Menifee City Hall at 29714 Haun Road, Menifee, CA 92586 and the custodian of 
record of proceedings is the City of Menifee City Clerk. 

 
6. The City of Menifee Planning Commission adopts an MND for the Project 

including but not limited to the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan as attached to the 
MND. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this the 8th day of February, 2017. 

 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Robert P. Karwin, Chairman 

  
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Jennifer Allen, Deputy City Clerk 

 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Ajit Thind, Assistant City Attorney 
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EXHIBIT 1 

 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

 
(ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD REPORT) 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The California Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, requires that a lead or responsible agency adopt a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting plan when approving or carrying out a project when a Mitigated Negative Declaration identifies measures to reduce potential 
environmental impacts. As lead agency for the project, the City of Menifee is responsible for adoption and implementation of the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  
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Biological Resources 

MM-BIO-1 All vegetation removal and ground disturbance activities should be 
planned outside the nesting season for raptors (February 1 to August 1531) 
and outside the peak nesting season for birds (March 1 to August 1531) if 
practicable. If vegetation removal would occur during those time periods, a pre-
construction survey for active nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
no more than 1 week prior to the onset of ground disturbance activities. If 
active nests are found on the site, disturbance or removal of the nest shall be 
avoided until the young have fledged and the nest is no longer active. 
Depending on the species, site conditions, and the proposed construction 
activities near the active nest, a buffer distance may be prescribed, as 
determined by a qualified biologist, to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee 
Community Development Department.  

X X X  City of Menifee     
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Mitigation Measure 

Time Frame of Mitigation 
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MM-BIO-2a After completion of project construction, to mitigate for the temporary 
disturbance of 0.8 acre of waters of the U.S./state, all temporarily disturbed 
riverine resources shall be restored in place to pre-construction contours and 
conditions following construction. The City shall work with the RCA, ACOE, 
RWQCB, and CDFW to develop a native hydroseed mix that shall be applied 
to the temporarily disturbed areas  and monitored for a period of 12 months to 
confirm germination., to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee Community 
Development Department.  

X   X City of Menifee     

MM-BIO-2b Mitigation for direct, permanent impacts to 0.2 acre of non-wetland 
waters of the U.S. /state shall accomplished at a 3:1 ratio through the provision 
of a one-time fee for 0.6 acre of credits at an approved off site mitigation bank 
and/or in-lieu fee program to adequately compensate for no net loss of waters 
of the U.S./State. At this time, the City is considering the purchase of riverine 
re-establishment credits from the Riverside-Corona Resource Conservation 
District (RCRCD) In-Lieu Fee Project Site (ILF Project), located adjacent to the 
main stem of the Santa Ana River, west of the Hamner Avenue Bridge over the 
Santa Ana River, near Norco/Eastvale, Riverside County, California. In the 
event this option is not available, the City shall coordinate and work closely 
with the RCA, ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW to identify an appropriate 
alternative. 

X   X City of Menifee     

MM-BIO-3 To minimize potential indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters, the 
following shall be implemented during construction to the satisfaction of the 
City of Menifee Community Development Department: 

Best management practices shall be implemented to avoid indirect impacts to 
jurisdictional waters, including: 

a. Vehicles and equipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing water 

 X X  City of Menifee     
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Mitigation Measure 

Time Frame of Mitigation 
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except as described in the permits. 

b. Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from grading or other 
activities shall not be allowed to enter jurisdictional waters or be placed in 
locations that may be subjected to high storm flows. 

c. Spoil sites shall not be located within locations that may be subject to high 
storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into drainages. 

d. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating 
material, oil, or other petroleum products, or any other substances that 
could be hazardous to vegetation or wildlife resources, resulting from 
project-related activities, shall be prevented from contaminating the soil 
and/or entering avoided jurisdictional waters. 

e. No equipment maintenance shall occur within jurisdictional waters and no 
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment shall be 
allowed to enter these areas or enter any off-site state-jurisdictional 
waters under any flow. 

Cultural Resources 

MM-CUL-1  If during ground disturbance activities, unique cultural resources are 
discovered that were not assessed by the archaeological report(s) and/or 
environmental assessment conducted prior to project approval, the following 
procedures shall be followed.  Unique cultural resources are defined, for this 
condition only, as being multiple artifacts in close association with each other, but 
may include fewer artifacts if the area of the find is determined to be of 
significance due to its sacred or cultural importance as determined in consultation 
with the Native American Tribe(s). 

i. All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the discovered 
cultural resources shall be halted until a meeting is convened 

 X X X City of Menifee     
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Mitigation Measure 

Time Frame of Mitigation 
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between the developer, the archaeologist, the tribal representative(s) 
and the Community Development Director to discuss the significance 
of the find. 

ii. At the meeting, the significance of the discoveries shall be discussed 
and after consultation with the tribal representative(s) and the 
archaeologist, a decision shall be made, with the concurrence of the 
Community Development Director, as to the appropriate mitigation 
(documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the cultural resources. 

iii. Grading of further ground disturbance shall not resume within the 
area of the discovery until an agreement has been reached by all 
parties as to the appropriate mitigation. 

iv. Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be 
consistent with the Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring 
Agreements entered into with the appropriate tribes. This may 
include avoidance of the cultural resources through project design, 
in-place preservation of cultural resources located in native soils 
and/or re-burial on the Project property so they are not subject to 
further disturbance in perpetuity. 

v. Pursuant to Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the 
preferred method of preservation for archaeological resources and 
cultural resources.  If the landowner and the Tribe(s) cannot agree on 
the significance or the mitigation for the archaeological or cultural 
resources, these issues will be presented to the City Community 
Development Director for decision. The City Community Development 
Director shall make the determination based on the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act with respect to archaeological 
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Mitigation Measure 

Time Frame of Mitigation 
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resources, recommendations of the project archeologist and shall take 
into account the cultural and religious principles and practices of the 
Tribe. Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the 
decision of the City Community Development Director shall be 
appealable to the City Planning Commission and/or City Council. 

Noise 

MM-NOI-1 The following measures shall be incorporated into construction plans prior 
to the start of construction, to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee 
Community Development Department: 

1. All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal-
combustion engines shall be equipped with mufflers; air-inlet 
silencers where appropriate; and any other shrouds, shields, or other 
noise-reducing features in good operating condition that meet or 
exceed original factory specifications. Mobile or fixed “package” 
equipment (e.g., arc welders, air compressors) shall be equipped 
with shrouds and noise-control features that are readily available for 
that type of equipment. 

2. Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or 
internal-combustion-powered equipment, where feasible. 

3. Material stockpiles and mobile equipment staging, parking, and 
maintenance areas shall be located as far as practicable from noise-
sensitive receptors. 

4. The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, 
alarms, and bells, shall be for safety warning purposes only. 

  X  City of Menifee     
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Response to Comment Letter A 

State Clearinghouse 
Scott Morgan 

Director 
January 11, 2017 

A-1 This letter acknowledges that the City has complied with the public review 
requirements for the Bradley Road Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
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Response to Comment Letter B 

Earl W. Phillips, Jr., REHS 
January 5, 2017 

B-1 The City appreciates the commenter for providing comments on the Draft MND. This 
comment is introductory in nature and specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the MND is provided later in the letter.  

B-2 It is true that Salt Creek is a blue-line stream which has been designed with steep, 
engineered channel banks and, in many areas, is a maintained floodplain.  Salt Creek 
was originally channelized and engineered to retain flows up to a 100-year storm 
event and reduce flooding, although, due to the lack of periodic maintenance and 
continuous sediment transport over the years, there are some areas along the creek 
that are no longer capable of maintaining the 100-year flows within the banks. In 
response to this comment, Section 1.1.1, Purpose and Need, has been revised to 
include additional characterization of Salt Creek as suggested by the commenter. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-3 Comment noted and appreciated. The wildlife compendium represents a list of wildlife 
species observed during the October 2015 and August 2016 surveys and is not intended 
to include species that may frequent the site during other times of the year. In general, 
there are understandable limitations to the general wildlife surveys conducted for the 
project primarily due to seasonal and daytime-only constraints. Many early spring and 
summer migrants that may use habitats in the study area would not have been observed 
because the surveys were conducted were done in October 2015 and August 2016. 
Further, surveys were conducted during the daytime to maximize visibility for the 
detection of plants and most animals. Birds represent the largest component of the 
vertebrate fauna, and because most are active in the daytime, diurnal surveys maximize 
the number of observations of this group. In contrast, daytime surveys usually result in 
few observations of mammals, reptiles, and amphibians, many of which may be more 
active at night. Nighttime surveys were not warranted because no high sensitivity 
species (e.g., state- and/or federally listed) potentially occurring in the study area are 
nocturnal. The general wildlife surveys were conducted according to commonly 
accepted, standard scientific practices and procedures. 
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B-4 Please refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the MND for a 
discussion of potential hydrology impacts as well as related items such as State Water 
Resources Control Board (SCRWB) compliance and the requirement for a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

B-5 Comment noted and appreciated. The Draft MND provides background information 
relevant to understanding analysis as necessary in order to provide sufficient context 
to the reader. 

B-6 The City is required to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and 
plans as they relate to the proposed project. Such details regarding compliance are 
provided where applicable. The City will condition the project to comply with 
applicable laws and regulations to ensure compliance. Additionally, a Mitigation, 
Monitoring, and Reporting Program is included as Appendix E to the MND to ensure 
compliance with all required mitigation measures.  

B-7 The City understands that the MND uses numerous acronyms and terms. It should 
be noted that all acronyms are spelled out at first usage. Additionally, the MND 
was available electronically, allowing for ease of searching for acronyms 
throughout the document.  

B-8 The City appreciates the commenter’s input regarding artistic renderings of the 
proposed project. In response to this comment, a cover page with artistic renderings 
has been incorporated into the MND.  

B-9 Comment noted and appreciated. The location of the figures provided in the Draft 
MND is indicated in the Table of Contents near the beginning of the document. 

B-10 Comment noted and appreciated. According to Section 15071 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, an executive summary is not a required component of an MND. Please 
note that a brief summary of impacts is provided in Section 2 of the Draft MND. 

B-11 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-2. 

B-12 Please refer to Response to Comment B-2. 

B-13 Please refer to Response to Comment B-2.  

B-14 Comment noted and appreciated. In response to this comment, all instances of “a 
MND” in Section 1.2, California Environmental Quality Act Compliance, of the 
MND have been revised to state “an MND.” It should be noted that this revision is 
contrary to the comment; “an MND” is grammatically correct due to the 
pronunciation of “MND” beginning with a vowel sound. 
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The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-15 In response to this comment, the operational and maintenance characteristics in 
Section 1.1.3.3 of the MND have been revised to include additional suggested 
maintenance activities. 

The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-16 Section 1.2, California Environmental Quality Act Compliance, discusses the 
project’s compliance with CEQA, as is the intent of the subsection. Any other 
applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and plans are described throughout the 
analysis as necessary to provide context to the reader.  

B-17 Comment noted and appreciated. The information regarding the City staff member 
responsible for the MND will be included in the public record and submittal package.  

B-18 The specific location for the suggested revision is unclear, therefore, no revision has been 
made. Please note that Section 1.1.2, Project Location and Setting, along with Figures 1-
3, provide specific details regarding the project’s location in relation to Salt Creek. 

B-19 Comment noted and appreciated. The City is required to provide sufficient evidence 
for the disclosure of a “No Impact” conclusion to agricultural and forestry resources. 
Therefore, the discussion provided in Section 3.2, Agricultural and Forestry 
Resources, of the Draft MND remains unchanged. 

B-20 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-5. The 
discussion presented in the Draft MND provides all information necessary to 
substantiate the significance conclusions of the environmental analysis and provide 
sufficient context to the reader.  

B-21 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-22 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 
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B-23 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-24 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-25 Section 3.4, Biological Resources, Threshold A, correctly provides analysis relevant 
to the potential impacts to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  

B-26 Comment noted and appreciated. Egrets, Canada geese, and herons, while potentially 
enjoyed by the public, are not special-status wildlife as defined under CEQA. 
Endangered, rare, or threatened species, as defined in CEQA Guideline 15380(b) (14 
CCR 15000 et seq.), are referred to as “special-status species” and include (1) 
endangered or threatened species recognized in the context of the California 
Endangered Species Act and the federal Endangered Species Act; (2) California 
Species of Special Concern and Watch List species, as designated by the CDFW; (3) 
mammals and birds that are Fully Protected species, as described in Fish and Game 
Code, Sections 4700 and 3511; (4) Birds of Conservation Concern, as designated by 
the USFWS; and (5) wildlife species that are “covered” under the Western Riverside 
County MSHCP.  

It would be incorrect to categorize these species as “special-status” in the MND as 
they are not afforded special-status protection under state and federal law. The 
protection of these species from project-related impacts would occur under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which protects nesting bird populations from 
construction-related impacts (please refer to mitigation measure MM-BIO-1).  

B-27 Comment noted and appreciated. The definition of edge effects presented in the Draft 
MND is consistent with the Final Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MHSCP), which defines an edge effect as a change in the 
"conditions or species composition within an otherwise uniform habitat as one 
approaches a boundary with a different habitat." Edge effects at the boundary 
between natural lands and human-occupied lands ("urban edge effects") arise due to 
human-related intrusions or construction-related impacts such as lighting, noise, 
invasive species, exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting, trapping, off-
road activities, dumping, construction-related dust and other forms of recreation and 
disturbance. The City acknowledges that the only possible edge effect, in the absence 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs), would be construction-related dust as crews 
establish a temporary work area to construct the bridge in the creek floodplain. 
Construction-related dust can adversely affect plant species not just on-site in the 
impact footprint but in off-site areas that aren’t directly impacted by the project.  
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B-28 Comment noted and appreciated. The impact analysis and recommended mitigation is 
intended to address the portion of Salt Creek within the project site that is directly 
impacted by the project. To state that the project has been designed to avoid direct, 
permanent impacts to the main, active low-flow channel and a majority of the active 
floodplain “in proximity to the project site” would be an incorrect representation of 
the impacts.  

B-29 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-27. 

B-30 Comment noted and appreciated. The distinction between on-site and off-site 
jurisdictional waters is necessary to demonstrate that indirect effects to off-site, as 
well as on-site, habitats outside of the work area would not be significantly impacted 
by the project. This distinction is retained in the Draft MND to show that the project 
would not adversely contribute to the degradation of jurisdictional waters both on-site 
and off-site. 

B-31 Comment noted and appreciated. Mitigation Banks and In-Lieu Fee Programs are 
generally the preferred mitigation option (by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) 
because they tend to consolidate financial and technical resources and they involve 
much more intensive strategic planning, design, and scientific expertise to ensure 
success. Additionally, mitigation banks and in-lieu fee programs help consolidate 
small, fragmented wetland mitigation projects into large contiguous sites that have 
much higher wildlife habitat values with a well-funded management source and 
resource agency oversight and regulation. The City is mitigating for temporary and 
permanent impacts through a combination of on-site restoration and the off-site 
purchase of credits at a 3:1 ratio. The increased ratio is intended to compensate for not 
only temporal loss but for the distance between the impact site and the in-lieu fee site.  

B-32 Comment noted and appreciated. The existing text sufficiently describes and 
discloses potential impacts to nesting and migratory birds.  

B-33 Comment noted and appreciated. The existing text sufficiently describes and 
discloses compliance with the MSHCP.  

B-34 In response to this comment, the formatting of text regarding Native American 
outreach and coordination has been revised. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
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significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-35 The text of Threshold A of Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of the MND is directly 
quoted from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The City appreciates the 
suggested revision regarding regulatory citations throughout the MND.  

B-36 In response to this comment, the grammatical error and characterization of seismic 
activity has been revised.  

The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-37 In response to this comment, the suggested subheading has been inserted into the 
discussion regarding climate background in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
of the MND. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-38 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20.  

B-39 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-40 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-41 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-42 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-43 Comment noted and appreciated.  The existing text in the Draft MND adequately 
characterizes and captures the extent of potential impacts.  
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B-44 Comment noted and appreciated. The existing text in the MND adequately answers 
the threshold question as it relates to reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  

B-45 Please refer to Response to Comment B-6. The existing analysis presented in the 
MND under Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Material, Threshold B, includes 
sufficient discussion regarding hazardous material safety and requirements during 
construction. Please note that the discussion refers the reader to Section 3.8, Hazards 
and Hazardous Material, Threshold A, which includes information regarding what 
type of plans and protocols required during construction of the proposed project. 

B-46 In response to this comment,  Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Threshold 
D, of the MND has been revised. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-47 Comment noted and appreciated. Refer to Response to Comment B-3. 

B-48 Comment noted and appreciated. Refer to Response to Comment B-7. 

B-49 Comment noted and appreciated. The titles of each technical report provided as an 
appendix to the Draft MND clearly describe the contents of each report. Additionally, 
for each section of analysis that utilizes an appendix to support the analysis provides 
information necessary, including contents and methodology, from each appendix. 
Additionally, each appendix was made available for review during public review of 
the Draft MND.  

B-50 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-8. 
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Response to Comment Letter C 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Kris Flanigan 

Engineering Project Manager 
January 10, 2017 

C-1 Comment noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND. 

C-2 Comment noted. The City will provide all necessary documents for the encroachment 
permit application process to the Riverside county Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District) prior to any work within the District’s right-of-way.  

C-3 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2.  

C-4 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2. In response to this comment, mitigation 
measure MM-BIO-1 has been revised to extend nesting bird season from August 15th 
to August 31st.  

The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
Final MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes 
and additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

C-5 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2. The City will require a pre-construction 
survey for burrowing owls prior to the start of work within the District’s right-of-way.  

C-6 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2.  

C-7 The City will provide all necessary documents for any required revisions to 
applicable Flood Insurance Rate Maps for which the project is located in coordination 
with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  

C-8 Comment noted. This comment concludes the letter and does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the MND. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Overview 

1.1.1 Purpose and Need 

Salt Creek is a wide, shallow, east-to-west flood control channel that directly discharges into 
Canyon Lake, an artificial freshwater lake located in the community of Canyon Lake off site and 
downstream of the proposed Bradley Road Bridge Project (project). Additionally, Salt Creek is a 
blue-line stream which has been designed with steep, engineered channel banks and, in many 
areas, is a maintained floodplain.  Salt Creek was originally channelized and engineered to retain 
flows up to a 100-year storm event and reduce flooding, although, due to the lack of periodic 
maintenance and continuous sediment transport over the years, there are some areas along the 
creek that are no longer capable of maintaining the 100-year flows within the banks. Bradley 
Road crosses Salt Creek in a north-to-south direction, generally at equal elevation to Salt Creek. 
Due to this design, Bradley Road is prone to flooding during rain events, which has historically 
presented hazards to motorists and resulted in the closure of the roadway. The City of Menifee 
(City) is proposing to replace this low-flow crossing with an all-weather crossing (bridge), 
effectively raising the roadway out of the floodplain. 

1.1.2 Project Location and Setting 

The proposed project is located within the City of Menifee, County of Riverside, California, as 
shown on Figure 1, Regional Map, and Figure 2, Vicinity Map. This segment of Bradley Road is 
located between Potomac Drive to the north and Rio Vista Drive to the south, though the limits 
of work would extend beyond these streets, as shown on Figure 3, Project Site.  

The project site is surrounded by residential land uses at the northern and southern ends. A vacant 
lot to the southwest is designated for residential land uses (City of Menifee 2013). A Riverside 
Transit Agency (RTA) bus stop is located on Bradley Road at Rio Vista Drive. As described 
previously, the main segment of Bradley Road associated with the project is bordered to the east 
and west by Salt Creek (designated as Open Space – Recreation) (City of Menifee 2013). 

According to the City’s General Plan Roadway Network (Exhibit C-3 of the General Plan), this 
portion of Bradley Road is designated as “Secondary (4 Lanes, Undivided)” (City of Menifee 
2013). As currently built, Bradley Road is a two-lane roadway (one lane in each direction) with a 
painted median and dedicated left and right turn lanes at Potomac Road and Rio Vista Drive. 
Bradley Road is graded and paved to a width that would accommodate a four-lane roadway; 
however, the existing striping separates the travel lane from the shoulder, creating one travel lane 
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in each direction (parking is prohibited). An existing dual 30-inch concrete pipe culvert is 
located near the center of Salt Creek and is intended to funnel drainage under Bradley Road. 

The project would be located entirely within the public right-of-way (ROW) for Bradley Road, 
Potomac Drive, and Rio Vista Drive. Construction would require encroachment into Salt Creek.  

1.1.3 Project Description 

1.1.3.1 Bradley Bridge 

The proposed bridge would span approximately 335 feet across Salt Creek and would be 
approximately 64 feet wide, as shown on Figure 4, Conceptual Bridge Design. The bridge would 
have a 12-foot median, two 12-foot travel lanes (one in each direction), 8-foot shoulders on both 
sides (which serve as Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV)/Class II bicycle lanes), and 5-foot 
pedestrian sidewalks on both sides with tubular hand railings. The bridge would consist of a 
three-span cast-in-place post-tensioned concrete box girders supported by two intermediate piers 
consisting of three columns each (six columns total), and two open ended abutments. The two 
bridge abutments would be constructed north of the Rio Vista Drive intersection and south of the 
Potomac Drive intersection. The existing dual pipe culvert would be removed. The bridge would 
be raised approximately 12 feet above Salt Creek at the bridge’s highest point. Shielded, 
downward facing lighting would be installed along the length of the bridge. 

Improvements to Bradley Road to the north and south of the proposed bridge would entail grade 
changes to ramp up/down to the proposed bridge abutments.  

1.1.3.2 Construction 

The total area of potential disturbance is approximately 4.39 acres, as shown on Figure 3. The 
limits of work include temporary siting and disturbance areas. For the purposes of analysis, it 
should be noted the total area of permanent impact (consisting of the bridge and roadway 
improvements to the north/south of the bridge) would be approximately 3.0 acres. 

Construction is estimated to begin in March 2017 and last approximately 18 months. Grading 
would require approximately 3,500 cubic yards of cut and 8,000 cubic yards of fill. The potential 
construction phases and equipment is outlined in Table 1. During construction, Bradley Road 
would be shut down within the project limits; traffic would be detoured away.  
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Table 1 
Estimated Construction Phasing  

Construction Phase and Duration Potential Equipment 
Grubbing/Land Clearing, 5 days 1 crawler tractor, 2 excavators 

Grading/Excavation, 4 months 2 or 3 loaders, 2 compactors, road grader, trucks 

Bridge Construction, 9 months Cranes, bidwell machine, drills, vibrators, saws, air compressors, trucks (pick up, flat 
bed), concrete trucks 

Drainage/Utilities/Subgrade, 5 months Road grader, loader, backhoe, skid steer, saws, air compressors, trucks, nail guns 

Paving, 10 days Paving machine, 2 steel drum rollers, rubber tire roller, sweeper, trucks 

 

1.1.3.3 Operation and Maintenance 

Upon completion of construction of the bridge, operation of this segment of Bradley Road would 
resume as it exists currently. The capacity of roadway at this segment would remain unchanged. 
Operations would be limited to occasional routine maintenance that would consist of paving, and 
restriping, pothole and patching repairs, debris removal, erosion control, graffiti removal, and 
general cleaning,  as necessary.  

1.1.4 Discretionary Actions 

The City of Menifee will use this MND in consideration of the project. Additionally, the 
following discretionary items from the City of Menifee would be required:  

 Grading Permit 

 Encroachment Permit 

Discretionary items from other agencies include the following: 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Section 404 Nationwide Permits 14 and 33 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board – Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Section 1602 Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreement 

 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District – Encroachment Permit 

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance 

The City is the lead agency responsible for the review and approval of the proposed project. It 
has made the determination that an MND is the appropriate environmental document to be 
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prepared in compliance with CEQA. As provided for by CEQA Section 21064.5, an MND may 
be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when an Initial Study has identified potentially 
significant effects on the environment, but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made 
by, or agreed to by, the applicant before the proposed Negative Declaration and Initial Study are 
released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly 
no significant effect on the environment would occur; and (2) there is no substantial evidence in 
light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

The City has prepared an MND in conformance with Section 15070(a) of the State of California 
CEQA Guidelines. The purpose of the MND and the Initial Study Checklist/Environmental 
Evaluation is to determine any potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed 
project and incorporate mitigation measures into the project design as necessary to reduce or 
eliminate the potentially significant effects of the project. 

1.3 Public Review Process 

The Draft MND is available for a 30-day public review period (14 CCR 15105). The public 
review period will begin on December 12, 2016. Written comments regarding the adequacy of 
the Draft MND must be received by January 11, 2017. Comments should be addressed, emailed, 
or faxed to: 

Carlos E. Geronimo, Senior Civil Engineer 
29714 Haun Road 
Menifee, California 92586 
cgeronimo@cityofmenifee.us  

The City shall prepare written responses to comments on environmental issues received during 
the noticed public review period. Written comments received by the City will be included in the 
public record. 

Copies of the Draft MND and supporting materials are available online www.cityofmenifee.us and at 
the City offices at the address provided previously. Copies of the Draft MND are also available at the 
following locations: 

 Paloma Valley Library – 31375 Bradley Road, Menifee, California 92584 

 Sun City Library – 26982 Cherry Hills, Menifee, California 92586 
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2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

2.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Initial Study Checklist, the proposed project would have no impact or 
less-than-significant impacts on the following: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air 
quality, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, 
public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems. Also, as 
discussed in Chapter 3, with incorporation of mitigation measures, all potentially significant 
effects to biological resources, cultural resources, and noise would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.  

2.2 Environmental Determination 

The City prepared an MND, which determined that the proposed project would have a 
potentially significant effect on the environment. Specific mitigation measures have been 
identified in Chapter 3 of this MND. The proposed project, as revised, now avoids or mitigates 
the potentially significant environmental effects previously identified, and the preparation of 
an environmental impact report is therefore not necessary. 
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3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

1. Project title: 

Bradley Road Bridge  

2. Lead agency name and address: 

City of Menifee 
29714 Haun Road 
Menifee, California 92586 

3. Contact person and phone number: 

Carlos Geronimo, PE, Senior Civil Engineer, 951.723.3722 

4. Project location: 

The Bradley Road Bridge Project (proposed project) is located within the City of 
Menifee, County of Riverside, California, as shown in Figure 1, Regional Map, and 
Figure 2, Vicinity Map. This segment of Bradley Road is located between Potomac Drive 
to the north and Rio Vista Drive to the south, though the limits of work would extend 
beyond these streets, as shown on Figure 3, Project Site.  

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: 

Same as Lead Agency 

6. General plan designation: 

Public right-of-way (ROW) and Recreation (OS-R). 

7. Zoning: 

Public right-of-way and Watercourse, Watershed and Conservation (W-1) 

8. Description of project. (Describe the whole action involved, including but not 
limited to later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site 
features necessary for its implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary): 

The City is proposing to replace this low-flow crossing with an all-weather crossing 
(bridge), effectively raising the roadway out of the floodplain. The total area of potential 
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disturbance is approximately 4.39 acres, as shown on Figure 3. The limits of work 
include temporary siting and disturbance areas. Construction is estimated to begin in 
March 2017 and last approximately 18 months. 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings): 

The project site is surrounded by residential land uses at the northern and southern ends. 
A vacant lot to the southwest is designated for residential land uses. A Riverside Transit 
Agency (RTA) bus stop is located on Bradley Road at Rio Vista Drive.  

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

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Section 404 Nationwide Permits 14 and 33 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board – Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Section 1602 Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreement 

 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District – Encroachment Permit 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

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

 Aesthetics   Agriculture and 

Forestry Resources  
 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Geology and Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials 
 Hydrology and  

Water Quality  

 Land Use and Planning  Mineral Resources   Noise  

 Population and Housing  Public Services   Recreation  

 Transportation and Traffic  Tribal Cultural 

Resources 
 Utilities and  

Service Systems  

 
Mandatory Findings  

of Significance 
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies 
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially 
Significant Impact” to a “Less-Than-Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe 
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-
significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, 
may be cross-referenced). 

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

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

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

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

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

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

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are 
relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 

3.1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
I. AESTHETICS – Would the project: 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation 
Element does not identify scenic vistas within the City limits (City of Menifee 2013). 
The project and its immediate vicinity are located in a generally flat area of the City, 
which may be visible from hillsides to the northwest and northeast. The project would 
replace and existing roadway with a bridge in its place. At distance, the project would 
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not result in substantial visual changes when viewed from nearby higher elevations. 
Since the project would not be visible from a designated scenic vista, impacts would be 
less than significant.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The nearest highway, Interstate 215 (I-215), located 
approximately 0.8 mile to the east, is not designated as a state scenic highway, but is 
considered eligible (Caltrans 2011; City of Menifee 2013). The City has designated the I-
215 corridor as a scenic corridor and Newport Road (approximately 0.5 miles to the south 
of the project site) as an Enhanced Landscape Corridor (City of Menifee 2013). Due to 
the distance from I-215 and low profile of the proposed bridge, the project would not 
affect any scenic quality of the I-215 corridor. Additionally, the project would not 
adversely affect existing or planned landscape enhancements of Newport Road to the 
south. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The area within the vicinity of the proposed project is 
generally characterized by single-family detached residential land uses and Salt Creek, 
which is a wide, shallow, east-to-west flood control channel. The single-family houses 
consist of 1–2 story structures with similar pitched shingle roofs, chimneys, attached 
garages, and front yards. Views of these single-family residences from Bradley Road tend 
to be limited to roofs due to backyard fences/walls and tall ornamental vegetation. The 
single-family residences to the south of Salt Creek appear newer than those to the north.  

Salt Creek is wide, flat, and offers no visually distinct features such as rock outcroppings 
or major vegetation. Salt Creek is typically dry, with the exception of rain events. It also 
acts as a visual boundary between residential land uses to the north and south. Overhead 
powerlines travel along the northern boundary of Salt Creek. With the exception of some 
vegetation associated with the nearby residential land uses and at the northern and 
southern ends of the project site, Bradley Road does not have any landscaping. Other 
nearby land uses to the south include an assisted living center, a church, commercial 
buildings, and a vacant lot. All buildings in the vicinity exhibit similar overall 
architectural features of roofing, exterior finishes, and height. 
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Overall, the project site and nearby land uses, while may have some degree of visual 
cohesiveness in basic architectural style, lack distinctive or significant visual resources 
such as mature, scenic trees, rock outcroppings, or landmark structures.  

The proposed project would introduce a low-profile bridge (approximately 12 feet above 
Salt Creek at the highest point) to replace Bradley Road as it is currently built within the 
existing ROW. All permanent impacts would be limited to the roadway itself, while 
temporary impacts would extend beyond during construction (refer to Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources). The proposed bridge would not be constructed in a style that 
directly conflicts with the surrounding visual character in terms of architecture, color, 
height, and form. Roadway capacity would not change, similar to the existing condition.  

While the proposed project would introduce a bridge with associated abutments, support, 
and railing, it would be replacing existing roadway infrastructure, maintaining similar 
overall visual character of the existing roadway. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have less-than-significant impacts to visual character.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction would occur during permitted hours 
between 6:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. per the City’s Municipal Code (City of Menifee 2016). 
Any lighting required would be temporary and would not occur during nighttime, with 
exceptions of emergencies. Street lighting would be installed along the bridge. Proposed 
lighting would comply with applicable sections of Chapter 6.01: Dark Sky; Light 
Pollution of the city’s Municipal Code (City of Menifee 2016). Lighting would be 
shielded and direct downward towards the roadway, away from Salt Creek.  No potential 
sources of glare are proposed. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES – In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California 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: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

a) Would the project 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? 

No Impact. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) map 
for Riverside County Important Farmland 2012, Sheet 1 of 3, the project site is classified 
as “Urban and Built Up Land” and “Other Land” (DOC 2015a). The vacant land to the 
southwest of the project site is classified as “Farmland of Local Importance” by the 
FMMP, as well as by the City’s General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element 
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(City of Menifee 2013). However, this land is zoned and designated for residential use by 
the City’s zoning and land use maps (City of Menifee 2008; 2013). The project would be 
located entirely within the public ROW for Bradley Road, Potomac Drive, and Rio Vista 
Drive. Construction would require encroachment into Salt Creek. The project would not 
affect the vacant lot to the southwest or result in the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use. No impact would occur. 

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 

No Impact. Refer to Response 3.2(a). The project would occur entirely within previously 
developed public ROW and temporarily encroach upon Salt Creek. It would not conflict 
with any zoning for agricultural use or Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur.  

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

No Impact. Refer to Response 3.2(a). The project would occur entirely within previously 
developed public ROW and temporarily encroach upon Salt Creek, none of which is 
zoned as forest land. No impact would occur.  

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

No Impact. Refer to Responses 3.2(a) and 3.2(c). The project site is not zoned for or 
designated for forest land; it does not contain forest land. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. Refer to Responses 3.2(a) and 3.2(c). The project would occur entirely 
within previously developed public ROW and temporarily encroach upon Salt Creek, 
none of which is zoned or designated as farmland or forest land. None of the surrounding 
land in the vicinity of the project site is zoned for such uses. No impact would occur.  
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3.3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
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III. AIR QUALITY – Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 

pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 
    

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

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

    

 

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air  
quality plan? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is located within the South Coast Air 
Basin (SCAB), which includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los 
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and is within the jurisdictional 
boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 

The SCAQMD administers the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB, 
which is a comprehensive document outlining an air pollution control program for 
attaining all California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The latest version of the SCAQMD’s AQMP is the 
Final 2012 AQMP (SCAQMD 2013), which was adopted by SCAQMD in December 
2012 and finalized in February 2013. The 2012 Final AQMP is designed to meet 
applicable federal and state requirements for ozone (O3) and particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns (fine particulate matter; PM2.5). 
The 2012 AQMP was approved by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) on 
January 25, 2013, and the portions of the AQMP that address the O3 NAAQS were 
approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on September 3, 
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2014. The Final 2012 AQMP demonstrates attainment of the federal 24-hour PM2.5 
standard by 2014 in the SCAB through adoption of all feasible measures. The 2012 
AQMP also updates the EPA-approved 8-hour O3 control plan with new measures 
designed to reduce reliance on the Clean Air Act Section 182(e)(5) long-term measures 
for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compound (VOC) reductions. Notably, 
the SCAQMD is currently in the process of developing the 2016 AQMP, which will 
incorporate the latest planning and growth assumptions, the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and updated emissions inventories.  

The purpose of a consistency finding is to determine if a project is inconsistent with the 
assumptions and objectives of the regional air quality plans, and thus, if it would interfere 
with the region’s ability to comply with federal and state air quality standards. SCAQMD 
recommends that environmental documents should discuss the project’s consistency with 
the current AQMP (Final 2012 AQMP), including consistency with a local government’s 
general plan. 

There are two key indicators of consistency with the AQMP: 

 Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of 
existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay 
timely attainment of the ambient air quality standards or interim emission 
reductions in the AQMP.  

 Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments 
based on the year of project buildout and phase. 

To address the criterion regarding the project’s potential to result in an increase in the 
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, 
or delay timely attainment of the ambient air quality standards or interim emission reductions 
in the AQMP, an air quality modeling analysis that identified the project’s impact on air 
quality was performed. Results of this analysis are included in Appendix A. The California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2013.2.2 was used to model emissions for 
the project and analyzed for significance for Response 3.3(b). The proposed project would 
generate minimal air pollutant emissions during short-term construction activities as 
discussed in Response 3.3(b). Operational impacts associated with the project would be 
confined to bridge maintenance, which would be minimal.  

In general, projects are considered consistent with, and would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of, the AQMP if the growth in socioeconomic factors is 
consistent with the underlying regional plans used to develop the AQMP. The 2012 
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AQMP reduction and control measures, which are outlined to mitigate emissions, are 
based on existing and projected land use and development. Demographic growth 
forecasts for various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, housing, employment by 
industry) were developed by the SCAG for its 2012 Regional Transportation Plan based 
on general plans for cities and counties in the SCAB. The 2012 AQMP relies on the land 
use and population projections provided in SCAG 2012 Regional Growth Forecast, which 
is generally consistent with the local plans; therefore, the 2012 AQMP is generally 
consistent with local government plans. 

To address the criterion regarding the project’s potential to exceed the assumptions in the 
AQMP or increments based on the year of project buildout and phase, the project’s land 
use designations and potential to generate population growth is assessed. As discussed in 
Section 1.1.2, Project Location and Setting, the project site is designated by the General 
Plan Roadway Network Map as Secondary (4 Lanes, Undivided, identified as, and is 
located entirely within the public right-of-way (ROW) for Bradley Road, Potomac Drive, 
and Rio Vista Drive. Accordingly, the project’s land uses, as described in Sections 1.1.3, 
are consistent with the general plan roadway network designations. In addition, the 
proposed roadway construction project is not anticipated to result in population growth or 
additional long-term employment. 

Overall, impacts relating to the proposed project’s potential to conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable AQMP would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. An analysis was conducted to determine whether 
construction and operation of the project may result in emissions of criteria air pollutants 
from mobile, area, and energy sources that may cause exceedances of federal and state 
ambient air quality standards or contribute to existing nonattainment of ambient air 
quality standards. The following discussion identifies potential short- and long-term 
impacts that would result from implementation of the project and concludes that impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Construction of the project would result in a temporary addition of pollutants to the local 
airshed caused by soil disturbance, fugitive dust emissions, and combustion pollutants from 
on-site construction equipment, as well as from off-site trucks hauling demolition debris and 
excavated earth materials and from construction workers traveling to and from the site. See 
Appendix A, CalEEMod Outputs – Section 3.0, Construction Detail, Trips, and Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT). Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, 
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depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and for dust, the prevailing 
weather conditions. Therefore, an increment of day-to-day variability exists.  

Pollutant emissions associated with construction activity were quantified using 
CalEEMod. Default values provided by the program were used where detailed project 
information was not available. A detailed depiction of the construction schedule—
including information regarding phasing, equipment used during each phase, haul 
trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles—is contained in the CalEEMod outputs, as 
provided in Appendix A. 

Implementation of the project would generate construction-related air pollutant emissions 
from entrained dust, equipment and vehicle exhaust emissions, architectural coatings, and 
demolition of the existing roadway. Entrained dust results from the exposure of earth 
surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance and movement of soil, resulting in PM10 and 
PM2.5 emissions. The project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to 
control dust emissions generated during the roadway demolition, bridge construction, and 
grading activities. Standard construction practices required under Rule 403 would be 
employed to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including watering of the active sites 
approximately three times daily depending on weather conditions. Internal combustion 
engines used by construction equipment and haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker 
vehicles would result in emissions of VOCs, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The application of 
architectural coatings, such as exterior application/interior paint and other finishes, would 
also produce VOC emissions, and the project shall comply with SCAQMD Rule 1113, 
which proscribes the sale or application of high-VOC-content architectural coatings.  

It is anticipated that construction of the proposed project would occur from 
approximately March 2017 to September 2018. For purposes of estimating proposed 
project emissions, and based on information provided by the Applicant, it is assumed that 
construction activity would occur continuously.  

The analysis contained herein is based on the following assumptions (duration of phases 
is approximate): 

 Site preparation (clearing and grubbing): 5 days  

 Grading/Excavation: 89 days (4 months) 

 Building construction: 196 days (9 months) 

 Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade: 110 days (5 months) 

 Paving: 10 days  
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The construction equipment mix and number of workers for the air emissions modeling 
of the proposed project are shown in Table 2, Construction Equipment and Workers, as 
provided in Appendix A, in the CalEEMod Outputs, under Construction Detail – Off-
Road Equipment. For this analysis, it was assumed that heavy construction equipment 
would be used 5 days a week (22 days per month). To estimate motor vehicle emissions 
generated by worker vehicles (i.e., light-duty trucks and automobiles), it was assumed 
that each worker would generate two one-way trips. 

Table 2 
Construction Equipment and Workers 

Construction Phase 
Average Daily 

Workers 
Equipment 

Type Quantity 

Grubbing/Land Clearing  10 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 

Rubber Tired Dozers 3 

Grading/Excavation 16 Plate Compactor 2 

Graders 1 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 

Bridge Construction 16 Cranes 2 

Bore/Drill Rig 1 

Concrete and Mortar Mixer 1 

Concrete Saws 2 

Generator Set 1 

Paving 14 Pavers 1 

Paving Equipment 1 

Rollers 3 

Sweepers/Scrubbers 1 

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade 12 Air Compressors 2 

Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 

Skid Steer Loader 1 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 

 

In addition to construction equipment operation and worker trips, emissions from hauling 
(i.e., dump trucks) and vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks) were estimated. Haul trucks 
hauling waste off site were assumed to travel 20 miles (CalEEMod default) one-way to a 
nearby appropriately permitted landfill. Haul truck trips were assumed to primarily be 
required during the grubbing/land-clearing phase and grading/excavation phase. Vendor 
trucks transporting concrete, steel, and other building materials were assumed during the 
bridge construction phase. Detailed construction assumptions, including estimated daily 
worker and vendor trips and total estimated haul truck trips, are provided in Appendix A. 
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Table 3 presents the estimated maximum daily construction emissions generated during 
construction of the proposed project. The values shown are the maximum summer or 
winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. These estimates reflect compliance with 
SCAQMD standard dust control measures (Rule 403), resulting in a 61% reduction of on-
site fugitive dust. Details of the emission calculations are provided in Appendix A, under 
2.1, Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emissions). 

Table 3 
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions – Proposed Project 

Year 
VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

(pounds per day) 

2017 4.90 51.84 40,27 0.05 10.03 6.47 

2018 3.45 27.29 22.79 0.05 2.06 1.65 

Maximum Daily 4.90 51.84 40.27 .05 10.03 6.47 
Pollutant Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No 
Source: SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, 1993, 2015. 
Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate 
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter. 
See Appendix A for detailed results. 
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403. 

As shown in Table 3, daily construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), PM10, or PM2.5 during 
construction in all construction years. Therefore, construction impacts of the proposed 
project would be less than significant. 

In addition, the project must adhere to SCAQMD Rules during construction-related 
activities: 401 (Visible Emissions) and 431.2 (Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels). These 
measures, which were not included in the quantitative model, would further assist in 
minimizing less-than-significant project-generated fugitive dust emissions and 
combustion pollutants. 

As explained in Section 1.1.3.3, Operation, upon completion of construction of the 
bridge, operation of this segment of Bradley Road would resume as it exists currently and 
the capacity of roadway at this segment would remain unchanged. Operational activities 
would be limited to occasional maintenance that would consist of paving and restriping 
as necessary. Potential temporary paving and restriping maintenance would require less 
intense activities (e.g., fewer pieces of equipment, less vehicle trips, shorter duration) and 
associated less emissions than analyzed in the project’s construction emissions 
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assessment, as shown in Table 3. Maintenance would not result in a substantial source of 
long-term operational emissions and the project will not require additional employees to 
maintain the bridge; therefore, there will be no additional routine vehicular traffic or 
associated mobile source emissions. Based on these considerations, air quality impacts 
associated with maintenance activities would be less than significant.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. In considering cumulative impacts from the project, the 
assessment must specifically evaluate a project’s contribution to the cumulative increase 
in pollutants for which the SCAB is designated as nonattainment for the NAAQS or 
CAAQS. A project would be considered to have a significant cumulative impact if the 
project’s contribution accounts for a significant proportion of the cumulative total 
emissions (i.e., it represents a “cumulatively considerable contribution” to the cumulative 
air quality impact). If a project’s emissions would exceed the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds, it would be considered to have a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
nonattainment status in the SCAB. If a project does not exceed thresholds and is 
determined to have less-than-significant project-specific impacts, it may still contribute to 
a significant cumulative impact on air quality. In this case, the basis for analyzing the 
project’s cumulative considerable contribution is the project’s potential to exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds and its consistency with the most recent AQMP. 

The SCAB is a nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5 under the NAAQS and/or 
CAAQS. The nonattainment status in the SCAB is the result of cumulative emissions 
from motor vehicles, off-road equipment, commercial and industrial facilities, and other 
emission sources. Projects that emit these pollutants or their precursors (e.g., VOC and 
NOx for O3,) potentially contribute to poor air quality.  

Implementation of the project would generate emissions of VOCs, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, 
and PM2.5 associated with construction and operations. However, as indicated in Table 3 
short-term construction emissions associated with the proposed project would not exceed 
SCAQMD significance thresholds. In addition, the project is not anticipated to entail 
routine operational activities. Furthermore, as discussed in Response 3.3(a), the project 
would not conflict with the SCAQMD 2012 AQMP, which addresses the cumulative 
emissions in the SCAB. Accordingly, the project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants or their precursors (e.g., 
VOC and NOx for O3,). Thus, this impact would be less than significant.  
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d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Localized project impacts associated with construction 
and operational emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs) are 
assessed in the following text. 

Localized Significance Threshold Analysis 

Sensitive receptors (residences and schools) that would potentially be affected by 
construction activity in the project area are residences located approximately 10 feet from 
the proposed construction boundary, and other single-family residential units around the 
periphery, or within 25 meters (82 feet) of the project site. The SCAQMD localized 
significance threshold (LST) values for Source-Receptor Area (SRA) 24 (Perris Valley), 
where the project is located in were used. Because the SCAQMD does not provide 
lookup tables for 4.39 acres, the LST values for two and five acres within Source–
Receptor Area 24 with a receptor distance of 25 meters (the shortest distance provided by 
the SCAQMD) were interpolated to generate LSTs for 4.39 acres.1 Construction activities 
associated with the project would result in temporary sources of on-site fugitive dust and 
construction equipment emissions. Off-site emissions from haul trucks, vendor trucks, 
and worker vehicle trips are not included in the LST analysis because these emissions 
will not occur within this receptor distance. The maximum daily on-site construction 
emissions generated during construction of the proposed project, which are rounded to 
the nearest whole number, are presented in Table 4 and compared to the SCAQMD 
localized significance criteria for SRA 24 to determine whether project-generated on-site 
construction emissions would result in potential LST impacts.  

Table 4 
Construction Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis  

Pollutant 
Project Construction 

(pounds per day) 
LST Criteria 

(pounds per day) 
Exceeds 

LST? 
NO2 52 250 No 

CO 39 1,436 No 

PM10 10 12 No 

PM2.5 6 7 No 

Source: SCAQMD 2008a.  
Notes: LST = localized significance threshold; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine 
particulate matter 

                                                                 
1 Although receptors would be about 10 feet from the project boundary, the SCAQMD recommends that projects 

with boundaries closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptors should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 
meters (SCAQMD 2008a).  
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These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403. 
To determine the LST criteria for the project, the LSTs for a 4.39-acre site (interpolated value using the 2- and 5-acre site LSTs) with sensitive 
receptors located within a 25-meter distance from construction activity were used. Maximum on-site emissions were estimated to occur during 
the grubbing/land clearing phase in the 2016. 

As shown in Table 4, proposed construction activities would not generate emissions in 
excess of site-specific LSTs; therefore, site-specific project construction impacts would 
be less than significant.  

e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Odors are a form of air pollution that is most obvious to 
the public and can present problems for both the source and surrounding community. 
Although offensive odors seldom cause physical harm, they can be annoying and cause 
concern. Construction and operation of the project would not create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people.  

Odors would be potentially be generated from vehicles and equipment exhaust emissions 
during construction of the project. Odors produced during construction would be 
attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction 
equipment. Such odors are temporary and generally occur at magnitudes that would not 
affect substantial numbers of people. Therefore, impacts associated with odors during 
construction would be less than significant. 

Land uses and industrial operations typically associated with odor complaints include 
agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants, 
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The bridge construction 
project would not result in the creation of a land use that is commonly associated with 
odors. Therefore, project operations would result in an odor impact that would be less 
than significant.  

3.4 Biological Resources 
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Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

This section is based on the Biological Resources Report (biology report) prepared by Dudek in 
August 2016. The biology report is included as Appendix B to this MND. Detailed background 
and methodologies regarding the biological resources analysis are found in Appendix B. 

Survey Summary 

A general biological survey, delineation of jurisdictional waters, vegetation mapping, and burrowing 
owl habitat assessment of the project site was conducted by Dudek Biologist Tricia Wotipka on 
October 22, 2015. A general biological survey update was conducted on August 12, 2016. 

A portion of the project site is located within a Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area 
(NEPSSA) for the following species: Munz’s onion (Allium munzii), San Diego ambrosia 
(Ambrosia pumila), many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), spreading navarretia 
(Navarretia fossalis), California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), and Wright’s trichocoronis 
(Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii). However, the NEPSSA is located within developed portions 
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of the project site, and therefore are not suitable for rare plants. No focused plant surveys were 
conducted due to lack of suitable habitat. 

Burrowing owl habitat includes, but is not limited to, native and non-native grassland, interstitial 
grassland within shrub lands, shrublands with low-density shrub cover, golf courses, drainage 
ditches, earthen berms, unpaved airfields, pastureland, dairies, fallow fields, and agricultural use 
areas. They also often use constructed structures, including earthen berms; cement culverts; 
cement, asphalt, rock, or wood debris piles; or openings beneath cement or asphalt pavement. 
Burrowing owls are often found within, under, or in close proximity to built structures. 

Dudek conducted a habitat assessment for burrowing owl surveys on October 22, 2015 in 
accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (County of Riverside 2006). Due to the lack of suitable 
habitat, no focused surveys were conducted. 

Salt Creek is an east-to-west trending managed, maintained flood control channel confined by 
unvegetated, earthen levees to the north and south and managed by the Riverside County Flood 
Control District (RCFCD). A jurisdictional delineation of waters of the United States, including 
wetlands, under the jurisdiction of the ACOE, CDFW, and California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) was conducted in the study area by Dudek Biologist Tricia Wotipka on 
October 22, 2015. 

Existing Biological Conditions and Survey Results  

Vegetation Communities and Land Cover 

The project site is characterized by four land covers: developed, disturbed, open channel, and 
ruderal (Figure 5). These land covers are summarized in Table 5. The developed land refers to 
Bradley Road, Potomac Drive, and Rio Vista Drive. The disturbed areas refer to land that is not 
developed yet lack vegetation and generally are the result of severe or repeated mechanical 
perturbation. The levees are mapped as disturbed and are void of vegetation. Open channel refers 
to the main, active low-flow channels within the Salt Creek floodplain. Areas mapped as open 
channel are characterized by dry, unvegetated, cobble-lined streambeds.  

The project site is dominated by ruderal vegetation and the majority of the site is mapped as 
ruderal. The Salt Creek floodplain and areas between the levees are mapped as ruderal. On site, 
common ruderal species include narrowleaf plantain (Plantago lanceolata), Cuman ragweed 
(Ambrosia psilostachya), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon), 
bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), crowndaisy (Glebionis coronaria), and redstem 
stork's bill (Erodium cicutarium). 
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Table 5  
Existing Land Covers in the Project Site 

Vegetation Community or Land Cover Existing Acreage 
Developed 2.8 

Disturbed 0.4 

Open Channel 0.1 

Ruderal 1.1 

Grand Total 4.4 
 

Plants and Wildlife Observed 

The majority of the project site has been frequently maintained and disturbed, and as a result, 
supports limited plant diversity and richness. In total, 17 vascular plant species, consisting of 9 
native species (53%) and 8 non-native species (47%), were recorded on site during surveys. A 
full list of plant species observed is provided in Appendix B. 

The site supports limited habitat diversity since it is primarily characterized by developed, 
disturbed, and ruderal land covers. Consequently, the wildlife diversity and richness on the project 
site is also limited. No special-status species were detected. The following eight wildlife species 
were detected: house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Say’s 
phoebe (Sayornis saya), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), 
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), common buckeye (Junonia coenia), and brush rabbit 
(Sylvilagus bachmani); a list of these species is also provided in Appendix B. 

Special-Status Plants and Wildlife 

No federally or state-listed plant species or other special-status plant species were observed during the 
site visit. As described previously, a portion of the project site is located within the NEPSSA 3 for the 
following species: Munz’s onion, San Diego ambrosia, many-stemmed dudleya, spreading navarretia, 
California Orcutt grass, and Wright’s trichocoronis. However, the project site is primarily developed or 
disturbed, or consists of ruderal species, and therefore, is not suitable for any of these plants. 

No special-status wildlife species were observed during focused surveys. The potential for 
special-status wildlife occurring on the project site was assessed based on habitat associations 
and disturbance conditions. The project site is within a MSHCP burrowing owl survey area. A 
burrowing owl habitat assessment was conducted in October 2015; all burrows and/or 
structures on site were inspected for burrowing owl sign or suitability. The project site did not 
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have any burrowing owl sign or suitable burrows; therefore, focused surveys for burrowing 
owl were not conducted. 

Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters 

There are no federal jurisdictional wetlands of the United States (U.S.), as regulated by the 
ACOE under CWA, within the project site. A portion of the project site is located within the 
active floodplain of Salt Creek (Figure 5). The main, active low-flow channel ranges in width from 
3 feet to 5 feet and is mapped as open channel with a sandy bottom intermixed with small river 
cobble. The active floodplain boundary, where water overtops the main, active low-flow channel 
during larger rain events, is approximately 500 feet wide, on average, and extends from the toe of 
the southern levee to the toe of the north levee. The main, active low-flow channel supported 
clearly discernible channel morphology (i.e., clear bed and bank) with evidence of channel 
incision, shelving, drainage patterns, and drift lines. Areas delineated as active floodplain (0.9 
acre) and low-flow open channel (0.1 acre) total 1.0 acre and are considered waters of the U.S. 
and state subject to regulation by the ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB.  

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  

Special-Status Plants 

The MSHCP identifies special-status plant species survey areas through Narrow Endemic 
Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA) or Criteria Area Species Survey Areas (CASSA) 
based on the presence of select soils, existing occurrence data for special-status plants, 
and personal communication with the USFWS and Fred Roberts, a botanist with 
extensive experience in Western Riverside County. Habitat type was also a consideration. 
These areas represent the portions of the plan area that the agencies determined to have 
moderate to high potential to occur. As described previously, the project site is located 
within a NEPSSA and a habitat assessment concluded that the site does not have habitat 
that is suitable for the species identified in the NEPSSA. 

No special-status plant species were identified on site during the  site visits, and no 
NEPSSA species have moderate or high potential to occur. Construction-related dust, soil 
erosion, and water runoff can affect any potentially occurring NEPSSA species that may 
occur on site or adjacent to the site. However, no special-status plant species are expected 
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to occur on site or adjacent to the site. Therefore, no significant direct or indirect short-
term or long-term impacts to special-status plant species would occur. 

Special-Status Wildlife 

The project was designed and would be implemented to minimize impacts to special-status 
wildlife species. Burrowing owl is identified by the MSHCP as having potential to occur on 
site; however, the 2015 site visit determined the project site did not contain suitable habitat 
for burrowing owl. Burrowing owl is not expected to occur on site due to the lack of 
suitable burrows and habitat. The project site is surrounded by residential development, and 
more than half the site supports developed land uses including heavily traversed roadways 
and residential development. Substantial long-term impacts due to noise, lighting, 
vibration, and traffic collisions to nocturnal wildlife are not expected because the proposed 
project is an improvement to an existing roadway and bridge, and would not result in new 
or increased long-term direct or indirect impacts to burrowing owls.  

Birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act could be impacted if construction 
activities occur during the nesting season, resulting in a significant impact. MM-BIO-1 
would reduce impacts to potential nesting birds through pre-construction nesting surveys. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of MM-BIO-1.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM-BIO-1 All vegetation removal and ground disturbance activities should be 
planned outside the nesting season for raptors (February 1 to August 1531) 
and outside the peak nesting season for birds (March 1 to August 1531) if 
practicable. If vegetation removal would occur during those time periods, 
a pre-construction survey for active nests shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist no more than 1 week prior to the onset of ground disturbance 
activities. If active nests are found on the site, disturbance or removal of 
the nest shall be avoided until the young have fledged and the nest is no 
longer active. Depending on the species, site conditions, and the proposed 
construction activities near the active nest, a buffer distance may be 
prescribed, as determined by a qualified biologist, to the satisfaction of the 
City of Menifee Community Development Department.  
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b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. Construction of the proposed project would result in direct permanent 
impacts and direct temporary impacts to the land covers on site, as presented in Table 6 
and shown on Figure 6. 

Table 6 
Permanent and Temporary Impacts to Land Covers 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover Permanent Impact (acres) Temporary Impact (acre) 
Developed – – 

Disturbed 0.4 – 

Open Channel – 0.1 

Ruderal 0.4 0.7 

Total 0.8 0.8 
 

The project site consists of developed, disturbed, open channel, and ruderal lands, and are 
not sensitive vegetation communities. Therefore, no significant, direct short- or long-term 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would occur.  

During construction activities, indirect edge effects may include dust, which could 
disrupt plant vitality in the short term, or construction-related soil erosion and water 
runoff. In the absence of best management practices (BMPs), construction-related 
minimization measures to control dust, erosion, and runoff, and compliance with National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, indirect impacts to on-
site water features could occur. However, standard construction BMPs and 
implementation of a SWPPP, which would include construction-related minimization 
measures to control dust, erosion, and runoff, including, but not limited to, straw bales 
and silt fencing, would be implemented to minimize these adverse effects. 

Areas surrounding the project are developed, disturbed, open channel and ruderal lands, 
and are not sensitive vegetation communities. Therefore, no significant, indirect short- or 
long-term impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would occur.  
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c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project has been designed to 
avoid permanent impacts to the main, active low-flow channel and a majority of the 
active floodplain. Implementation of the proposed project would result in direct 
permanent impacts to 0.2 acre and direct temporary impacts to 0.8 acre of waters of the 
U.S. and state and riverine habitat defined under the MSHCP, as shown on Figure 6. To 
comply with the local, state, and federal regulations for permanent and temporary impacts 
to waters of the U.S. and state and riverine habitat defined under the MSHCP, the 
following agency permits and determinations are required, or verification that they are 
not required would be obtained: 

 The riverine habitat impacts shall comply with the MSHCP and addressed in a 
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP). 

 A Clean Water Act Section 401/404 permit issued by the California RWQCB and 
the ACOE for all project-related disturbances of waters of the U.S. 

 A Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the CDFW for all 
project-related disturbances to any streambed. 

However, impacts would be significant before mitigation is incorporated. With 
implementation of measures MM-BIO-2a, MM-BIO-2b, and MM-BIO-3, impacts to 
jurisdictional waters and riverine habitat defined under the MSHCP would be reduced to 
less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters could result primarily from adverse indirect edge 
effects. Indirect edge effects are defined as side effects of the project that do not directly 
impact habitat, vegetation communities, species, or water quality, but might have an 
effect on the long-term vitality of these resources if left unmanaged. During construction 
activities, edge effects may include dust, which could disrupt water quality in the short-
term or construction-related soil erosion and water runoff. With implementation of water 
quality BMPs, there would be no long-term indirect impacts to on-site or adjacent 
jurisdictional waters. 
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No long-term indirect impacts are anticipated because the proposed project improvements 
to an existing road and bridge would not result in new or increased long-term indirect 
impacts, such as increased pollutants or human disturbance in the active floodplain. 

Mitigation Measures  

MM-BIO-2a After completion of project construction, to mitigate for the temporary 
disturbance of 0.8 acre of waters of the U.S./state, all temporarily disturbed 
riverine resources shall be restored in place to pre-construction contours and 
conditions following construction. The City shall work with the RCA, 
ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW to develop a native hydroseed mix that shall 
be applied to the temporarily disturbed areas and monitored for a period of 
12 months to confirm germination., to the satisfaction of the City of 
Menifee Community Development Department.  

MM-BIO-2b Mitigation for direct, permanent impacts to 0.2 acre of non-wetland waters 
of the U.S./state shall accomplished at a 3:1 ratio through the provision of a 
one-time fee for 0.6 acre of credits at an approved off site mitigation bank 
and/or in-lieu fee program to adequately compensate for no net loss of 
waters of the U.S./State. At this time, the City is considering the purchase of 
riverine re-establishment credits from the Riverside-Corona Resource 
Conservation District (RCRCD) In-Lieu Fee Project Site (ILF Project), 
located adjacent to the main stem of the Santa Ana River, west of the 
Hamner Avenue Bridge over the Santa Ana River, near Norco/Eastvale, 
Riverside County, California. In the event this option is not available, the 
City shall coordinate and work closely with the RCA, ACOE, RWQCB, and 
CDFW to identify an appropriate alternative. 

MM-BIO-3 To minimize potential indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters, the 
following shall be implemented during construction to the satisfaction of 
the City of Menifee Community Development Department: 

Best management practices shall be implemented to avoid indirect impacts 
to jurisdictional waters, including: 

a. Vehicles and equipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing 
water except as described in the permits. 
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b. Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from grading or other 
activities shall not be allowed to enter jurisdictional waters or be 
placed in locations that may be subjected to high storm flows. 

c. Spoil sites shall not be located within locations that may be subject to 
high storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into drainages. 

d. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other 
coating material, oil, or other petroleum products, or any other 
substances that could be hazardous to vegetation or wildlife resources, 
resulting from project-related activities, shall be prevented from 
contaminating the soil and/or entering avoided jurisdictional waters. 

e. No equipment maintenance shall occur within jurisdictional waters and 
no petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment shall be 
allowed to enter these areas or enter any off-site state-jurisdictional 
waters under any flow. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is bound to the 
north and south by residential development. The Salt Creek floodplain is approximately 
500 feet wide and runs east-to-west, and from the project site, flows for approximately 4 
miles until it enters Railroad Canyon Reservoir, which is commonly referred to as 
Canyon Lake. Some wildlife may move through the floodplain; however, movement of 
medium and large wildlife through the region is limited.  

The project site is not located within an MSHCP core or linkage. There is an existing 
constrained linkage approximately 2.8 miles to the northeast and proposed linkages 4.5 
miles west and south of the project site. The areas targeted for conservation are not 
adjacent to the project site, and as a result, the proposed project is not anticipated to 
significantly affect wildlife movement within the conservation areas. 

There are no wildlife corridors within the project site; therefore, there would be no 
impacts to wildlife corridors. 

Project implementation would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory bird species. The project site has a limited potential to support nesting 
resident and migratory birds, but significant impacts are possible. The City would comply 
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with all federal and state regulations that protect nesting and migratory bird species and 
will implement MM-BIO-1 avoiding nesting birds; therefore, potentially significant 
impacts to migratory birds would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

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

No Impact. The City’s Municipal Code contains regulations for tree preservation. The 
project would not result in removal of trees. The proposed project would comply with all 
goals and policies related to biological resources in the City’s General Plan. No impact 
would occur. 

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

No Impact. The project site is located within the City of Menifee which has four 
conservation areas: a small portion of Proposed Core 2, a small portion of Proposed 
Constrained Linkage 16, a small portion of Proposed Constrained Linkage 17, and a 
small portion of Proposed Linkage 8. The project site is not within these conservation 
areas and does not overlap any Criteria Cells; therefore, there are no conservation 
requirements for the project.  

Chapter 6 of the MSHCP outlines additional implementation measures with which 
permittees must comply. The relevant section of the MSHCP, requirements, and project’s 
consistency with the requirement are discussed in the following text:  

 MSHCP Section 6.1.2, Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pools Guidelines. 

 MSHCP Section 6.1.3, Narrow Endemic Plant Species: The project site is within 
a Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area.  

 MSHCP Section 6.1.4, Urban Wildlands/Interface Guidelines. 

 MSHCP Section 6.3.2, Additional Survey Requirements: This section of the 
MSHCP outlines survey requirements for criteria area plant species, burrowing 
owl, mammals, and amphibians. The project site is within a burrowing owl 
additional survey area.  



Bradley Road Bridge 
Mitigated Negative Declaration 

   9227 
 36 February 2017  

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP Section 6.1.2) 

The MSHCP defines riparian/riverine areas as “lands which contain habitat dominated 
by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur 
close to or depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with 
fresh water flow during all or a portion of the year.” In addition, riverine areas 
(streams) include areas that “do not contain riparian vegetation, but that have water 
flow for all or a portion of the year, and contain biological functions and values that 
contribute to downstream habitat values for covered species inside the MSHCP 
Conservation Area ” (County of Riverside 2003). 

Riparian/Riverine Habitat 

The project site does not support habitat suitable for riparian-dependent species as 
defined as riparian habitat under the MSHCP.  

In the project site, Salt Creek is riverine habitat and consists of an active floodplain and 
an active, low-flow channel. These features support conveyance of surface and 
groundwater flows west towards Canyon Lake, which is located adjacent to Critical 
Cells and within a Proposed Linkage. The proposed project would only temporarily 
impact the active channel and the majority of the floodplain would not be permanently 
impacted. The functions and values of Salt Creek would be maintained through 
avoidance and minimization measures as previously described in this section. 
Therefore, the project is consistent with the MSHCP Section 6.1.2, Riparian/Riverine and 
Vernal Pool Habitat Guidelines. 

Vernal Pools and Fairy Shrimp Habitat 

No vernal pools, stock ponds, ephemeral pools, or other similar features were observed 
during biological surveys within the project site.  

Narrow Endemic Plant Species (MSHCP Section 6.1.3) 

The MSHCP has additional survey requirements for areas outside of the Conservation 
Areas. The project site is within NEPSSA 3 for the following species: Munz’s onion, San 
Diego ambrosia, many-stemmed dudleya, spreading navarretia, California Orcutt grass, and 
Wright’s trichocoronis. However, Dudek conducted a site visit on October 22, 2015, and 
determined that the project site is not suitable for any of these plants due to the elevation 
range and/or suitable habitat (Appendix C). Narrow endemic plant species (NEPS) are not 
expected to occur within the project site, and no additional actions are required. 
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Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP Section 6.1.4) 

The project site is not located near any Criteria Cells or any other targeted Conservation 
Areas. Because the areas targeted for conservation are not adjacent to the project site, the 
proposed project is not anticipated to affect a Conservation Area and would not result in 
long-term adverse edge effects, such as drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, or invasive 
species, that would affect biological resources within outside areas proposed for MSHCP 
conservation. The project would not facilitate unauthorized public access, domestic 
animal predation, illegal trespass, or dumping into the MSHCP Conservation Areas. In 
addition, the project would not include manufactured slopes that might extend into a 
MSHCP Conservation Area. Therefore, the project is consistent with the MSHCP 
Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines. 

Additional Survey Requirements (MSHCP Section 6.3.2) 

The project site is located within the MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area. A habitat 
assessment for burrowing owls was conducted by Dudek biologist Tricia Wotipka on 
October 22, 2015. No suitable burrowing owl habitat was found on the project site. 
Therefore, the project is consistent with the MSHCP Additional Survey Requirements. 

Conclusion 

The project is consistent with the MSHCP and no impact would occur.  

3.5 Cultural Resources 
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This section is based on Phase I Cultural Resource Inventory (cultural report) prepared by Dudek 
in January 2016. The cultural report is included as Appendix C to this MND. Detailed background 
and methodologies regarding the cultural resources analysis are found in Appendix C. 

Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 

In 2014, a Draft Technical Memorandum was completed for the proposed project. Dudek 
prepared a cultural resources constraints analysis consisting of archival research for the project to 
identify any previously recorded cultural or built environment resources within the proposed 
project site that may be impacted during construction (Appendix C).  

A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted 
for the proposed project site and a half-mile radius by a Dudek archaeologist on March 27, 2014, 
at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), located on the campus of the University of California 
Riverside. This search included a review of all previously recorded prehistoric, historic, and 
built-environment resources located within the project site and a half-mile radius, including 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Site Records, technical reports, archival resources, 
and ethnographic references. Additional sources reviewed included the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) Historic Properties 
Data File, the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility listings, California Points of 
Historical Interest, California Historical Landmarks, and the Caltrans Bridge Inventory.  

The EIC records search results indicate that 11 previous investigations have been conducted within 
a half-mile of the project area with two studies completely overlapping the project site, suggesting 
that the entirety of the project site has be previously surveyed for cultural resources (Appendix C). 
Neither of these studies identified cultural resources within the proposed project site. 

No previously recorded cultural resources were identified within the proposed project site as a 
result of the records search. One resource was identified within the half-mile search radius, 
approximately 500 meters southwest of the project site (Appendix C).  

Native American Coordination 

As part of the process of identifying cultural resources within or near the project site, Dudek 
contacted the NAHC to request a review of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) on December 8, 2015. 
The NAHC emailed a response on January 5, 2016, which stated that the SLF search was 
completed with negative results. Because the SLF search does not include an exhaustive list of 
Native American cultural resources, the NAHC suggested contacting Native American 
individuals and/or tribal organizations who may have direct knowledge of cultural resources in 
or near the project site. The NAHC provided the contact list along with the SLF search results.  
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Dudek prepared and sent letters to each of the nineteen (19) persons and entities on the contact 
list requesting information about cultural sites and resources in or near the project site. These 
letters, mailed on February 15, 2016, contained a brief description of the proposed project, a 
summary of the SLF and EIC search results, cultural resources survey results, and a reference 
map. Recipients were asked to reply within 30 days of receipt of the letter should they have any 
knowledge of cultural resources in the area.  

Dudek received three responses to the initial inquiry letters. All responses were forwarded to the 
City of Menifee. Documents related to the NAHC SLF search and initial Native American 
outreach efforts are included in Appendix C. The following paragraphs provide a brief summary 
of the responses:.  

 Katie Croft, Archaeologist, Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Aqua Caliente 
Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI), stated that the project site is within the Tribe’s 
Traditional Use Area (TUA). Ms. Croft conducted a review of the ACBCI registry and 
identified cultural resources within the vicinity of the project site; however, the ACBCI 
deferred consultation to the Soboba Band of Luisen͂o Indians who are closer in proximity 
to the project site.  

 Vincent Whipple, Manager of the Rincon Cultural Resources Department, Rincon Band 
of Luisen͂o Indians, identified the project site as within the Luisen͂o Aboriginal Territory 
but outside of Rincon’s Historic Boundaries. As such, Mr. Whipple did not have any 
additional information regarding the project site and deferred consultation to the 
Pechanga Band of Luisen͂o Indians or the Soboba Band of Luisen͂o Indians.  

 Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resources Director of the Soboba Band of Luisen͂o Indians 
noted that the Tribe would be requesting consultation with the City of Menifee under 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52. Mr. Ontiveros indicated that the project site is within the Tribe’s 
TUA. A review of the Tribe’s in-house database indicated that the project site is in 
proximity to known sites. The proposed project is subject to compliance with AB 52 
(PRC 21074) which requires consideration of impacts to “tribal cultural resources” as 
part of the CEQA process, and requires the lead agency, the City of Menifee, to notify 
any groups (who have requested notification) of the proposed project who are 
traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project. Section 3.17, 
Tribal Cultural Resources, describes the City’s efforts to comply with AB 52 and the 
results of the government-to-government consultation process. 

Dudek Archaeologist Adriane Dorrler conducted the intensive-level pedestrian survey on 
November 23, 2015, using standard archaeological procedures and techniques. All field practices 
met the Secretary of Interior’s standards and guidelines for a cultural resources inventory. 
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a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The EIC had one historic topographic map of the project 
site on file. The 1953 USGS 7.5-foot Romoland Quadrangle shows that Sun City (north 
of the project area) was still largely undeveloped at this time. However, Bradley Road is 
depicted on the 1953 map, suggesting that Bradley Road is of historic-age (greater than 
50 years). Additional historic map research was conducted on NETR Online 
(historicaerials.com). The 1901 1:250,000 Elsinore topographic sheet does depict Bradley 
Road, suggesting that the road has been in this location for over a century. The 1901 
sheet does not depict Salt Creek, which presently runs beneath Bradley Road. There is 
also a road that runs from present-day Bradley Road to the east, following the path of the 
creek. This road appears to have been removed in the late 1950s. Historic topographic 
maps from the years 1905, 1909, 1913, 1924, 1936, and 1941 indicate that very little 
change occurred within the project area during the first half of the twentieth century. The 
1943 USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle is the first map to show visible changes in and around the 
project area. The creek running beneath Bradley Road is depicted for the first time, and 
the roads noted on the earlier maps running east of the project area are no longer 
depicted. Interestingly, these roads are visible on the 1954 map, but disappear again from 
all subsequent topographic maps of the project area. The map review indicates that I-15 
was constructed through the Menifee area between 1948 and 1954, which coincides with 
the time in which the area started to undergo residential development.  

Documentation of Bradley Road complied with the Office of Historic Preservation 
(OHP) and Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716–44740) and the California Office of Historic 
Preservation Planning Bulletin Number 4(a). Newly identified built environment 
resource Bradley Road was recorded on California Department of Parks and 
Recreation Form DPR 523 (Series 1/95), using the Instructions for Recording 
Historical Resources (OHP 1995). 

Bradley Road traverses the City of Menifee for a total distance of approximately 4 miles, 
spanning north-south between the towns of Paloma Valley and Sun City. This segment of 
road within the project site is an asphalt-concrete two-lane road with turning lanes at 
Potomac Drive and Rio Vista Drive. The segment of road is bordered by residential 
development at the northern and southern terminus, although the majority of the road 
segment is bordered by Salt Creek. No historic artifacts were found in association with 
the road, but modern trash is found along the sides of the road.  
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No major historic event or individual is associated with this road and it was not a historic 
factor in the development of this area. The road segment retains its original alignment as 
mapped, but has been impacted by modern improvements (such as grading and paving) 
and alterations in response to historical flooding events. The segment of Bradley Road 
does not retain any integrity and is therefore found not eligible under state level eligibility 
criteria. Impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. No previously recorded cultural 
resources were identified within the proposed project site as a result of the records search. 
No new archaeological resources were identified during the intensive-level pedestrian 
survey. Given the extent of previous development and the cultural resources inventory, 
there is low potential for the inadvertent discovery of cultural resources during ground 
disturbing activities during construction, which would result in a potentially significant 
impact. However, in the event that potential cultural resources are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, mitigation measure MM-CUL-1, which requires cultural 
monitoring during construction, would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures  

MM-CUL-1  If during ground disturbance activities, unique cultural resources are 
discovered that were not assessed by the archaeological report(s) and/or 
environmental assessment conducted prior to project approval, the 
following procedures shall be followed.  Unique cultural resources are 
defined, for this condition only, as being multiple artifacts in close 
association with each other, but may include fewer artifacts if the area 
of the find is determined to be of significance due to its sacred or 
cultural importance as determined in consultation with the Native 
American Tribe(s). 

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

ii. At the meeting, the significance of the discoveries shall be 
discussed and after consultation with the tribal representative(s) 
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and the archaeologist, a decision shall be made, with the 
concurrence of the Community Development Director, as to the 
appropriate mitigation (documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) 
for the cultural resources. 

iii. Grading of further ground disturbance shall not resume within the 
area of the discovery until an agreement has been reached by all 
parties as to the appropriate mitigation. 

iv. Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall 
be consistent with the Cultural Resources Treatment and 
Monitoring Agreements entered into with the appropriate tribes. 
This may include avoidance of the cultural resources through 
project design, in-place preservation of cultural resources located 
in native soils and/or re-burial on the Project property so they are 
not subject to further disturbance in perpetuity. 

v. Pursuant to Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the 
preferred method of preservation for archaeological resources and 
cultural resources.  If the landowner and the Tribe(s) cannot agree 
on the significance or the mitigation for the archaeological or 
cultural resources, these issues will be presented to the City 
Community Development Director for decision. The City 
Community Development Director shall make the determination 
based on the provisions of the California Environmental Quality 
Act with respect to archaeological resources, recommendations of 
the project archeologist and shall take into account the cultural and 
religious principles and practices of the Tribe. Notwithstanding any 
other rights available under the law, the decision of the City 
Community Development Director shall be appealable to the City 
Planning Commission and/or City Council. 

c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project is primarily located within Salt 
Creek and extends into nearby developed areas. No unique geological features exist 
within or nearby the project site. According to the City’s General Plan Open Space and 
Conservation Element, the project is located in an area with low paleontological 
sensitivity (City of Menifee 2013). Given the extent of previous development within the 
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project site, it is unlikely that any paleontological resources remain intact within the area 
of excavation. Impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The discovery of human remains is always a possibility 
during ground disturbances. Should any human remains be encountered during ground 
disturbing activities, the project would comply with the State of California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5. As required by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, no 
further disturbance shall occur in areas that could contain human remains until the San 
Diego County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. The requirements of PRC Section 
5097.98 state that the County Coroner must be notified of the find immediately. If the 
human remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the NAHC 
within 24 hours. The NAHC will then determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD). The MLD shall complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of notification 
and may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains 
and items associated with Native American burials. Compliance with existing regulations 
for proper protocol of inadvertent discovery of human remains would ensure that impacts 
would be less than significant.  

3.6 Geology and Soils 
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loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     
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Impact No Impact 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 

of topsoil? 
    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

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

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is located within seismically 
active Southern California, an area where several faults and fault zones are 
considered active by the California Division of Mines and Geology. The Alquist-
Prolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map identifies important faults with high potential 
to produce ground rupture. The nearest fault included in Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map (DOC 2015b) is the Elsinore Fault within Elsinore Lake Quadrangle. 
The fault is approximately 9 miles to the southwest of the project site. Because 
there are no known faults that occur within one mile of the project site, ground 
rupture from an earthquake event would not be anticipated to affect the proposed 
project. Although the project site is not associated with an Alquist-Priolo 
earthquake fault zone, the proposed project would be designed and built to the 
latest seismic requirements which would minimize adverse effects from 
earthquakes and strong seismic activity. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The soil type of the project area is generally 
characterized in the Menifee General Plan as “Young Alluvial Valley and 
Channel Deposits,” which include unconsolidated sand and silt deposits. This 
information in conjunction with information regarding the Elsinore Fault would 
be used to prepare the structural engineering design and specifications for the 
bridge structure to meet seismic safety design and engineering requirements to 
minimize potential adverse effects from ground shaking. Therefore, impacts from 
strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As identified in the City’s General Plan Safety 
Element there is a potential for liquefaction in parts of the City where young, 
unconsolidated alluvial deposits are present. Because the project would be located 
parallel to the seasonal Salt Creek, the project site is identified as an area with 
potential for liquefaction (City of Menifee 2013). The project would be designed 
to current seismic safety standards, which includes accounting for soil type and 
liquefaction potential. Therefore, impacts from seismic-related ground failure 
would be less than significant.  

iv) Landslides? 

No Impact. The project area and vicinity is generally flat with no steep slopes. 
According to the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the project site is not 
located within an area subject to landslide hazard (City of Menifee 2013). 
Therefore, no impact would occur.  

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
Construction of the proposed project would involve ground-disturbing activities for 
grading and excavation would increase erosion potential of the project site. However, 
construction of the proposed project would result in more than 1 acre of land disturbance, 
and therefore, the proposed project would be required to prepare and implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the Statewide Construction 
General Permit; the project would implement BMPs in accordance with SWPPP 
requirements to control for erosion. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would be located within a 
previously developed area. As part of the design process, geotechnical studies of the 
project site would be prepared to assess geologic conditions, including potential for 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, and other hazards. These 
geotechnical studies would inform the design process. Additionally, the project would be 
designed and built to current seismic and geologic safety standards to minimize potential 
risk of adverse effects. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Soils mapping for the project site from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Survey Geographic Database (USDA 2016) 
shows the project site consists of soils in the Traver-Domino-Willows soil association, 
which includes saline-alkali soils largely located along floodplain areas of the San Jacinto 
River and Salt Creek. As part of the design process of the proposed bridge, geotechnical 
studies, including expansion potential, would inform seismic safety design considerations 
to minimize potential for adverse geologic effects. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

No Impact. The project does not include septic tanks. No impact would occur.  

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
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VII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:  
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

    

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

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gases that absorb infrared radiation in the atmosphere. The 
greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating the Earth’s temperature. 
Global climate change concerns are focused on whether human activities are leading to an 
enhancement of the greenhouse effect. Principal GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), O3, and water vapor. If the atmospheric concentrations of GHGs 
rise, the average temperature of the lower atmosphere will gradually increase. The effect each 
GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the mass of its emissions and the 
potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere, known as its global warming potential 
(GWP), which varies among GHGs. Total GHG emissions are expressed as a function of how 
much warming would be caused by the same mass of CO2. Thus, GHG gas emissions are 
typically measured in terms of pounds or tons of CO2 equivalent (CO2E).2  

Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative sources of GHGs. Thus, GHG impacts are 
recognized as exclusively cumulative impacts; there are no non-cumulative GHG emission 
impacts from a climate change perspective (CAPCOA 2008). This approach is consistent with 
that recommended by the California Natural Resource Agency, which noted in its Public Notice 
for the proposed CEQA amendments that the evidence indicates in most cases, the impact of 
GHG emissions should be considered in the context of a cumulative impact, rather than a 
project-level impact (CNRA 2009a). Similarly, the Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory 
Action for amendments to the CEQA Guidelines confirms that an environmental impact report or 
other environmental document must analyze the incremental contribution of a project to GHG 
levels and determine whether those emissions are cumulatively considerable (CNRA 2009b). 

Local or Micro Conditions 

Neither the State of California nor the SCAQMD has adopted emission-based thresholds for 
GHG emissions applicable to the proposed project. The Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research issued a technical advisory titled CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate 
Change through California Environmental Quality Act Review, which states that “public 
agencies are encouraged but not required to adopt thresholds of significance for environmental 
impacts. Even in the absence of clearly defined thresholds for GHG emissions, the law requires 
that such emissions from CEQA projects must be disclosed and mitigated to the extent feasible 
whenever the lead agency determines that the project contributes to a significant, cumulative 

                                                                 
2 The CO2 equivalent for a gas is derived by multiplying the mass of the gas by the associated GWP, such that 

metric tons of CO2E = (metric tons of a GHG) × (GWP of the GHG). For example, the GWP for CH4 is 21. This 
means that emissions of 1 metric ton of CH4 are equivalent to emissions of 21 metric tons of CO2. 
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climate change impact” (OPR 2008). Furthermore, the advisory document indicates that “in the 
absence of regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define what 
constitutes a ‘significant impact,’ individual lead agencies may undertake a project-by-project 
analysis, consistent with available guidance and current CEQA practice” (OPR 2008). 

The CNRA adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines on December 30, 2009, which became 
effective on March 18, 2010. With respect to GHG emissions, the amended CEQA Guidelines 
state in Section 15064.4(a) that lead agencies should “make a good faith effort, to the extent 
possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate” GHG emissions. The 
CEQA Guidelines note that an agency may identify emissions by either selecting a “model or 
methodology” to quantify the emissions or by relying on “qualitative analysis or other 
performance based standards” (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). Section 15064.4(b) provides that the lead 
agency should consider the following when assessing the significance of impacts from GHG 
emissions on the environment: 

1. The extent a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing 
environmental setting.  

2. Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 
determines applies to the project. 

3. The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 
emissions (14 CCR 15064.4(b)). 

In addition, Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that “[w]hen adopting 
thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously 
adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the 
decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” (14 
CCR 15064.7(c)). The CEQA Guidelines do not prescribe specific methodologies for performing 
an assessment, do not establish specific thresholds of significance, and do not mandate specific 
mitigation measures. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to 
determine the appropriate methodologies and thresholds of significance consistent with the 
manner in which other impact areas are handled in CEQA. 

Status of Proposed SCAQMD Thresholds  

The SCAQMD has not adopted recommended numeric CEQA significance thresholds for GHG 
emissions for lead agencies to use in assessing GHG impacts of residential and commercial 
development projects. In October 2008, SCAQMD presented to the Governing Board the Draft 
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Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold 
(SCAQMD 2008b). The guidance document was not adopted or approved by the Governing 
Board. This document explored various approaches for establishing a significance threshold for 
GHG emissions. Among the concepts discussed, the document considered a “de minimis,” or 
screening, threshold to “identify small projects that would not likely contribute to significant 
cumulative GHG impacts” (SCAQMD 2008b). As further explained in this document, “projects 
with GHG emissions less than the screening level are considered to be small projects, that is, 
they would not likely be considered cumulatively considerable” (SCAQMD 2008b). The 
SCAQMD formed a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group to work with 
SCAQMD staff on developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds until statewide significance 
thresholds or guidelines are established. The SCAQMD proposed three tiers of compliance that 
may lead to a determination that impacts are less than significant, including the following:  

1. Projects with GHGs within budgets set out in approved regional plans to be developed 
under the SB 375 process  

2. Projects with GHG emissions that are below designated quantitative thresholds:  

a. Industrial projects with an incremental GHG emissions increase that falls below (or is 
mitigated to be less than) 10,000 metric tons (MT) CO2E per year  

b. Commercial and residential projects with an incremental GHG emissions increase 
that falls below (or is mitigated to be less than) 3,000 MT CO2E per year, provided 
that such projects also meet energy efficiency and water conservation performance 
targets that have yet to be developed 

3. Projects that purchase GHG offsets that, either alone or in combination with one of the 
three tiers mentioned previously, achieve the target significance screening level 

From December 2008 to September 2010, the SCAQMD hosted working group meetings and 
revised the draft threshold proposal several times, although it did not officially provide these 
proposals in a subsequent document. The most recent working group meeting on September 28, 
2010 (SCAQMD 2010), proposed two options lead agencies can select from to screen thresholds 
of significance for GHG emissions in residential and commercial projects, and proposes to 
expand the industrial threshold to other lead agency industrial projects. Option 1 proposes a 
threshold of 3,000 MT CO2E per year for all residential and commercial projects. Option 2 
proposes a threshold value by land use type where the numeric threshold is 3,500 MT CO2E per 
year for residential projects, 1,400 MT CO2E per year for commercial projects, and 3,000 MT 
CO2E per year for mixed use projects (SCAQMD 2010).  
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Although not directly applicable to the proposed bridge construction project, the proposed 
project’s GHG emissions will be compared to the SCAQMD-recommended threshold of 3,000 
MT CO2E per year for mixed-use project. As discussed previously, this threshold is intended to 
be applied to the proposed project’s emissions to determine whether they would result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impacts of global climate change. 

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction of the project would result in GHG 
emissions that are primarily associated with use of off-road construction equipment and 
on-road construction and worker vehicles. CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual 
GHG emissions based on the same construction assumptions used for the air quality 
analysis, as described in Section 2.C(b). The SCAQMD Draft Guidance Document – 
Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold recommends that 
“construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year project lifetime, so that GHG 
reduction measures will address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational 
GHG reduction strategies” (SCAQMD 2008b). Thus, the total construction GHG 
emissions were calculated, amortized over 30 years, for comparison with the GHG 
significance threshold of 3,000 MT CO2E. The determination of significance, therefore, 
is addressed in the operational emissions discussion in the following text. 

On-site sources of GHG emissions include off-road equipment, and off-site sources 
include hauling, including off-site disposal of soil, and vendor (delivery) trucks and 
worker vehicles. Table 7 presents construction emissions for the project from years 
2017 to 2018. 

Table 7 
Estimated Construction GHG Emissions – Proposed Project 

Year MT CO2 MT CH4 MT N2O MT CO2E 
2017 370.07 0.07 0.00 371.50 

2018 293.29 0.05 0.00 294.30 

Total 663.36 0.12 0.00 665.80 
Notes: MT = metric tons; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent. 
See Appendix C for detailed results. 

As shown in Table 7, the estimated total GHG emissions during project construction 
would be approximately 666 MT CO2E. Amortized over 30 years, construction GHG 
emissions would be approximately 22 MT CO2E per year.  
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As explained in Section 1.1.3.3, Operation, and Section 3.3, Air Quality, upon 
completion of construction of the bridge, operational activities would be limited to 
occasional maintenance that would consist of paving and restriping as necessary. 
Project maintenance would not result in a substantial source of long-term operational 
GHG emissions, and the project will not require additional employees to maintain the 
bridge; therefore, there will be no additional routine vehicular traffic or associated 
mobile source GHG emissions.  

Estimated project-generated amortized GHG emissions of 22 MT CO2E per year are well 
below SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT CO2E for mixed-use projects. Therefore, 
impacts resulting from GHG emissions would less than significant. Additional details 
regarding these calculations are provided in Appendix A.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Climate Change Scoping Plan, approved by 
CARB on December 12, 2008, provides a framework for actions to reduce California’s 
GHG emissions and requires CARB and other state agencies to adopt regulations and 
other initiatives to reduce GHGs. As such, the Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to 
specific projects. Moreover, the Final Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the 
CEQA Guidelines reiterates the statement in the Initial Statement of Reasons that “[t]he 
Scoping Plan may not be appropriate for use in determining the significance of 
individual projects because it is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future 
development of regulations to implement the strategies identified in the Scoping Plan” 
(CNRA 2009b). Under the Scoping Plan, however, there are several state regulatory 
measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. CARB and other 
state agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most 
of these measures focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy usage, high-GWP GHGs 
in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (hybrid, electric, and more fuel-
efficient vehicles) and associated fuels, among others. Additionally, as discussed 
previously, Executive Order S-3-05 established a goal to reduce statewide GHG 
emissions to the 1990 level by 2020 and to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 80% 
below the 1990 level by 2050. 

As explained in Response 3.7(a), the project would result in minimal short-term 
construction emissions, and operational activities are limited to temporary maintenance. 
As such, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plans, policies or 
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regulations adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, the 
cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
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VIII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 
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a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve the transport of 
fuels, lubricants, and various other liquids needed for operation of construction 
equipment at the site via service trucks. Workers would likely commute to the project site 
via private vehicles, and would operate construction vehicles/equipment within the public 
ROW and within Salt Creek. Materials hazardous to humans, wildlife, and sensitive 
environments would be present during construction of the proposed project. These 
materials include fuels, equipment fluids, cleaning solutions and solvents, and lubricants.  

Direct impacts to human health and biological resources from accidental spills of 
small amounts of hazardous materials from construction equipment during 
construction would potentially occur. However, compliance with federal, state, and 
local regulations including the California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
(CalOSHA), California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program, the 
Hazardous Material Management Act and Hazardous Waste Control Act that provide 
safety and control measures for those materials handled on site would ensure that 
potentially significant impacts would not occur. During the construction period, 
standard BMPs would be applied, such as those required by the SWPPP (refer to 
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality), to ensure that all hazardous materials 
(e.g., construction equipment fuels) are stored properly and that no hazards occur 
during this phase of the project, in compliance with applicable regulations.  

During operation, the proposed project would not produce, generate, handle, dispose, 
or discharge hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 3.8(a), construction would 
comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations, which provide for safety and 
control measures that would minimize hazardous materials risk to human health and the 
environment. The proposed project consists of transportation roadway improvements that 
would not require the use of hazardous materials during operation. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials and impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing 

or proposed school? 

No Impact. The nearest school is Chester W. Morrison Elementary located more than a 
half-mile to the south of the project site. Therefore, the project would not handle or emit 
hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a school. No impact would occur.  

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

No Impact. The project site is not identified on any list compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List), including the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database, the list of leaking underground storage 
tank sites from the Water Board GeoTracker database, the list of solid waste disposal site 
identified by the Water Board, the list of “active” Cease and Desist Orders and Clean up 
and Abatement Orders, and the list of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective 
action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code (DTSC 2016; SWRCB 
2016; CalEPA 2016). Therefore, the project site is not listed on the Cortese List, and no 
impact would occur.  

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not be located within an airport land use plan, 
and is not located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. The nearest 
airport is Perris Valley Airport, located approximately 5 miles to the north, in the City of 
Perris. The project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to 
airport hazards. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not be located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. The nearest private airstrip is Skylark Field, located approximately 7.5 miles to 
the southwest, in the City of Lake Elsinore. The project would not expose people residing 
or working in the project area to air traffic hazards. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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g) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City of Menifee does not have an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. However, the City’s General 
Plan Safety Element includes policies for disaster preparedness and identifies critical 
facilities. As discussed in detail in Section 3.16, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed 
project would temporarily close Bradley Road within the project site during construction. 
Traffic control and coordination with emergency service providers, affected property 
owners and users of the roadway would minimize potential adverse effects related to 
temporarily closing the roadway during construction.  

It should be noted that the proposed project would prevent potential future inadequate 
access along this segment of Bradley Road during rain events. Upon completion of 
construction, the project would result in a beneficial impact to the circulation network. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

h) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

No Impact. According to the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the project is not 
located within or adjacent to fire hazards zones (City of Menifee 2013). Therefore, the 
project would not increase the risk of wildland fires, and no impact would occur.  

3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements? 
    

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

the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

    

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

    

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

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

 

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdiction that oversees water 
quality in various areas within Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties . The 
RWQCB has adopted the Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin 
that designates beneficial uses of the region’s surface water and groundwater, 
identifies water quality objectives for the reasonable protection of those uses, and 
establishes an implementation plan to achieve the objectives. The Basin Plan 
identifies intermittent beneficial uses of Salt Creek for recreation, warm water 
ecosystem, and wildlife habitat. 

Construction of the proposed project would involve ground-disturbing activities for 
grading and excavation that could result in sediment discharge in stormwater runoff. 
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Additionally, construction would involve the use of oil, lubricants, and other chemicals 
that could be discharged from leaks or accidental spills. These potential sediment and 
chemical discharges during construction would have the potential to impact water quality 
in receiving water bodies. However, construction of the proposed project would result in 
more than 1 acre of land disturbance and therefore, the proposed project would be 
required to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in 
accordance with the Statewide Construction General Permit. This requires 
implementation of water quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) to ensure that water 
quality standards are met, and that stormwater runoff from the construction work areas do 
not cause degradation of water quality in receiving water bodies. Some of these BMPs 
include use of silt screening or fiber filtration rolls, appropriate handling and disposal of 
contaminants, pesticide application restrictions, litter control and pickup, and vehicle and 
equipment repair and maintenance in designated areas. Implementation of SWPPP 
requirements would minimize potential hydrology and water quality impacts during 
construction and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation of the proposed project would not directly produce water or wastewater 
discharge. Sediment, oils, and other debris from vehicles may collect on the proposed 
bridge and be discharged during rain events. Such potential indirect discharges would not 
be substantially different when compared to the existing condition. The proposed project 
would not interfere with the water quality objectives in the Basin Plan for Salt Creek or 
any discharge requirements. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project may require water for 
construction-related activities including, but not limited to, watering dirt or dusty 
materials, or washing down staging or paved areas. Any water required for construction 
would be minimal and temporary. Therefore, the project would not substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies. 

The proposed project would replace Bradley Road with a bridge raised above Salt Creek. 
The area under the bridge (the former roadway) would be maintained as a flood control 
channel; there would not be an increase of on the ground impervious surfaces. The 
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project would allow for groundwater infiltration in the Bradley Road alignment where it 
was not previously able to occur. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project would beneficially alter drainage pattern at 
Bradley Road within Salt Creek. With the replacement of Bradley Road with a bridge, 
and removal of the existing culverts, flow within Salt Creek would be improved during 
rain events. Bradley Road would no longer flood during rain events and the overall 
drainage pattern and flow direction of Salt Creek would not change. The area currently 
developed as Bradley Road would be maintained as a flood control channel, which may 
result in an increase in erosion. However, when compared to the greater extent of Salt 
Creek, any potential erosion would not be substantial and would likely remain within Salt 
Creek. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Response 3.9(c). The project would beneficially 
alter the drainage pattern within Salt Creek at the project site. The replacement of 
Bradley Road with a bridge would reduce potentially flooding during rain eventsThe 
proposed elevation of the project above Salt Creek would alleviate road closures due to 
flooding events. Impacts would be less than significant.  

e) Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Upon completion of construction, flows from the 
proposed bridge would run to the north and the south and eventually into Salt Creek. The 
proposed bridge would include adequate drainage to move flows away from the bridge to 
minimize overloading of the existing drainage systems to the north and south of the 
project. Given the similar size of the proposed bridge when compared to the existing 
condition, the proposed bridge would not result in an increase in potential source of 
polluted runoff or runoff quantity. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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f) Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Responses 3.9(a)-(e). The project would not 
directly result in water, wastewater, or pollutant discharge. Potentially pollutants 
deposited on the proposed bridge from erosion and vehicles would not be substantially 
different from the existing condition. Impacts would be less than significant.  

g) Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not include housing. No impact would occur. 

h) Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project is within the floodway zone for Salt Creek, 
according to the City’s General Plan Safety Element (City of Menifee 2013). However, 
the purpose of the proposed project is to prevent and minimize potential future flooding 
of the portion of Bradley Road within Salt Creek by replacing it with a bridge, effectively 
raising it out of the floodplain. The project would decrease flooding hazards and thus 
result in a beneficial impact. 

i) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury 

or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 

or dam? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Response 3.9(h). The purpose of the project 
is to prevent and minimize potential future flooding of the portion of Bradley Road 
within Salt Creek. The project would decrease risk of flooding. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact. Due to distance from the Pacific Ocean, the proposed project is not located 
within a tsunami inundation zone. The project is not located downslope of any large 
bodies of water that could adversely affect the site in an event of earthquake-induced 
failures or seiches or wave oscillations in an enclosed or semi-enclosed body of water. 
Additionally, the project site and vicinity is generally flat with no large slopes that may 
pose potential for mudflows. No impact would occur.  
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3.10 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 
a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

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

    

 

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Typical types of projects that typically have the 
potential to physically divide an established community are projects involving the 
construction of an airport, stadium, railroad track, roadways, and freeways. The project 
involves improvement to an existing roadway to create a bridge to alleviate flooding. 
While the proposed project would result in the division of established communities 
during construction of the proposed bridge (refer to Section 3.16, Transportation and 
Traffic), adequate detour signage and notification of users of Bradley Road would 
minimize impacts. Additionally, this closure would be temporary and Bradley Road 
would continue functioning during operation similar to existing conditions. After 
construction of the proposed bridge, the proposed project would improve access between 
communities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

No Impact. The project would be located entirely within the public ROW for Bradley 
Road, Potomac Drive, and Rio Vista Drive. Construction would require encroachment 
into Salt Creek. The project would result in new roadway infrastructure within the current 
alignment of Bradley Road by replacing the current crossing at Salt Creek with a bridge. 
No other land uses are proposed. The proposed bridge would not alter the capacity of this 
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segment of Bradley Road. The project would otherwise be in compliance with the City’s 
General Plan, Zoning, and municipal code. No impact would occur.  

c) Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

No Impact. The project’s consistency with the MSHCP is discussed in Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources. As described, the project would be consistent with the MSHCP 
requirements, and no impact would occur. 

3.11 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

    

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

    

 

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

No Impact. According to the Department of Conservation’s Updated Mineral Land 
Classification Map for Portland Cement Concrete-Grade Aggregate in the Temescal 
Valley Production Area, Riverside County, California, the project site is classified as 
Mineral Resource Zone – 3, which is defined as areas containing known or inferred 
mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource significance (DOC 2014). 

Additionally, the project site is designated as an “Urban Area” in the City’s General Plan, 
Mineral Resources Zone exhibit (City of Menifee 2013). The project would not result in 
the loss of availability of a known mineral resource. Further, mineral extraction land uses 
would be incompatible with the existing surrounding residential and institutional land 
uses. No impact would result.  
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b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan? 

No Impact. Refer to Response 3.11(a). The project would not result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource. Further, mineral extraction land uses would be 
incompatible with the existing surrounding residential and institutional land uses. No 
impact would result. 

3.12 Noise 

This section is based in part on noise modeling conducted by Dudek and is included as Appendix 
D to this MND. 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XII.  NOISE – Would the project result in: 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 
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a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in Section 1.1, 
Project Overview, the resulting bridge would not result in an increase in vehicle capacity 
or traffic volumes. Therefore, there would be no increase in long-term (operational) 
traffic noise. Potential noise impacts are limited to short-term (construction-related) 
activity noise. 

Construction would be carried out in the following major phases:  

 Grubbing and land clearing  

 Grading and excavation 

 Bridge construction 

 Utilities/trenching/subgrade 

 Paving 

Construction for all major construction phases would involve standard heavy equipment 
that would be employed for any routine construction project of this scale; construction 
equipment with substantially higher noise-generation characteristics (such as pile drivers, 
rock drills, blasting) would not be necessary for this project. Construction noise is 
difficult to quantify because of the many variables involved, including the specific 
equipment types, size of equipment used, percentage of time, condition of each piece of 
equipment, and number of pieces of equipment that will actually operate on-site. The 
range of maximum noise levels for various types of construction equipment at a distance 
of 50 feet is depicted in Table 8. The noise values represent maximum noise generation, 
or full-power operation of the equipment. As an example, a loader and two dozers, all 
operating at full power and relatively close together, would generate a maximum sound 
level of approximately 90 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at 50 feet from their operations. As 
one increases the distance between equipment, and/or the separation of areas with 
simultaneous construction activity, dispersion and distance attenuation reduce the effects 
of separation noise sources added together. In addition, typical operating cycles may 
involve two minutes of full-power operation, followed by three or four minutes at lower 
levels. The average noise level during construction activity is generally lower, since 
maximum noise generation may only occur up to 50% of the time. 
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Table 8 
Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels 

Equipment Typical Sound Level (dBA) 50 Feet from Source 
Roller 74 

Concrete vibrator 76 

Pump 76 

Saw 76 

Backhoe 80 

Air compressor 81 

Generator 81 

Compactor 82 

Concrete pump 82 

Crane, mobile 83 

Concrete mixer 85 

Dozer 85 

Grader 85 

Impact wrench 85 

Loader 85 

Pneumatic tool 85 

Jackhammer 88 

Truck 88 

Paver 89 

Source: FTA 2006. 

The nearest off-site sensitive receptor to the project site are single-family residential land 
uses north of the project site. The single-family residential properties and the northern 
side of the project site share the same property line boundary. Single-family residences 
would be located within approximately 5 feet of the nearest point of planned 
construction. Such points would also be limited to construction staging as opposed to 
noise generating construction activities. 

Project construction would take place both near and far from adjacent, existing noise-
sensitive uses. For example, construction of the project along the northern and southern 
project boundaries would take place within approximately 30 feet of existing residences 
for relatively short periods of time, but during construction of other project components, 
construction would be more than 400 feet away. On average, construction noise would 
occur at distances of approximately 115 feet from existing noise-sensitive uses. 

The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model 
(RCNM) (FHWA 2011) was used to estimate construction noise levels at the nearest 
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occupied noise-sensitive land use. Input variables for the RCNM consist of the 
receiver/land use types, the equipment type and number of each (e.g., two graders, a 
loader, a tractor), the duty cycle for each piece of equipment (e.g., percentage of hours 
the equipment typically works per day), and the distance from the noise-sensitive 
receiver. No topographical or structural shielding was assumed in the modeling. The 
RCNM has default duty-cycle values for the various pieces of equipment, which were 
derived from an extensive study of typical construction activity patterns. Those default 
duty-cycle values were used for this noise analysis. 

Using the FHWA’s RCNM construction noise model and construction information (types 
and number of construction equipment by phase), the estimated noise levels from 
construction were calculated for a representative range of distances, as presented in Table 
9, Construction Noise Model Results Summary. The RCNM inputs and outputs are 
provided in Appendix D. 

Table 9 
Construction Noise Model Results Summary 

Construction Phase 
Construction Noise at Representative Receiver Distances (Leq (dBA)) 
30 Feet 114 feet  430 Feet 

Grubbing and Land Clearing 85 76 65 

Grading and Excavation 88 79 69 

Bridge Construction 88 78 67 

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade 85 75 65 

Paving 85 75 65 

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level 

As presented in Table 9, the highest noise levels are predicted to occur during 
grading/excavation and bridge construction, when noise levels from construction activities 
would be approximately 88 dBA equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) at the nearest 
existing residential land uses approximately 30 feet away. More typically, construction 
noise levels would be in the 75 to 79 dBA Leq range. 

The City of Menifee regulates noise from stationary sources (i.e., non-transportation 
sources) through its Municipal Code (Chapter 9.09, Noise Regulations). Section 9.09.05 
of the Municipal Code establishes an exterior standard for residential land uses based 
upon a 10-minute Leq of 65 dBA from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and 45 dBA from 10 p.m. to 7 
a.m. As presented in Table 9, construction would potentially result in temporary 
generation of noise above the noise thresholds defined in the City’s Municipal Code, 
resulting in a potentially significant impact. However, with incorporation of mitigation 
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measure MM-NOI-1, which includes construction noise reduction measures, temporary 
noise impacts during construction would be reduced to less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM-NOI-1 The following measures shall be incorporated into construction plans prior 
to the start of construction, to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee 
Community Development Department: 

1. All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal-
combustion engines shall be equipped with mufflers; air-inlet silencers 
where appropriate; and any other shrouds, shields, or other noise-reducing 
features in good operating condition that meet or exceed original factory 
specifications. Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc welders, 
air compressors) shall be equipped with shrouds and noise-control 
features that are readily available for that type of equipment. 

2. Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or 
internal-combustion-powered equipment, where feasible. 

3. Material stockpiles and mobile equipment staging, parking, and 
maintenance areas shall be located as far as practicable from noise-
sensitive receptors. 

4. The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, 
and bells, shall be for safety warning purposes only. 

b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As described in Section 1.1, Project Overview, the 
proposed bridge would not result in an increase in vehicle capacity or traffic volumes. 
Therefore, there would be no increase in long-term (operational) traffic-related vibration. 
Potential vibration impacts are limited to short-term (construction-related) activities.  

Groundborne vibration is a small, rapidly fluctuating motion transmitted through the 
ground that diminishes (attenuates) fairly rapidly over distance. Anticipated groundborne 
vibration from heavy equipment operations during construction of the proposed project 
was evaluated and compared to relevant vibration impact criteria using the Federal 
Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which provides 
vibration impact criteria and recommended methodologies and guidance for assessment 
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of vibration effects (FTA 2006). At a distance of approximately 30 feet (the distance to 
the nearest noise/vibration-sensitive land uses), the vibration level from heavy 
construction machinery (such as a loaded truck or a drilling rig) would be between 
approximately 0.058 and 0.068 peak particle velocity in inches per second. Vibration 
levels of this magnitude would likely be perceptible at nearby residences, but they would 
be well below the Federal Transit Administration’s threshold of potential damage for 
normal structures (0.20 peak particle velocity in inches per second), and would not be 
considered excessive. Therefore, short-term construction impacts associated with 
exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As addressed in Response 3.12(a), no increase in long-
term (operational) traffic noise would result from implementation of the proposed project. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Noise levels from construction of 
the proposed project were addressed in Response 3.12(a). The noise during construction 
is considered a substantial temporary increase above existing ambient levels, hence 
resulting in a potentially significant impact. With the incorporation of mitigation measure 
MM-NOI-1, which includes construction noise reduction measures, impacts would be 
reduced to a level below significance.  

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not be located within an airport land use plan, 
and is not located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. The nearest 
airport is Perris Valley Airport, located approximately 5 miles to the north, in the City of 
Perris. The project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels from aircraft. Therefore there would be no impact. 
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f) Would the project be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not be located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. The nearest private airstrip is Skylark Field, located approximately 7.5 miles to 
the southwest, in the City of Lake Elsinore. The project would not expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels from aircraft. Therefore, there 
would be no impact. 

3.13 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 

either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

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

No Impact. The proposed project involves the construction of a bridge that would extend 
over Salt Creek in order to this segment of Bradley Road from flooding during storm 
events. Roadway capacity would not increase. No housing units or employment 
opportunities are proposed that would directly facilitate population growth; no utilities or 
infrastructure would be expanded as a result of the project. The proposed project would 
not directly or indirectly induce population growth. No impact would occur.  

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The project would be located entirely within the public ROW for Bradley 
Road, Potomac Drive, and Rio Vista Drive. Construction would require encroachment 
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into Salt Creek. The proposed project would not displace existing housing that would 
necessitate the construction of replacement housing; therefore, there would be no impact. 

c) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The project would be located entirely within the public ROW for Bradley 
Road, Potomac Drive, and Rio Vista Drive. Construction would require encroachment into 
Salt Creek. The proposed project would not displace any people and would not necessitate 
the construction of replacement housing; no impact would occur. 

3.14 Public Services 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XIV.  PUBLIC SERVICES  
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

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

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

 

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

Fire protection? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not include the addition 
of housing, schools, or other community facilities that may result in an increase in 
demand for fire protection services. During the construction phase of the proposed 
project, Bradley Road would be temporarily shut down (refer to Section 3.16, 
Transportation and Traffic). Construction would be coordinated with the Riverside 
County Fire Department/CAL FIRE to ensure that service providers are properly 
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notified of the road closure and adequate rerouting is achieved. Any impact on services 
would be temporary; no elements of the proposed project would contribute to the need 
for an increase in the existing level of fire protection services such that existing fire 
protection facilities would require expansion. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Police protection? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. During the construction phase of the proposed project, 
Bradley Road would be temporarily shut down (refer to Section 3.16, Transportation and 
Traffic). Construction would be coordinated with the Riverside County Sheriff 
Department to ensure that service providers are properly notified of the road closure and 
adequate rerouting is achieved. 

During operation, the bridge could potentially attract loiterers and graffitists. However, 
such events would minimally affect provision of police services. The proposed project 
would not include the addition of housing, schools, or other community facilities that 
may result in an increase in demand for police protection services. Demand for law 
enforcement services would not exceed existing demand in a way that would require 
additional law enforcement personnel or substantially alter acceptable service ratios. Any 
impact on services would be temporary; no elements of the proposed project would 
contribute to the need for an increase in the existing level of police protection services 
such that existing police protection facilities would require expansion. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not involve a housing component that would 
result in population growth and increase demands on existing schools. The proposed 
project would also not expand any existing infrastructure that would result in the need for 
new or expanded educational infrastructure. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Parks? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not include the addition of housing, schools, or 
other community facilities that might contribute to the increase in use of existing 
neighborhood or regional park. The proposed project would not affect the provision of 
the proposed recreational trail contemplated by the City to travel along the northern 
boundary of Salt Creek and would include a portion of the planned NEV/Class II bicycle 
lanes along Bradley Road (City of Menifee 2013). No impact would occur to park 
facilities or services. 
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Other public facilities? 

No Impact. As discussed previously, the proposed project does not include any 
component that would typically result in an increase in demand for public facilities such 
that facilities would require expansion. No impact would occur.  

3.15 Recreation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XV. RECREATION 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

    

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

    

 

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve a population generating land use that 
could contribute to the increase in use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other 
recreational facilities. The proposed project would contribute to the physical deterioration 
of recreational facilities and no impacts would result.  

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? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project includes a portion of the planned 
NEV/Class II bicycle lanes along Bradley Road as indicated in the City’s General Plan 
Circulation Element. These lanes are part of the proposed bridge, the impacts of which 
are disclosed throughout this MND. The provision of the NEV/Class II bicycle lanes 
would not result in any additional impacts beyond what is disclosed throughout this 
MND. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. ..  
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3.16 Transportation and Traffic 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project: 
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?  

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities? 

    

 

a) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation 

system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and 

non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including 

but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and 

bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

No Impact. This brief analysis focuses on operation of the proposed project. For 
potential impacts to circulation during construction, refer to Response 3.16(e). The 
proposed bridge would not alter the roadway capacity of this segment of Bradley Road. 
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Therefore, the proposed project would result in the continuation of the City’s circulation 
network as currently operating. Operation of the proposed project would not alter 
vehicular circulation, transit operations, or bicycle circulation from the existing 
condition. The project would include pedestrian sidewalks and NEV/Class II bicycle 
lanes on both sides of the proposed bridge where none exist on this portion of Bradley 
Road currently, increasing pedestrian/cyclist safety and connectivity. Therefore, no 
impact would occur.  

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or 
other standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

No Impact. Refer to Response 3.16(a). Upon completion, the proposed project would not 
result in a change in roadway capacity for this segment of Bradley Road as the project 
does not include an increase in lanes from what is existing. No impact to level of service 
or other means of measuring the effectiveness of roadways would occur.  

c) Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use compatibility 
plan, and the nearest airport is the Perris Valley Airport, located approximately 5 miles to 
the north, in the City of Perris. The project does not propose tall structures that may affect 
air traffic patterns. No impact would occur. 

d) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would be designed to applicable 
roadway and bridge safety standards to minimize hazards. The project would not 
introduce sharp curves or affect line of sight at intersections. The project would result in a 
beneficial impact as it would raise this portion of Bradley Road out of the floodplain, 
preventing future flooding hazards to motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.  

e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Upon completion of construction, Bradley Road would 
continue operations as it exists currently. This discussion focuses on both access for 
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emergencies and access overall. During construction, Bradley Road would be shut down 
within the project limits; traffic would be detoured away along Newport Road, Murrieta 
Road, McCall Boulevard, and other smaller roadways as necessary. Traffic control and 
detours are incorporated into project design. The City would coordinate with public 
service providers (fire, police, and emergency medical) and the RTA during the planning 
stages of the project to ensure proper discussion of potential rerouting of service during 
construction, including alternation in responder location and temporary bus stops. Early 
notification, coordination, and planning with public service providers and RTA would 
minimize potential adverse impacts to access and circulation.  

During the planning efforts of the proposed project, the City would provide early 
notification to the affected users of this portion of Bradley Road. Signage would be 
posted at the project site indicating dates of closure, clear detour signage, and methods of 
finding additional information (e.g., website or phone number). Property owners in the 
immediate vicinity of the project would be notified directly of project construction as 
early as possible. Early notification, coordination, and clear signage would minimize 
potential adverse effects of project construction. 

It should be noted that the proposed project would prevent potential future inadequate 
access along this segment of Bradley Road during rain events. Upon completion of 
construction, the project would result in a beneficial impact to the circulation network. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

f) Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project would temporarily affect public transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, which is discussed in detail in Response 3.16(e). Such 
effects resulting from the closure of this portion of Bradley Road would no longer be 
present upon completion of construction, and operation of bus and bicycle circulation 
would continue as it exists currently. The project would include pedestrian sidewalks on 
both sides of the proposed bridge where none exist on this portion of Bradley Road 
currently, increasing pedestrian safety and connectivity. As all potential impacts to 
circulation would be temporary, and the bridge would not alter the circulation network 
upon completion of construction, impacts would be less than significant.  
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3.17 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XVII. Tribal Cultural Resources – Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

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

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

    

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

    

 

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

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As described under Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, a 
CHRIS records search was conducted at the EIC on March 27, 2014, for the proposed 
project site and a surrounding radius of one-half mile. The CHRIS search included a 
review of the CRHR, the California Points of Historical Interest list, the California 
Historical Landmarks list, the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility list, and the 
California State Historic Resources Inventory list. The records search also included a 
review of all available historic USGS 7.5- and 15-minute quadrangle maps. No 
previously recorded tribal cultural resources listed in the CRHR or a local register were 
identified within the project site. Further, no tribal cultural resources were identified by 
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California Native American tribes as part of the City’s AB 52 notification and 
consultation process (see Response 3.17(b) below). The proposed project would not 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Response 3.17(a) above. There are no resources 
on the project site that have been determined by the City to be significant pursuant to the 
criteria set forth in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. Further, no tribal cultural 
resources were identified by California Native American tribes as part of the City’s AB 
52 notification and consultation process. 

The City has received four requests for formal AB 52 notification for proposed CEQA 
projects from California Native American Tribes who are traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area. On April 6, 2016, the City prepared and sent 
notification letters to Joseph Ontiveros, Director of Cultural Resources, Soboba Band of 
Luisen͂o Indians and Anna Hoover, Cultural Analyst, Pechanga Band of Luisen͂o Indians.  

The City received a written response from Mr. Ontiveros on May 11, 2016 (postmarked 
May 5, 2016). Mr. Ontiveros requested formal government-to-government consultation 
with the City of Menifee regarding the proposed Project. A consultation meeting between 
Mr. Ontiveros and the City occurred on July 20, 2016 to discuss the scope of the Project 
and the proposed mitigation measures that will be included in the CEQA document. Mr. 
Ontiveros made no further requests, and no tribal cultural resources were identified 
during the AB 52 consultation process. As such, the consultation process concluded. 

Ms. Hoover replied on June 1, 2016 and stated that the Pechanga Band of Luiseno 
Indians would not be requesting formal consultation but asked that she be contacted 
should the scope of work increase.  

On December 2, 2016, the City prepared and set notification letters to Katie Croft, 
Archaeologist, Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians (ACBCI) and Vincent Whipple, Manager of the Rincon Cultural Resources 
Department, Rincon Band of Luisen͂o Indians. The City also placed phone calls to both 
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Ms. Croft and Mr. Whipple on December 2 and December 5, 2016. Ms. Croft spoke with 
the City on December 5, 2016 stating that she is not aware of any potential issues related 
to the project and would send a formal letter deferring consultation to the Soboba Band of 
Luisen͂o Indians, as stated in her response letter during NAHC outreach efforts. Mr. 
Whipple responded via email on December 5, 2016, reiterating statements from his 
February 15, 2016 letter as part of NAHC outreach efforts, which deferred consultation to 
the Pechanga Band of Luisen͂o Indians or the Soboba Band of Luisen͂o Indians. No formal 
consultation was requested by Ms. Croft or Mr. Whipple.  As such, the consultation 
process concluded. 

The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a tribal cultural resource and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.18 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
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a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not generate wastewater. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements. No impacts would occur. 

b) Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

No Impact. The proposed project involves the construction of a bridge to replace Bradley 
Road between Potomac Drive and Rio Vista Drive at Salt Creek. The proposed project 
does not include any component that would generate wastewater or require the use of 
water. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the expansion of existing 
facilities or the construction of new facilities. No impacts would occur.  

c) Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would be constructed within the 
same footprint of Bradley Road; there would be no increase impervious surface area as 
the area under the proposed bridge would be maintained as a flood control channel. All 
temporarily disturbed areas would be returned to pre-project conditions upon completion 
of construction. Stormwater runoff from the new bridge would be directed toward 
existing stormwater drainage facilities, similar to current conditions. No new stormwater 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be required. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project may require water for construction 
related activities including, but not limited to, watering dirt or dusty materials, or washing 
down staging or paved areas. Any water required for construction would be minimal and 
temporary. The bridge would not require the use of water during operation. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have sufficient water supplies and no new or expanded 
entitlements would be needed. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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e) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, 
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not generate wastewater. No impacts would occur. 

f) Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Solid waste generated from the proposed project would 
include debris from demolition of Bradley Road. All trash produced by contractors and 
equipment operators would be removed from the project area daily and disposed of 
properly in accordance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste. Impacts on the surrounding landfills would be minimal and limited to construction 
activities; no solid waste would be generated from the operation of the proposed project. 
Therefore, impacts to surrounding landfills would be temporary during the construction 
phase, and impacts associated with sufficient landfill capacity to accommodate the 
proposed project’s solid waste disposal needs would be less than significant. 

g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste? 

No Impact. All trash produced by contractors and equipment operators would be 
removed from the project area daily and disposed of properly in accordance with federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. The project does not 
possess any atypical component that would prevent compliance with existing solid waste 
regulations. No impact would occur.  
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3.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources, potential impacts to migratory birds and jurisdictional waters could 
occur during construction. However, implementation of mitigation measures MM-BIO-1 
through MM-BIO-3, would reduce impacts to less than significant. As discussed in 
Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, potential impacts regarding inadvertent discovery of 
cultural could occur during excavation. However, implementation of mitigation measure 
MM-CUL-1 would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. As discussed in 
Section 3.12, Noise, potential impacts to noise could occur during construction. However, 
implementation of mitigation measure MM-NOI-1 would ensure that impacts would be 
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less than significant. Overall, impacts would be less than significant with the 
incorporation of mitigation. 

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. As provided in the analysis 
presented in Chapter 3, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to 
aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, geology and soils, greenhouse 
gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use 
and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, 
transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems. Mitigation measures 
recommended for biological resources, cultural resources, and noise would reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance. 

The proposed project would incrementally contribute to cumulative impacts for 
projects occurring within the City. With mitigation, however, implementation of the 
proposed project would not result in any residually significant impacts that could 
contribute to a cumulative impact. In the absence of residually significant impacts, the 
incremental accumulation of effects would not be cumulatively considerable and 
would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The potential for adverse direct 
or indirect impacts to human beings was considered in this MND in Sections 3.1, 
Aesthetics; 3.3, Air Quality; 3.5, Cultural Resources; 3.6, Geology and Soils; 3.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 3.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality; 3.12, Noise; 3.13, Population and Housing; 3.14, Public Services; 3.15, 
Recreation; 3.16, Transportation and Traffic; and 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems. 
Based on this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that construction or operation of 
the proposed project with the proposed mitigation measures incorporated would result in 
a substantial adverse effect on human beings. 
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Figure 2

Bradley Road Bridge Mitigated Negative Declaration

SOURCE: USGS 7.5-Minute Series Romoland Quadrangle
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Project Site
Bradley Road Bridge Mitigated Negative Declaration

SOURCE: Bing Maps, 2016
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Conceptual Bridge Design
Bradley Road Bridge Mitigated Negative Declaration

SOURCE: NV5, 2016
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Vegetation Map
Bradley Road Bridge Mitigated Negative Declaration

SOURCE: Bing Maps, 2016
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Biological Resource Impacts Map
Bradley Road Bridge Mitigated Negative Declaration

SOURCE: Bing Maps, 2016
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APPENDIX A 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas  
Emissions Model Output  





tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 196020 0

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 220.00 196.00

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Trips and VMT - Mod: Information from client data request.

Grading -Total acres disturbed = total acreage

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - None

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Construction Phase - Client provided construction schedule

Off-road Equipment -  Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1325.65 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

28

Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.4 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 3.00 Acre 3.00 130,680.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 5/23/2016 1:58 PM

Bradley Road Bridge Project
Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics



0.0000 9,440.103
0

9,440.1030 2.0150 0.0000 9,482.417
9

18.7796 4.3261 23.1057 10.1226 4.0539 14.1765Total 8.4434 82.9781 63.1499 0.0993

0.0000 4,693.073
8

4,693.0738 0.7797 0.0000 4,709.447
0

0.4898 1.5705 2.0603 0.1326 1.5188 1.65142018 3.5366 31.1434 22.7343 0.0496

0.0000 4,747.029
2

4,747.0292 1.2353 0.0000 4,772.970
9

18.2898 2.7556 21.0454 9.9900 2.5351 12.52512017 4.9068 51.8347 40.4157 0.0497

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 23.00 28.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 55.00 32.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 24.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 18.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 32.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 44.50 4.39

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 4,500.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 6.00 89.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 3.00 5.00



Mitigated Operational

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0058.68 0.00 47.70 59.84 0.00 42.73

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 9,440.103
0

9,440.1030 2.0150 0.0000 9,482.417
9

7.7592 4.3261 12.0852 4.0648 4.0539 8.1188Total 8.4434 82.9781 63.1499 0.0993

0.0000 4,693.073
8

4,693.0738 0.7797 0.0000 4,709.447
0

0.4898 1.5705 2.0603 0.1326 1.5188 1.65142018 3.5366 31.1434 22.7343 0.0496

0.0000 4,747.029
2

4,747.0292 1.2353 0.0000 4,772.970
9

7.2694 2.7556 10.0250 3.9323 2.5351 6.46742017 4.9068 51.8347 40.4157 0.0497

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



10

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

5 Paving Paving 9/12/2018 9/25/2018 5

196

4 Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Trenching 4/11/2018 9/11/2018 5 110

3 Bridge Phase Building Construction 7/11/2017 4/10/2018 5

5

2 Grading/Excavation Phase Grading 3/8/2017 7/10/2017 5 89

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Site Preparation 3/1/2017 3/7/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Sweepers/Scrubbers 1 8.00 64 0.46

Paving Rollers 3 6.00 80 0.38

Paving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 130 0.36

Paving Pavers 1 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Skid Steer Loaders 1 8.00 64 0.37

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 8.00 81 0.73

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Bridge Phase Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Bridge Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37

Bridge Phase Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Bridge Phase Forklifts 0 8.00 89 0.20

Bridge Phase Cranes 2 7.00 226 0.29

Bridge Phase Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 8.00 81 0.73

Bridge Phase Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 8.00 9 0.56

Bridge Phase Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 205 0.50

Grading/Excavation Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading/Excavation Phase Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Grading/Excavation Phase Plate Compactors 2 8 0.43

Grading/Excavation Phase Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading/Excavation Phase Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Load Factor

Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

1.2265 4,028.843
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

9.9307 2.5339 12.4646 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859

4,028.843
2

Total 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970 0.0391 18.0663 2.7542 20.8205

2.5339 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859 1.22650.0391 2.7542 2.7542 2.5339

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970

0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

3.2 Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving 9 28.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Utilities/Trenching/Sub
grade

6 24.00 0.00 0.00

Bridge Phase 8 32.00 21.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading/Excavation 
Phase

6 32.00 0.00 563.00

Grubbing/Land 
Clearing Phase

7 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70



3.3 Grading/Excavation Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

213.1313 213.1313 8.7800e-
003

213.31560.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605Total 0.0687 0.0812 1.0186 2.6800e-
003

213.1313 213.1313 8.7800e-
003

213.31560.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605Worker 0.0687 0.0812 1.0186 2.6800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859 1.2265 4,028.843
2

7.0458 2.7542 9.8001 3.8730 2.5339 6.4069Total 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970 0.0391

0.0000 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859 1.2265 4,028.843
2

2.7542 2.7542 2.5339 2.5339Off-Road 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970 0.0391

0.0000 0.00007.0458 0.0000 7.0458 3.8730 0.0000 3.8730Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

213.1313 213.1313 8.7800e-
003

213.31560.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605Total 0.0687 0.0812 1.0186 2.6800e-
003

213.1313 213.1313 8.7800e-
003

213.31560.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605Worker 0.0687 0.0812 1.0186 2.6800e-
003



0.0000 0.00000.0229 0.0000 0.0229 2.5800e-
003

0.0000 2.5800e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

787.5876 787.5876 0.0169 787.94140.4680 0.0304 0.4984 0.1251 0.0280 0.1531Total 0.1978 1.6637 2.6493 8.7900e-
003

341.0100 341.0100 0.0141 341.30500.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969Worker 0.1098 0.1299 1.6298 4.2900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

446.5776 446.5776 2.8000e-
003

446.63640.1104 0.0282 0.1386 0.0302 0.0260 0.0562Hauling 0.0880 1.5337 1.0195 4.5000e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,592.396
2

1,592.3962 0.4879 1,602.642
2

0.0587 1.2283 1.2870 6.6200e-
003

1.1301 1.1367Total 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156

1,592.396
2

1,592.3962 0.4879 1,602.642
2

1.2283 1.2283 1.1301 1.1301Off-Road 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156

0.0000 0.00000.0587 0.0000 0.0587 6.6200e-
003

0.0000 6.6200e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3,969.822
6

3,969.8226 0.7881 3,986.372
4

1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288Total 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410

3,969.822
6

3,969.8226 0.7881 3,986.372
4

1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288Off-Road 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Bridge Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

787.5876 787.5876 0.0169 787.94140.4680 0.0304 0.4984 0.1251 0.0280 0.1531Total 0.1978 1.6637 2.6493 8.7900e-
003

341.0100 341.0100 0.0141 341.30500.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969Worker 0.1098 0.1299 1.6298 4.2900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

446.5776 446.5776 2.8000e-
003

446.63640.1104 0.0282 0.1386 0.0302 0.0260 0.0562Hauling 0.0880 1.5337 1.0195 4.5000e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,592.396
2

1,592.3962 0.4879 1,602.642
2

0.0229 1.2283 1.2512 2.5800e-
003

1.1301 1.1326Total 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156

0.0000 1,592.396
2

1,592.3962 0.4879 1,602.642
2

1.2283 1.2283 1.1301 1.1301Off-Road 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3,969.822
6

3,969.8226 0.7881 3,986.372
4

1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288Total 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410

0.0000 3,969.822
6

3,969.8226 0.7881 3,986.372
4

1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288Off-Road 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

777.2066 777.2066 0.0168 777.56000.4898 0.0328 0.5226 0.1326 0.0302 0.1628Total 0.2572 1.7283 3.3522 8.7000e-
003

341.0100 341.0100 0.0141 341.30500.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969Worker 0.1098 0.1299 1.6298 4.2900e-
003

436.1966 436.1966 2.7800e-
003

436.25500.1321 0.0307 0.1628 0.0377 0.0282 0.0659Vendor 0.1474 1.5984 1.7224 4.4100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Mitigated Construction On-Site

756.6779 756.6779 0.0158 757.00870.4898 0.0311 0.5208 0.1326 0.0286 0.1612Total 0.2354 1.5797 3.1135 8.6900e-
003

328.0712 328.0712 0.0130 328.34390.3577 2.1400e-
003

0.3598 0.0949 1.9800e-
003

0.0968Worker 0.0990 0.1174 1.4742 4.2900e-
003

428.6068 428.6068 2.7600e-
003

428.66470.1321 0.0289 0.1610 0.0377 0.0266 0.0643Vendor 0.1364 1.4622 1.6392 4.4000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

3,936.395
8

3,936.3958 0.7639 3,952.438
4

1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902Total 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409

3,936.395
8

3,936.3958 0.7639 3,952.438
4

1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902Off-Road 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Bridge Phase - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

777.2066 777.2066 0.0168 777.56000.4898 0.0328 0.5226 0.1326 0.0302 0.1628Total 0.2572 1.7283 3.3522 8.7000e-
003

341.0100 341.0100 0.0141 341.30500.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969Worker 0.1098 0.1299 1.6298 4.2900e-
003

436.1966 436.1966 2.7800e-
003

436.25500.1321 0.0307 0.1628 0.0377 0.0282 0.0659Vendor 0.1474 1.5984 1.7224 4.4100e-
003



2,390.830
4

2,390.8304 0.3859 2,398.934
2

1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312Off-Road 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

756.6779 756.6779 0.0158 757.00870.4898 0.0311 0.5208 0.1326 0.0286 0.1612Total 0.2354 1.5797 3.1135 8.6900e-
003

328.0712 328.0712 0.0130 328.34390.3577 2.1400e-
003

0.3598 0.0949 1.9800e-
003

0.0968Worker 0.0990 0.1174 1.4742 4.2900e-
003

428.6068 428.6068 2.7600e-
003

428.66470.1321 0.0289 0.1610 0.0377 0.0266 0.0643Vendor 0.1364 1.4622 1.6392 4.4000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3,936.395
8

3,936.3958 0.7639 3,952.438
4

1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902Total 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409

0.0000 3,936.395
8

3,936.3958 0.7639 3,952.438
4

1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902Off-Road 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 2,390.830
4

2,390.8304 0.3859 2,398.934
2

1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312Total 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247

0.0000 2,390.830
4

2,390.8304 0.3859 2,398.934
2

1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312Off-Road 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

246.0534 246.0534 9.7400e-
003

246.25800.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726Total 0.0743 0.0881 1.1057 3.2200e-
003

246.0534 246.0534 9.7400e-
003

246.25800.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726Worker 0.0743 0.0881 1.1057 3.2200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,390.830
4

2,390.8304 0.3859 2,398.934
2

1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312Total 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,985.938
6

1,985.9386 0.6025 1,998.591
6

0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144Total 2.4306 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.7860

1,985.938
6

1,985.9386 0.6025 1,998.591
6

0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144Off-Road 1.6446 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Paving - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

246.0534 246.0534 9.7400e-
003

246.25800.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726Total 0.0743 0.0881 1.1057 3.2200e-
003

246.0534 246.0534 9.7400e-
003

246.25800.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726Worker 0.0743 0.0881 1.1057 3.2200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

287.0623 287.0623 0.0114 287.30100.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847Total 0.0866 0.1028 1.2900 3.7500e-
003

287.0623 287.0623 0.0114 287.30100.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847Worker 0.0866 0.1028 1.2900 3.7500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,985.938
6

1,985.9386 0.6025 1,998.591
6

0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144Total 2.4306 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.7860

0.0000 1,985.938
6

1,985.9386 0.6025 1,998.591
6

0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144Off-Road 1.6446 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

287.0623 287.0623 0.0114 287.30100.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847Total 0.0866 0.1028 1.2900 3.7500e-
003

287.0623 287.0623 0.0114 287.30100.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847Worker 0.0866 0.1028 1.2900 3.7500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

0.000935 0.001057 0.006483 0.000867 0.003251

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH

0.459583 0.069267 0.177530 0.170944 0.045911 0.007406 0.012759 0.044006

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

2.5875

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.2074

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

2.5875

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.2074

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 5/23/2016 1:53 PM

Bradley Road
Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 3.00 Acre 3.00 130,680.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.4 Precipitation Freq (Days) 28

Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1325.65 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Construction Phase - Client provided construction schedule

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment -Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Trips and VMT - Mod: Information from client data request.

Grading --Mod Total acres disturbed = total acreage

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - None

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 196020 0

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 220.00 196.00



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 6.00 89.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 3.00 5.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 44.50 4.39

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 4,500.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 18.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 32.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 55.00 32.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 24.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 23.00 28.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2017 4.9035 51.8399 40.2722 0.0493 18.2898 2.7556 21.0454 9.9900 2.5351 12.5251 0.0000 4,713.826
3

4,713.8263 1.2353 0.0000 4,739.767
9

2018 3.5401 31.1855 22.7859 0.0492 0.4898 1.5707 2.0605 0.1326 1.5190 1.6516 0.0000 4,661.018
1

4,661.0181 0.7798 0.0000 4,677.393
5

Total 8.4436 83.0254 63.0580 0.0985 2.0151 0.0000 9,417.161
4

18.7796 4.3263 23.1059 10.1226 4.0541 14.1767 0.0000 9,374.844
4

9,374.8444



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2017 4.9035 51.8399 40.2722 0.0493 7.2694 2.7556 10.0250 3.9323 2.5351 6.4674 0.0000 4,713.826
3

4,713.8263 1.2353 0.0000 4,739.767
9

2018 3.5401 31.1855 22.7859 0.0492 0.4898 1.5707 2.0605 0.1326 1.5190 1.6516 0.0000 4,661.018
1

4,661.0181 0.7798 0.0000 4,677.393
5

Total 8.4436 83.0254 63.0580 0.0985 7.7592 4.3263 12.0855 4.0648 4.0541 8.1190 0.0000 9,374.844
4

9,374.8444 2.0151 0.0000 9,417.161
4

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0058.68 0.00 47.70 59.84 0.00 42.73

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

Mitigated Operational



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 6.9000e-
004

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

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

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Site Preparation 3/1/2017 3/7/2017 5 5

2 Grading/Excavation Phase Grading 3/8/2017 7/10/2017 5 89

110

3 Bridge Phase Building Construction 7/11/2017 4/10/2018 5

9/25/2018 5

196

4 Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Trenching 4/11/2018 9/11/2018 5

10

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

5 Paving Paving 9/12/2018



OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading/Excavation Phase Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Grading/Excavation Phase Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading/Excavation Phase Plate Compactors 2 8 0.43

Grading/Excavation Phase Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Grading/Excavation Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Bridge Phase Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 205 0.50

Bridge Phase Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 8.00 9 0.56

Bridge Phase Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 8.00 81 0.73

Bridge Phase Cranes 2 7.00 226 0.29

Bridge Phase Forklifts 0 8.00 89 0.20

Bridge Phase Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Bridge Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37

Bridge Phase Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 8.00 81 0.73

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Skid Steer Loaders 1 8.00 64 0.37

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 1 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 3 6.00 80 0.38

Paving Sweepers/Scrubbers 1 8.00 64 0.46

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class



14.70

Grading/Excavation 
Phase

6 32.00 0.00 563.00

Grubbing/Land 
Clearing Phase

7 20.00 0.00 0.00

HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix

Utilities/Trenching/Sub
grade

6 24.00 0.00 0.00

Bridge Phase 8 32.00 21.00 0.00

HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving 9 28.00 0.00

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

3.2 Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970 0.0391 2.7542 2.7542 2.5339 2.5339 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859 1.2265 4,028.843
2

Total 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970 0.0391 18.0663 2.7542 20.8205 9.9307 2.5339 12.4646 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859 1.2265 4,028.843
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Worker 0.0653 0.0864 0.8751 2.4500e-
003

0.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605 194.7462 194.7462 8.7800e-
003

194.9306

Total 0.0653 0.0864 0.8751 2.4500e-
003

8.7800e-
003

194.93060.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

194.7462 194.7462

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 7.0458 0.0000 7.0458 3.8730 0.0000 3.8730 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970 0.0391 2.7542 2.7542 2.5339 2.5339 0.0000 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859 1.2265 4,028.843
2

Total 4.8382 51.7535 39.3970 0.0391 1.2265 4,028.843
2

7.0458 2.7542 9.8001 3.8730 2.5339 6.4069

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4,003.085
9

4,003.0859

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0653 0.0864 0.8751 2.4500e-
003

0.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605 194.7462 194.7462 8.7800e-
003

194.9306

Total 0.0653 0.0864 0.8751 2.4500e-
003

8.7800e-
003

194.93060.2236 1.3600e-
003

0.2249 0.0593 1.2500e-
003

0.0605 194.7462 194.7462

3.3 Grading/Excavation Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.0587 0.0000 0.0587 6.6200e-
003

0.0000 6.6200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156 1.2283 1.2283 1.1301 1.1301 1,592.396
2

1,592.3962 0.4879 1,602.642
2

Total 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156 0.4879 1,602.642
2

0.0587 1.2283 1.2870 6.6200e-
003

1.1301 1.1367

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,592.396
2

1,592.3962

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0914 1.5920 1.1316 4.4900e-
003

0.1104 0.0283 0.1386 0.0302 0.0260 0.0562 445.4772 445.4772 2.8500e-
003

445.5370

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1045 0.1383 1.4002 3.9200e-
003

0.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969 311.5940 311.5940 0.0141 311.8889

Total 0.1959 1.7302 2.5318 8.4100e-
003

0.0169 757.42600.4680 0.0304 0.4985 0.1251 0.0280 0.1531

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

757.0712 757.0712

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.0229 0.0000 0.0229 2.5800e-
003

0.0000 2.5800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000



Off-Road 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156 1.2283 1.2283 1.1301 1.1301 0.0000 1,592.396
2

1,592.3962 0.4879 1,602.642
2

Total 1.9030 18.7729 12.0196 0.0156 0.4879 1,602.642
2

0.0229 1.2283 1.2512 2.5800e-
003

1.1301 1.1326

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,592.396
2

1,592.3962

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0914 1.5920 1.1316 4.4900e-
003

0.1104 0.0283 0.1386 0.0302 0.0260 0.0562 445.4772 445.4772 2.8500e-
003

445.5370

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1045 0.1383 1.4002 3.9200e-
003

0.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969 311.5940 311.5940 0.0141 311.8889

Total 0.1959 1.7302 2.5318 8.4100e-
003

0.0169 757.42600.4680 0.0304 0.4985 0.1251 0.0280 0.1531

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

757.0712 757.0712

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Bridge Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410 1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288 3,969.822
6

3,969.8226 0.7881 3,986.372
4

Total 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410 0.7881 3,986.372
4

1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288 3,969.822
6

3,969.8226

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1569 1.6373 1.9818 4.3800e-
003

0.1321 0.0309 0.1630 0.0377 0.0284 0.0662 432.4097 432.4097 2.8800e-
003

432.4702

Worker 0.1045 0.1383 1.4002 3.9200e-
003

0.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969 311.5940 311.5940 0.0141 311.8889

Total 0.2614 1.7756 3.3820 8.3000e-
003

0.0169 744.35910.4898 0.0331 0.5229 0.1326 0.0304 0.1630

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

744.0037 744.0037

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410 1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288 0.0000 3,969.822
6

3,969.8226 0.7881 3,986.372
4

Total 3.7391 33.1168 20.3088 0.0410 0.7881 3,986.372
4

1.7873 1.7873 1.7288 1.7288

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3,969.822
6

3,969.8226

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Vendor 0.1569 1.6373 1.9818 4.3800e-
003

0.1321 0.0309 0.1630 0.0377 0.0284 0.0662 432.4097 432.4097 2.8800e-
003

432.4702

Worker 0.1045 0.1383 1.4002 3.9200e-
003

0.3577 2.1700e-
003

0.3599 0.0949 2.0100e-
003

0.0969 311.5940 311.5940 0.0141 311.8889

Total 0.2614 1.7756 3.3820 8.3000e-
003

0.0169 744.35910.4898 0.0331 0.5229 0.1326 0.0304 0.1630

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

744.0037 744.0037

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Bridge Phase - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409 1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902 3,936.395
8

3,936.3958 0.7639 3,952.438
4

Total 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409 0.7639 3,952.438
4

1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

3,936.395
8

3,936.3958

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1450 1.4969 1.9024 4.3700e-
003

0.1321 0.0291 0.1612 0.0377 0.0268 0.0645 424.8755 424.8755 2.8600e-
003

424.9356

Worker 0.0939 0.1249 1.2627 3.9200e-
003

0.3577 2.1400e-
003

0.3598 0.0949 1.9800e-
003

0.0968 299.7468 299.7468 0.0130 300.0196

Total 0.2390 1.6218 3.1651 8.2900e-
003

0.0159 724.95520.4898 0.0313 0.5211 0.1326 0.0288 0.1614 724.6223 724.6223

Mitigated Construction On-Site



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409 1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902 0.0000 3,936.395
8

3,936.3958 0.7639 3,952.438
4

Total 3.3012 29.5637 19.6208 0.0409 0.7639 3,952.438
4

1.5394 1.5394 1.4902 1.4902

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3,936.395
8

3,936.3958

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1450 1.4969 1.9024 4.3700e-
003

0.1321 0.0291 0.1612 0.0377 0.0268 0.0645 424.8755 424.8755 2.8600e-
003

424.9356

Worker 0.0939 0.1249 1.2627 3.9200e-
003

0.3577 2.1400e-
003

0.3598 0.0949 1.9800e-
003

0.0968 299.7468 299.7468 0.0130 300.0196

Total 0.2390 1.6218 3.1651 8.2900e-
003

0.0159 724.95520.4898 0.0313 0.5211 0.1326 0.0288 0.1614

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

724.6223 724.6223

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247 1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312 2,390.830
4

2,390.8304 0.3859 2,398.934
2



Total 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247 0.3859 2,398.934
2

1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,390.830
4

2,390.8304

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0705 0.0937 0.9471 2.9400e-
003

0.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726 224.8101 224.8101 9.7400e-
003

225.0147

Total 0.0705 0.0937 0.9471 2.9400e-
003

9.7400e-
003

225.01470.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

224.8101 224.8101

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247 1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312 0.0000 2,390.830
4

2,390.8304 0.3859 2,398.934
2

Total 2.0592 16.9582 15.9646 0.0247 0.3859 2,398.934
2

1.1657 1.1657 1.1312 1.1312 0.0000 2,390.830
4

2,390.8304

Mitigated Construction Off-Site



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0705 0.0937 0.9471 2.9400e-
003

0.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726 224.8101 224.8101 9.7400e-
003

225.0147

Total 0.0705 0.0937 0.9471 2.9400e-
003

9.7400e-
003

225.01470.2683 1.6100e-
003

0.2699 0.0711 1.4900e-
003

0.0726

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

224.8101 224.8101

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Paving - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.6446 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200 0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144 1,985.938
6

1,985.9386 0.6025 1,998.591
6

Paving 0.7860 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.4306 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200 0.6025 1,998.591
6

0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,985.938
6

1,985.9386

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0822 0.1093 1.1049 3.4300e-
003

0.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847 262.2785 262.2785 0.0114 262.5171

Total 0.0822 0.1093 1.1049 3.4300e-
003

0.0114 262.51710.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

262.2785 262.2785

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.6446 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200 0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144 0.0000 1,985.938
6

1,985.9386 0.6025 1,998.591
6

Paving 0.7860 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.4306 16.2263 13.3935 0.0200 0.6025 1,998.591
6

0.9920 0.9920 0.9144 0.9144

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,985.938
6

1,985.9386

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0822 0.1093 1.1049 3.4300e-
003

0.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847 262.2785 262.2785 0.0114 262.5171

Total 0.0822 0.1093 1.1049 3.4300e-
003

0.0114 262.51710.3130 1.8700e-
003

0.3149 0.0830 1.7300e-
003

0.0847 262.2785 262.2785

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

0.006483 0.000867 0.003251

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH

0.459583 0.069267 0.177530 0.170944 0.000935 0.0010570.045911 0.007406 0.012759 0.044006

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

Unmitigated 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.2074 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.5875 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.2074 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.5875 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

Total 2.7949 0.0000 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.9000e-
004

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation



tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 196020 0

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 220.00 196.00

Off-road Equipment -Construction Equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Trips and VMT - Mod: Information from client data request.

Grading -Mod Total Acres disturbed = total acreage

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - None

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Construction Phase -Mod- Lot acreage was provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Construction Equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Construction Equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Construction Equipment assumptions were provided by the client

Off-road Equipment - Construction Equipment assumptions were provided by the client

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1325.65 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

28

Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.4 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 3.00 Acre 3.00 130,680.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 5/23/2016 1:50 PM

Bradley Road
Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics



0.0000 663.3677 663.3677 0.1164 0.0000 665.81300.1321 0.3015 0.4336 0.0478 0.2885 0.3363Total 0.6095 5.3528 4.0554 7.6500e-
003

0.0000 293.3021 293.3021 0.0480 0.0000 294.30990.0334 0.1257 0.1591 8.9700e-
003

0.1216 0.13052018 0.2566 2.1437 1.8284 3.4200e-
003

0.0000 370.0655 370.0655 0.0685 0.0000 371.50310.0987 0.1758 0.2745 0.0389 0.1669 0.20582017 0.3529 3.2091 2.2270 4.2300e-
003

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 23.00 28.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 55.00 32.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 24.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 18.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 32.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 44.50 4.39

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 4,500.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 6.00 89.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 3.00 5.00



0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0022.06 0.00 6.72 32.04 0.00 4.56

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 663.3670 663.3670 0.1164 0.0000 665.81230.1030 0.3015 0.4044 0.0325 0.2885 0.3210Total 0.6095 5.3528 4.0554 7.6500e-
003

0.0000 293.3018 293.3018 0.0480 0.0000 294.30960.0334 0.1257 0.1591 8.9700e-
003

0.1216 0.13052018 0.2566 2.1437 1.8284 3.4200e-
003

0.0000 370.0652 370.0652 0.0685 0.0000 371.50270.0696 0.1758 0.2453 0.0235 0.1669 0.19052017 0.3529 3.2091 2.2270 4.2300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



10

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

5 Paving Paving 9/12/2018 9/25/2018 5

196

4 Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Trenching 4/11/2018 9/11/2018 5 110

3 Bridge Phase Building Construction 7/11/2017 4/10/2018 5

5

2 Grading/Excavation Phase Grading 3/8/2017 7/10/2017 5 89

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grubbing/Land Clearig Phase Site Preparation 3/1/2017 3/7/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Sweepers/Scrubbers 1 8.00 64 0.46

Paving Rollers 3 6.00 80 0.38

Paving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 130 0.36

Paving Pavers 1 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Skid Steer Loaders 1 8.00 64 0.37

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 8.00 81 0.73

Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Bridge Phase Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Bridge Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37

Bridge Phase Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Bridge Phase Forklifts 0 8.00 89 0.20

Bridge Phase Cranes 2 7.00 226 0.29

Bridge Phase Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 8.00 81 0.73

Bridge Phase Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 8.00 9 0.56

Bridge Phase Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 205 0.50

Grading/Excavation Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading/Excavation Phase Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Grading/Excavation Phase Plate Compactors 2 8 0.43

Grading/Excavation Phase Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading/Excavation Phase Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Load Factor

Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



CO2ePM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2.7800e-
003

0.0000 9.1373

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

0.0248 6.3300e-
003

0.0312 0.0000 9.0789 9.0789

9.1373

Total 0.0121 0.1294 0.0985 1.0000e-
004

0.0452 6.8900e-
003

0.0521

6.3300e-
003

0.0000 9.0789 9.0789 2.7800e-
003

0.00001.0000e-
004

6.8900e-
003

6.8900e-
003

6.3300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0121 0.1294 0.0985

0.0000 0.0452 0.0248 0.0000 0.0248 0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0452

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

3.2 Grubbing/Land Clearing Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving 9 28.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Utilities/Trenching/Sub
grade

6 24.00 0.00 0.00

Bridge Phase 8 32.00 21.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading/Excavation 
Phase

6 32.00 0.00 563.00

Grubbing/Land 
Clearing Phase

7 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number



0.0000 0.4477 0.4477 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.44815.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

Worker 1.5000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 9.0788 9.0788 2.7800e-
003

0.0000 9.13730.0176 6.8900e-
003

0.0245 9.6800e-
003

6.3300e-
003

0.0160Total 0.0121 0.1294 0.0985 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 9.0788 9.0788 2.7800e-
003

0.0000 9.13736.8900e-
003

6.8900e-
003

6.3300e-
003

6.3300e-
003

Off-Road 0.0121 0.1294 0.0985 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0176 0.0000 0.0176 9.6800e-
003

0.0000 9.6800e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.4477 0.4477 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.44815.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

Total 1.5000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4477 0.4477 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.44815.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

Worker 1.5000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 30.7603 30.7603 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 30.77460.0205 1.3600e-
003

0.0219 5.4900e-
003

1.2500e-
003

6.7300e-
003

Total 8.4200e-
003

0.0784 0.1161 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 12.7507 12.7507 5.7000e-
004

0.0000 12.76260.0157 1.0000e-
004

0.0158 4.1600e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

Worker 4.3600e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0646 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 18.0096 18.0096 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 18.01204.8400e-
003

1.2600e-
003

6.1000e-
003

1.3300e-
003

1.1600e-
003

2.4800e-
003

Hauling 4.0600e-
003

0.0720 0.0516 2.0000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 64.2846 64.2846 0.0197 0.0000 64.69822.6100e-
003

0.0547 0.0573 2.9000e-
004

0.0503 0.0506Total 0.0847 0.8354 0.5349 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 64.2846 64.2846 0.0197 0.0000 64.69820.0547 0.0547 0.0503 0.0503Off-Road 0.0847 0.8354 0.5349 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00002.6100e-
003

0.0000 2.6100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.9000e-
004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Grading/Excavation Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.4477 0.4477 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.44815.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

Total 1.5000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2700e-
003

1.0000e-
005



0.0000 223.2845 223.2845 0.0443 0.0000 224.21530.1108 0.1108 0.1072 0.1072Total 0.2318 2.0532 1.2591 2.5400e-
003

0.0000 223.2845 223.2845 0.0443 0.0000 224.21530.1108 0.1108 0.1072 0.1072Off-Road 0.2318 2.0532 1.2591 2.5400e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Bridge Phase - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 30.7603 30.7603 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 30.77460.0205 1.3600e-
003

0.0219 5.4900e-
003

1.2500e-
003

6.7300e-
003

Total 8.4200e-
003

0.0784 0.1161 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 12.7507 12.7507 5.7000e-
004

0.0000 12.76260.0157 1.0000e-
004

0.0158 4.1600e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.2500e-
003

Worker 4.3600e-
003

6.4100e-
003

0.0646 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 18.0096 18.0096 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 18.01204.8400e-
003

1.2600e-
003

6.1000e-
003

1.3300e-
003

1.1600e-
003

2.4800e-
003

Hauling 4.0600e-
003

0.0720 0.0516 2.0000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 64.2845 64.2845 0.0197 0.0000 64.69811.0200e-
003

0.0547 0.0557 1.1000e-
004

0.0503 0.0504Total 0.0847 0.8354 0.5349 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 64.2845 64.2845 0.0197 0.0000 64.69810.0547 0.0547 0.0503 0.0503Off-Road 0.0847 0.8354 0.5349 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00001.0200e-
003

0.0000 1.0200e-
003

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 223.2842 223.2842 0.0443 0.0000 224.21510.1108 0.1108 0.1072 0.1072Total 0.2318 2.0532 1.2591 2.5400e-
003

0.0000 223.2842 223.2842 0.0443 0.0000 224.21510.1108 0.1108 0.1072 0.1072Off-Road 0.2318 2.0532 1.2591 2.5400e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 42.2097 42.2097 9.5000e-
004

0.0000 42.22960.0299 2.0400e-
003

0.0319 8.1000e-
003

1.8700e-
003

9.9800e-
003

Total 0.0157 0.1125 0.2161 5.2000e-
004

0.0000 17.7650 17.7650 7.9000e-
004

0.0000 17.78160.0218 1.3000e-
004

0.0219 5.7900e-
003

1.2000e-
004

5.9100e-
003

Worker 6.0800e-
003

8.9400e-
003

0.0899 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 24.4446 24.4446 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 24.44808.0800e-
003

1.9100e-
003

9.9900e-
003

2.3100e-
003

1.7500e-
003

4.0700e-
003

Vendor 9.6200e-
003

0.1035 0.1262 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 13.9465 13.9465 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 13.94854.6900e-
003

1.0400e-
003

5.7300e-
003

1.3400e-
003

9.6000e-
004

2.3000e-
003

Vendor 5.1600e-
003

0.0550 0.0702 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 128.5574 128.5574 0.0250 0.0000 129.08130.0554 0.0554 0.0537 0.0537Total 0.1188 1.0643 0.7064 1.4700e-
003

0.0000 128.5574 128.5574 0.0250 0.0000 129.08130.0554 0.0554 0.0537 0.0537Off-Road 0.1188 1.0643 0.7064 1.4700e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Bridge Phase - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 42.2097 42.2097 9.5000e-
004

0.0000 42.22960.0299 2.0400e-
003

0.0319 8.1000e-
003

1.8700e-
003

9.9800e-
003

Total 0.0157 0.1125 0.2161 5.2000e-
004

0.0000 17.7650 17.7650 7.9000e-
004

0.0000 17.78160.0218 1.3000e-
004

0.0219 5.7900e-
003

1.2000e-
004

5.9100e-
003

Worker 6.0800e-
003

8.9400e-
003

0.0899 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 24.4446 24.4446 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 24.44808.0800e-
003

1.9100e-
003

9.9900e-
003

2.3100e-
003

1.7500e-
003

4.0700e-
003

Vendor 9.6200e-
003

0.1035 0.1262 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



3.5 Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 23.8697 23.8697 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 23.88050.0174 1.1200e-
003

0.0185 4.7000e-
003

1.0300e-
003

5.7300e-
003

Total 8.3300e-
003

0.0596 0.1173 3.0000e-
004

0.0000 9.9231 9.9231 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 9.93200.0127 8.0000e-
005

0.0127 3.3600e-
003

7.0000e-
005

3.4300e-
003

Worker 3.1700e-
003

4.6900e-
003

0.0471 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 13.9465 13.9465 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 13.94854.6900e-
003

1.0400e-
003

5.7300e-
003

1.3400e-
003

9.6000e-
004

2.3000e-
003

Vendor 5.1600e-
003

0.0550 0.0702 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 128.5572 128.5572 0.0250 0.0000 129.08120.0554 0.0554 0.0537 0.0537Total 0.1188 1.0643 0.7064 1.4700e-
003

0.0000 128.5572 128.5572 0.0250 0.0000 129.08120.0554 0.0554 0.0537 0.0537Off-Road 0.1188 1.0643 0.7064 1.4700e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 23.8697 23.8697 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 23.88050.0174 1.1200e-
003

0.0185 4.7000e-
003

1.0300e-
003

5.7300e-
003

Total 8.3300e-
003

0.0596 0.1173 3.0000e-
004

0.0000 9.9231 9.9231 4.2000e-
004

0.0000 9.93200.0127 8.0000e-
005

0.0127 3.3600e-
003

7.0000e-
005

3.4300e-
003

Worker 3.1700e-
003

4.6900e-
003

0.0471 1.4000e-
004



0.0000 119.2907 119.2907 0.0193 0.0000 119.69510.0641 0.0641 0.0622 0.0622Off-Road 0.1133 0.9327 0.8781 1.3600e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 11.3702 11.3702 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 11.38040.0145 9.0000e-
005

0.0146 3.8500e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9300e-
003

Total 3.6300e-
003

5.3700e-
003

0.0539 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 11.3702 11.3702 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 11.38040.0145 9.0000e-
005

0.0146 3.8500e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9300e-
003

Worker 3.6300e-
003

5.3700e-
003

0.0539 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 119.2909 119.2909 0.0193 0.0000 119.69520.0641 0.0641 0.0622 0.0622Total 0.1133 0.9327 0.8781 1.3600e-
003

0.0000 119.2909 119.2909 0.0193 0.0000 119.69520.0641 0.0641 0.0622 0.0622Off-Road 0.1133 0.9327 0.8781 1.3600e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0000 9.0081 9.0081 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 9.06554.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

4.5700e-
003

4.5700e-
003

Total 0.0122 0.0811 0.0670 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 3.9300e-
003

0.0000 9.0081 9.0081 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 9.06554.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

4.5700e-
003

4.5700e-
003

Off-Road 8.2200e-
003

0.0811 0.0670 1.0000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Paving - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 11.3702 11.3702 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 11.38040.0145 9.0000e-
005

0.0146 3.8500e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9300e-
003

Total 3.6300e-
003

5.3700e-
003

0.0539 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 11.3702 11.3702 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 11.38040.0145 9.0000e-
005

0.0146 3.8500e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.9300e-
003

Worker 3.6300e-
003

5.3700e-
003

0.0539 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 119.2907 119.2907 0.0193 0.0000 119.69510.0641 0.0641 0.0622 0.0622Total 0.1133 0.9327 0.8781 1.3600e-
003



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 9.0081 9.0081 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 9.06554.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

4.5700e-
003

4.5700e-
003

Total 0.0122 0.0811 0.0670 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 3.9300e-
003

0.0000 9.0081 9.0081 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 9.06554.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

4.5700e-
003

4.5700e-
003

Off-Road 8.2200e-
003

0.0811 0.0670 1.0000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2059 1.2059 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.20701.5400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.5500e-
003

4.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

Total 3.9000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2059 1.2059 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.20701.5400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.5500e-
003

4.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

Worker 3.9000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.000935 0.001057 0.006483 0.000867 0.003251

SBUS MH

0.459583 0.069267 0.177530 0.170944 0.045911 0.007406 0.012759 0.044006

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1.2059 1.2059 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.20701.5400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.5500e-
003

4.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

Total 3.9000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2059 1.2059 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.20701.5400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.5500e-
003

4.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

Worker 3.9000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Energy Detail



0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

Mitigated



0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.4722

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0379

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.5101 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.4722

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0379

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



 

 

APPENDIX B 

Biological Resources Report 





Bradley Road Bridge  

Biological Resources Technical Report 

Prepared for: 

NV5 
15092 Avenue of Science, Suite 200 

San Diego, California 92128 

Contact: Jack Abcarius  

Prepared by: 

 

605 Third Street 

Encinitas, California 92024 
Contact: Tricia Wotipka Priest 

AUGUST 2016 



Printed on 30% post-consumer recycled material. 

 



Bradley Road Bridge  
Biological Resources Technical Report 

  9227 
 i August 2016  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Page No. 

1 INTRODUCTION..............................................................................................................1 

1.1 Purpose and Scope .................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Project Description and Location ............................................................................ 1 

1.2 Relationship of Project to the MSHCP ................................................................... 2 

2 METHODS .......................................................................................................................11 

2.1 Literature Review.................................................................................................. 11 

2.2 Field Surveys ........................................................................................................ 11 

2.2.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Covers .............................................. 11 

2.2.2 Wildlife ..................................................................................................... 12 

2.2.3 Narrow Endemic Plant Species ................................................................. 12 

2.2.4 Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment ......................................................... 12 

2.2.5 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters .......................................................... 13 

3 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS ...............................................................................15 

3.1 Land Use ............................................................................................................... 15 

3.2 Topography ........................................................................................................... 15 

3.3 Hydrology ............................................................................................................. 15 

3.4 Soils....................................................................................................................... 15 

4 RESULTS .........................................................................................................................17 

4.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Covers .......................................................... 17 

4.1.1 Developed ................................................................................................. 17 

4.1.2 Disturbed ................................................................................................... 17 

4.1.3 Open Channel............................................................................................ 18 

4.1.4 Ruderal ...................................................................................................... 18 

4.2 Plants and Wildlife Observed ............................................................................... 18 

4.2.1 Plants ......................................................................................................... 18 

4.2.2 Wildlife ..................................................................................................... 19 

4.3 Special-Status Biological Resources..................................................................... 19 

4.3.1 Special-Status Plants ................................................................................. 19 

4.3.2 Special-Status Wildlife ............................................................................. 19 

4.3.3 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters .......................................................... 19 

4.4 Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Linkages .................................................................... 20 

4.5 MSHCP Consistency Analysis ............................................................................. 20 

4.5.1 Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP Section 6.1.2) ....... 23 

4.5.2 Narrow Endemic Plant Species (MSHCP Section 6.1.3) ......................... 24 



Bradley Road Bridge  
Biological Resources Technical Report 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (CONTINUED) 

Section Page No. 

  9227 
 ii August 2016  

4.5.3 Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP Section 6.1.4) .............. 24 

4.5.4 Additional Survey Requirements (MSHCP Section 6.3.2) ....................... 24 

5 PROJECT IMPACTS .....................................................................................................25 

5.1 Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers ........................................ 25 

5.1.1 Direct Impacts ........................................................................................... 25 

5.1.2 Indirect Impacts ........................................................................................ 26 

5.2 Impacts to Special-Status Plants ........................................................................... 26 

5.2.1 Direct Impacts ........................................................................................... 26 

5.2.2 Indirect Impacts ........................................................................................ 29 

5.3 Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife........................................................................ 29 

5.3.1 Direct Impacts ........................................................................................... 29 

5.3.2 Indirect Impacts ........................................................................................ 29 

5.4 Impacts to Regulated Trees ................................................................................... 29 

5.4.1 Direct Impacts ........................................................................................... 29 

5.4.2 Indirect Impacts ........................................................................................ 29 

5.5 Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters .................................................... 29 

5.5.1 Direct Impacts ........................................................................................... 29 

5.5.2 Indirect Impacts ........................................................................................ 30 

5.6 Impacts to Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Linkages................................................... 30 

5.6.1 Direct Impacts ........................................................................................... 30 

5.6.2 Indirect Impacts ........................................................................................ 30 

5.7 Cumulative Impacts .............................................................................................. 30 

6 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION .........................................................31 

6.1 Explanation of Findings of Significance............................................................... 31 

6.2 Impact BIO-1: Special-Status Species .................................................................. 32 

6.2.1 Special-Status Plants ................................................................................. 32 

6.2.2 Special-Status Wildlife ............................................................................. 32 

6.3 Impact BIO-2: Sensitive Vegetation Communities or  Land Covers ................... 33 

6.4 Impact BIO-3: Jurisdictional Waters .................................................................... 33 

6.5 Impact BIO-4: Wildlife Corridors and Migratory Routes .................................... 35 

6.6 Impact BIO-5: Local Policies or Ordinances ........................................................ 35 

6.7 Impact BIO-6: Habitat Conservation Plan ............................................................ 35 

7 REFERENCES .................................................................................................................37



Bradley Road Bridge  
Biological Resources Technical Report 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (CONTINUED) 

  Page No. 

  9227 
 iii August 2016  

APPENDICES 

A Plant Compendium 

B Wildlife Compendium 

C Special-Status Plants Potential to Occur 

FIGURES 

1 Regional Map .......................................................................................................................3 

2 Vicinity Map ........................................................................................................................5 

3 Regional Planning Context ..................................................................................................9 

4 Vegetation Map ..................................................................................................................21 

5 Biological Resource Impacts .............................................................................................27 

TABLES 

1 Schedule of Surveys ...........................................................................................................11 

2 Soils in the Study Area ......................................................................................................15 

3 Existing Land Covers on the Project Site ..........................................................................17 

4 Permanent and Temporary Impacts to Land Covers ..........................................................26 

 



Bradley Road Bridge  
Biological Resources Technical Report 

  9227 
 iv August 2016  

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 



Bradley Road Bridge  
Biological Resources Technical Report 

  9227 
 1 August 2016  

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose and Scope 

In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the 
purpose of this biological resources technical report (BTR) for the proposed Bradley Road Bridge 
Project (project) is to (1) document the biological resources that are present in the project site, 
which is approximately 7 acres and includes all the proposed project impacts; (2) analyze the 
potential direct and indirect impacts to special-status biological resources resulting from the 
proposed project; (3) describe the significance of the potential impacts; (4) identify recommended 
avoidance and mitigation measures for consideration by the City of Menifee (City), the Lead 
Agency, as part of the CEQA process; and (5) describe the consistency of the proposed project 
with the requirements of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) administered by the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA).  

1.1 Project Description and Location 

The proposed project is along Bradley Road where it crosses Salt Creek between Potomac Drive 
and Rio Vista Drive in the City of Menifee, California (Figure 1). The project is situated in 
Sections 33 and 34 of Township 5 South and Range 3 West of the Romoland 7.5-minute U.S. 
Geological Survey quadrangle map (USGS n.d.; PLSS 2015) (Figure 2). The approximate centroid 
of the project is located at latitude 33°41ʹ33ʺ N and longitude 117°11ʹ19ʺ W. 

The proposed project would replace the existing at-grade crossing of Bradley Road with an all-
weather bridge crossing, thereby elevating the roadway out of the Salt Creek floodplain and 
allowing the conveyance of 100-year flows while avoiding the inundation of the approaches. The 
proposed project includes improvements at the Potomac Drive and Rio Vista Drive intersections. 
The proposed bridge would span approximately 335 feet across Salt Creek and would be 
approximately 64 feet wide. The bridge would have a 12-foot median, two 12-foot travel lanes 
(one in each direction), 8-foot shoulders on both sides, and 5-foot pedestrian sidewalks on both 
sides with tubular hand railings. The bridge would consist of a three-span cast-in-place post-
tensioned concrete box girders supported by two intermediate piers consisting of three columns 
each (six columns total), and two open ended abutments. The two bridge abutments would be 
constructed north of the Rio Vista Drive intersection and south of the Potomac Drive 
intersection. The existing dual pipe culvert currently conveying flows from Salt Creek beneath 
Bradley Road would be removed. The bridge would be raised approximately 12 feet above Salt 
Creek at the bridge’s highest point. Any lighting that may be proposed will consist of shielded 
low sodium, low wattage lighting designed to cut glare and light scatter and to direct light away 
from Salt Creek.  
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Improvements to Bradley Road to the north and south of the proposed bridge would entail grade 
changes to ramp up/down to the proposed bridge abutments.  

The limits of work include temporary siting and disturbance areas. 

Upon completion of construction of the bridge, operation of this segment of Bradley Road would 
resume as it exists today. The capacity of roadway at this segment would remain unchanged. 
Operations would be limited to occasional maintenance that would consist of paving and 
restriping as necessary.  

1.2 Relationship of Project to the MSHCP 

The proposed project is in the plan area of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, a 
comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional habitat conservation plan focusing on conservation of 
species and their associated habitats in Western Riverside County. The MSHCP was prepared by 
the County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency and finalized in 2003. 
This plan is one of several large, multi-jurisdictional habitat-planning efforts in southern 
California with the overall goal of maintaining biological and ecological diversity within a 
rapidly urbanizing region. The MSHCP will allow Riverside County and its cities to better 
control local land-use decisions and maintain a strong economic climate in the region while 
addressing the requirements of the state and federal Endangered Species Acts. 

The MSHCP serves as a habitat conservation plan pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as well as a natural community conservation plan under the 
Natural Community Conservation Planning Act of 2001. The MSHCP allows the participating 
jurisdictions to authorize “take” of plant and wildlife species identified within the plan area. The 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) have authority to regulate the take of threatened, endangered, and rare species. 
Under the MSHCP, the wildlife agencies have granted “take authorization” for otherwise lawful 
actions—such as public and private development that may incidentally take or harm individual 
species or their habitat outside of the MSHCP conservation area—in exchange for the assembly 
and management of a coordinated MSHCP conservation area. 

The MSHCP is a “criteria-based plan” and does not rely on a hardline preserve map. Instead, 
within the MSHCP Plan Area, the MSHCP reserve will be assembled over time from a smaller 
subset of the Plan Area referred to as the Criteria Area. The Criteria Area consists of Criteria 
Cells (Cells) or Cell Groupings, and flexible guidelines (Criteria) for the assembly of 
conservation within the Cells or Cell Groupings have been developed for each Cell/Cell 
Grouping. Cells and Cell Groupings also may be included within larger units known as Cores, 
Linkages, or Habitat Blocks.   
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The proposed project is located within the Sun City/Menifee Area Plan of the MSHCP. The 
proposed project is not located within Criteria Area, and, thus would not be part of the MSHCP 
reserve (Figure 3). Plan Area-wide requirements include habitat assessments, and focused 
surveys, if necessary for: (1) riverine/riparian, vernal pool, or fairy shrimp habitat; (2) narrow 
endemic plant species—the proposed project is located within a Narrow Endemic Plant Species 
Survey Area (NEPSSA), NEPSSA 3, and the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia [=Speotyto 
cunicularia hypugaea]) survey area. The proposed project is located in Public/Quasi-Public 
Conserved Lands. As described in Section 7.2.1 of the MSHCP, there are many existing 
roadways within existing Public/Quasi-Public Conserved Lands, and safety improvements to 
publicly maintained existing roadways within Public/Quasi-Public Conserved Lands are Covered 
Activities. The MSHCP provides guidelines that would be implemented by the City that would 
minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and habitats occurring adjacent to the existing 
roadway; these guidelines are provided in Appendix C of Volume One of the Plan (County of 
Riverside 2003). Necessary operation and maintenance activities conducted for safety purposes 
would be permitted.  
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SOURCE: Bing Maps, 2016; County of Riverside, 2014
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2 METHODS 

2.1 Literature Review 

Prior to field surveys, special-status biological resources present or potentially present within the 
project site were identified through queries of the California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW 
2015), the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Vascular Plants (CNPS Inventory; CNPS 2015), MSHCP species occurrence data (County of 
Riverside 2003), and USFWS occurrence data (USFWS 2015). The CNPS Inventory and the 
California Natural Diversity Database were queried based on the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-
minute quadrangle on which the proposed is located (Romoland) and the eight surrounding 
quadrangles (Perris, Lakeview, Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, Steele Peak, Winchester, Murrieta, and 
Bachelor Mountain) (i.e., 9-quad search). The remaining databases were queried using 
geographic information systems (GIS) software based on a 10-mile buffer around the project site. 
Additional literature review conducted in concert with field surveys is discussed in relevant 
sections in this chapter.  

2.2 Field Surveys 

A general biological survey, delineation of jurisdictional waters, vegetation mapping, and 
burrowing owl habitat assessment of the project site was conducted by Dudek biologist Tricia 
Wotipka on October 22, 2015 and August 12, 2016 (Table 1). 

Table 1 
Schedule of Surveys 

Date Time Staff Environmental Conditions Survey Type 

10/22/2015 1000–1330 TLW 0%–15% cloud cover; wind 2–3 miles per 
hour; 71°F–84°F 

General biological survey, 
jurisdictional wetland delineation, 
vegetation mapping, special-status 
plants habitat assessment, and 
burrowing owl habitat assessment 

8/12/2016 1000-1130 TLW 0% cloud cover; winds calm; 83°F–85°F General biological survey update 

Staff Key: TLW (Tricia L. Wotipka). 

2.2.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

Vegetation communities and land covers were mapped in the field directly onto 100-scale 
(1 inch = 100 feet) topographic or aerial photographic base and later digitized into a GIS format 
using ArcGIS. Vegetation communities used in this report follow the MSHCP uncollapsed 
vegetation community classifications (County of Riverside 2003). 
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2.2.2 Wildlife 

Wildlife species detected during the field survey by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or other signs were 
recorded. Binoculars (8 × 42 power) were used to aid in the identification of observed wildlife 
throughout the project site. In addition to species actually detected, expected wildlife use of the 
site was determined by known habitat preferences of local species and knowledge of their 
relative distributions in the area.  

Common and scientific names used for wildlife include Crother (2012) for reptiles and 
amphibians, American Ornithologists’ Union (AOU 2015) for birds, Wilson and Reeder (2005) 
for mammals, North American Butterfly Association (NABA 2001) or San Diego Natural 
History Museum (SDNHM 2012) for butterflies, and Moyle (2002) for fish.  

2.2.3 Narrow Endemic Plant Species  

A portion of the project site is located within a NEPSSA 3 for the following species: Munz’s onion 
(Allium munzii), San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila), many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya 
multicaulis), spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis), California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia 
californica), and Wright’s trichocoronis (Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii). However, the 
NEPSSA is located within developed portions of the project site and therefore is not suitable for 
rare plants. No focused plant surveys were conducted due to lack of suitable habitat. 

A list of all plant species observed within the project site was recorded. Latin and common 
names for plant species with a California Rare Plant Rank (formerly CNPS List) follow the 
CNPS Inventory (CNPS 2015). For plant species without a California Rare Plant Rank, Latin 
names follow the Jepson Interchange List of Currently Accepted Names of Native and 
Naturalized Plants of California (Jepson Flora Project 2015) and common names follow the 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service 
PLANTS Database (USDA 2015). 

2.2.4 Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment 

Burrowing owl habitat includes, but is not limited to, native and non-native grassland, interstitial 
grassland within shrub lands, shrublands with low-density shrub cover, golf courses, drainage 
ditches, earthen berms, unpaved airfields, pastureland, dairies, fallow fields, and agricultural use 
areas. Burrowing owls typically use burrows made by fossorial (adapted for burrowing or 
digging) mammals, such as California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) or American 
badger (Taxidea taxus). They also often utilize manmade structures, including earthen berms; 
cement culverts; cement, asphalt, rock, or wood debris piles; or openings beneath cement or 
asphalt pavement. Burrowing owls are often found within, under, or in close proximity to man-
made structures. 
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Dudek conducted a habitat assessment for burrowing owl surveys on October 22, 2015 in 
accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (County of Riverside 2006). Due to the lack of suitable 
habitat, no focused surveys were conducted. 

2.2.5 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters 

Salt Creek is an east-to-west trending man-made, flood control channel confined by unvegetated, 
earthen levees to the north and south and managed by the Riverside County Flood Control District 
(RCFCD). A jurisdictional delineation of “waters of the United States,” including wetlands, under 
the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), CDFW, and California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) was conducted on-site by Dudek biologist Tricia L. 
Wotipka on October 22, 2015. Potential non-wetland waters of the United States and State were 
considered to extend to the toe of the north and south levee where drainage patterns, drift lines, and 
surface soil cracks were evident. CDFW jurisdictional non-riparian streambeds were coincident 
with ACOE jurisdiction and extended to the toe of the both and south levee as well. Areas 
regulated by the RWQCB generally coincide with areas regulated by the ACOE, but can include 
features isolated from a water of the United States or otherwise determined not to have a 
significant nexus to a traditional navigable water body that have evidence of surface water. The 
boundaries of non-wetland waters were mapped in the field based on the observation of bed and 
bank morphology and other indicators of an ordinary high water mark (OHWM), as described in A 
Field Guide to the Identification of the OHWM in the Arid West Region of the Western United 
States: A Delineation Manual (ACOE 2008a).  

Where the potential for the dominance of wetland plant species (i.e., hydrophytic vegetation) 
occurred, the wetlands delineation was performed in accordance with Regional Supplement to 
the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (ACOE 2008b). 
Additionally, guidance provided by the ACOE and Environmental Protection Agency on the 
geographic extent of jurisdiction based on the U.S. Supreme Court’s interpretation of the Clean 
Water Act (ACOE and EPA 2007a; 2007b) and the ACOE and Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Final Clean Water Rule defining waters of the United States (80 FR 37054–37127) 
were also taken into consideration. Hydrology, vegetation, and soils were assessed in the project 
vicinity at eight geographically distinct sampling locations along a north-to-south gradient to 
determine the presence or absence of wetland field indicators. The overall area was assessed for 
evidence of an OHWM, saturation, permanence of surface water, and wetland vegetation.  
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3 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

3.1 Land Use 

The project site primarily consists of Salt Creek and the adjacent disturbed floodplain supporting 
open, undeveloped lands adjacent to the active main channel. The project site also supports roads, 
including Bradley Road, Potomac Drive, and Rio Vista Road, and some residential development. 
The surrounding land uses are either residential development or vacant land.  

3.2 Topography 

The majority of the study area is in the 100-year floodplain of Salt Creek and as such there is 
very little topographic relief. Within the project site, elevations range from 1,405 feet above 
mean sea level (AMSL) to 1,420 feet AMSL (GoogleEarth Pro 2015) 

3.3 Hydrology 

The project site is located in the San Jacinto Valley Hydrologic Unit (Hydrologic Unit Code 
802.11) of the Santa Ana Hydrologic Basin Planning Area. More specifically, the project is 
situated in the Perris Hydrologic Area and the Menifee Hydrologic Subarea (RWQCB 2011) 
(Figure 3). Within the project site, Salt Creek runs east–west and, from the project site, flows 
off-site and west for about 4 miles until it enters Railroad Canyon Reservoir, which is 
commonly referred to as Canyon Lake (USGS n.d.; USGS 2015). 

3.4 Soils 

Soils mapping from the USDA Web Soil Survey (USDA NRCS 2015) shows the project site consists 
of soils in the Travers-Domino-Willows soil association, which in the Plan Area includes saline-
alkali soils largely located along floodplain areas of the San Jacinto River and Salt Creek within the 
Plan Area (County of Riverside 2003). More specifically, the soils in the project site are in the 
domino series (2.4 acres) and the willows series (4.4 acres). Table 2 lists the specific soils types and 
the acreages of each. 

Table 2 
Soils in the Study Area 

Soil Texture Soil Name Acreage 

Silt loam Domino silt loam <0.05 

Domino silt loam, saline-alkali 2.4 

Silt loam subtotal  2.4 
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Table 2 
Soils in the Study Area 

Soil Texture Soil Name Acreage 

Silty clay Willows silty clay 2.2 

Willows silty clay, strongly saline-alkali 2.2 

Silty clay subtotal  4.4 

Grand Total  6.8 

 

The soils in the willows series are typically located in nearly level basins and the series “consists 
of very deep, poorly to very poorly drained sodic soils formed in alluvium from mixed rock 
sources (USDA NRCS 2015). The soils in the domino series, which are in basin areas and have 
slopes up to 2%, consist “of moderately deep, moderately well drained soils over lime-cemented 
hardpans” (USDA NRCS 2015). Sensitive plants supported by the Travers-Domino-Willows soil 
association include two federally listed species: San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex 
coronata var. notatior) and spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis). Other sensitive plant 
species found in this soils association include Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex parishii), Davidson’s 
saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii), and vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens) (County 
of Riverside 2003). 
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4 RESULTS 

The results of the surveys are discussed in the following order: vegetation communities and land 
covers (Section 4.1), plants and wildlife observed (Section 4.2), special-status biological resources 
(Section 4.3), and wildlife corridors/habitat linkages (Section 4.4). A list of wildlife and plant 
species observed on site is provided in Appendices A and B, respectively. Additionally, an analysis 
of the project’s consistency with the MSHCP is discussed in Section 4.5. 

4.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

The project site is characterized by four land covers: developed, disturbed, open channel, and 
ruderal (Figure 4). These land covers are summarized in the Table 3 and described below. 

Table 3 
Existing Land Covers on the Project Site 

Vegetation Community or Land Cover Existing Acreage 

Developed 2.8 

Disturbed 0.4 

Open Channel 0.1 

Ruderal 1.1 

Total 4.4 

 

4.1.1 Developed 

Developed land represents areas that have been constructed upon or otherwise physically altered 
to an extent that native vegetation communities are not supported. This land cover type generally 
consists of semi-permanent structures, homes, parking lots, pavement or hardscape, and 
landscaped areas that require maintenance and irrigation to subsist (e.g., ornamental greenbelts). 
Typically, this land cover type is unvegetated or supports a variety of ornamental plants and 
landscaping. In the context of the proposed project, developed land refers to Bradley Road, 
Potomac Drive, Rio Vista Drive, associated sidewalks, and single-family residential landscaping.  

4.1.2 Disturbed  

Disturbed land is a land cover type characterized by a predominance of non-native species, often 
introduced and established through human action. Oberbauer et al. (2008) describes disturbed 
land as areas that have been physically disturbed (by previous legal human activity) and are no 
longer recognizable as a native or naturalized vegetation association but continues to retain a soil 
substrate. Typically, vegetation, if present, comprises a relatively small percent cover (15% or 
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less), and is nearly exclusively composed of non-native plant species such as ornamentals or 
ruderal exotic species (i.e., weeds). 

Within the project site, the disturbed areas refer to land that is not developed yet lack vegetation 
and generally are the result of severe or repeated mechanical perturbation. The levees are 
mapped as disturbed and are void of vegetation. 

4.1.3 Open Channel 

Open channel refers to the sandy, gravelly, or rocky fringe of waterways or flood channels 
(either man-made or natural). Open channels are unvegetated on a relatively permanent basis 
with variable water lines that inhibit the growth of vegetation, although some weedy annual grass 
species may grow along the outer edges of the wash. Vegetation may exist here but is usually 
less than 10% total cover (Oberbauer 2008). In the context of the proposed project, open channel 
refers to the main, active low flow channel within the Salt Creek floodplain. Areas mapped as 
open channel on-site are characterized by dry, unvegetated, cobble-lined streambeds. 

4.1.4 Ruderal 

Ruderal lands are similar to disturbed lands but they often support a higher percent cover of 
native and non-native ruderal (i.e., disturbance-oriented) vegetation compared to disturbed lands, 
which typically support less than 20% vegetative cover.  The project site is dominated by ruderal 
vegetation and the majority of the site is mapped as ruderal. The Salt Creek floodplain and areas 
between the levees are mapped as ruderal and, in the context of the project, are considered non-
wetland waters of the United States/State as well as MSHCP riverine resources. On site, common 
ruderal species include narrowleaf plantain (Plantago lanceolata), cuman ragweed (Ambrosia 
psilostachya), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon), bristly ox-
tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), crowndaisy (Glebionis coronaria), and redstem stork’s bill 
(Erodium cicutarium). 

4.2 Plants and Wildlife Observed 

4.2.1 Plants 

The majority of the project site has been frequently maintained and disturbed and, as a result, 
supports limited plant diversity and richness. A total of 17 vascular plant species, consisting of 9 
native species (53%) and 8 non-native species (47%), were recorded on site during surveys. A 
full list of plant species observed is provided in Appendix A. 
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4.2.2 Wildlife 

The site supports limited habitat diversity since it is primarily characterized by developed, 
disturbed and ruderal land covers. Consequently, the wildlife diversity and richness on the project 
site is also limited. No special-status species were detected. Eight wildlife species were detected: 
house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Say’s phoebe (Sayornis 
saya), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), mourning dove 
(Zenaida macroura), common buckeye (Junonia coenia), and brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani); 
a list of these species is also provided in Appendix B. 

4.3 Special-Status Biological Resources 

No special-status species were observed on site. Species identified in the MSHCP as having 
potential to occur on site are described below.  

4.3.1 Special-Status Plants 

No federally- or state-listed plant species or other special-status plant species were observed 
during the site visit. As described in Section 2.2.3, a portion of the project site is located within 
NEPSSA 3 for the following species: Munz’s onion, San Diego ambrosia, many-stemmed dudleya, 
spreading navarretia, California Orcutt grass, and Wright’s trichocoronis. However, the project site 
is primarily developed, disturbed, or consists of ruderal species, and therefore is not suitable for 
any of these plants. These six plants are further described in Appendix C. 

4.3.2 Special-Status Wildlife 

No special-status wildlife species were observed during focused surveys. The potential for 
special-status wildlife occurring on the project site was assessed based on habitat associations 
and disturbance conditions. The project site is within a MSHCP burrowing owl survey area. A 
burrowing owl habitat assessment was conducted in October 2015; all burrows and/or 
structures on site were inspected for burrowing owl sign or suitability. The project site did not 
have any burrowing owl sign or suitable burrows; therefore, focused surveys for burrowing 
owl were not conducted. 

4.3.3 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters 

There are no federal jurisdictional wetlands of the United States, as regulated by the ACOE 
under the Clean Water Act, within the project site. A portion of the project site is located within 
the active floodplain of Salt Creek (Figure 4). The main, active low flow channel ranges in width 
from 3 feet to 5 feet and is mapped as open channel with a sandy bottom intermixed with small 



Bradley Road Bridge  
Biological Resources Technical Report 

  9227 
 20 August 2016  

river cobble. The active floodplain boundary, where water overtops the main, active low flow 
channel during larger rain events, is approximately 500 feet wide, on average, and extends from the 
toe of the southern levee to the toe of the north levee. The main, active low flow channel supported 
clearly discernible channel morphology (i.e., clear bed and bank) with evidence of channel 
incision, shelving, drainage patterns, and drift lines. Areas delineated as active floodplain (0.9 
acre) and low flow open channel (0.1 acre) total 1.0 acres and are considered waters of the 
United States and state subject to regulation by ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB.  

4.4 Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Linkages 

The project site is bounded to the north and south by residential development. The Salt Creek 
floodplain is approximately 500 feet wide and runs east-to-west and, from the project site, flows 
for approximately 4 miles until it enters Railroad Canyon Reservoir, which is commonly 
referred to as Canyon Lake. Some wildlife may move through the floodplain; however, 
movement of medium and large wildlife through the region is limited.  

The project site is not located within an MSHCP core or linkage (Figure 3). There is an existing 
constrained linkage approximately 2.8 miles to the northeast and proposed linkages 4.5 miles 
west and south of the project site. The areas targeted for conservation are not adjacent to the 
project site and, as a result, the proposed project is not anticipated to significantly affect wildlife 
movement within the conservation areas. 

4.5 MSHCP Consistency Analysis 

This section addresses the consistency of the project with the requirements of the MSHCP. The 
project site is located within the City of Menifee and Sun City/Menifee Area Plan, which has 
four conservation areas: a small portion of Proposed Core 2, a small portion of Proposed 
Constrained Linkage 16, a small portion of Proposed Constrained Linkage 17, and a small 
portion of Proposed Linkage 8. The project site is not within these conservation areas and does 
not overlap any Criteria Cells; therefore, there are no conservation requirements for the project.  



FIGURE 4 
Vegetation Map
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Chapter 6 of the MSHCP outlines additional implementation measures with which permittees 
must comply. The relevant section of the MSHCP, requirements, and project’s consistency with 
the requirement are outlined below.  

 MSHCP Section 6.1.2, Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pools Guidelines: Compliance is 
discussed in Section 4.5.1 of this report. 

 MSHCP Section 6.1.3, Narrow Endemic Plant Species: The project site is within a 
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area. Compliance is discussed in Section 4.5.2 
of this report. 

 MSHCP Section 6.1.4, Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines: Compliance is discussed 
in Section 4.5.3 of this report. 

 MSHCP Section 6.3.2, Additional Survey Requirements: This section of the MSHCP 
outlines survey requirements for criteria area plant species, burrowing owl, mammals, 
and amphibians. The project site is within a burrowing owl additional survey area. 
Compliance is discussed in Section 4.5.4 of this report.  

4.5.1 Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP Section 6.1.2) 

The MSHCP defines riparian/riverine areas as “lands which contain habitat dominated by trees, 
shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or depend 
upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or 
a portion of the year.” In addition, riverine areas (streams) include areas that “do not contain 
riparian vegetation, but that have water flow for all or a portion of the year, and contain 
biological functions and values that contribute to downstream habitat values for covered species 
inside the MSHCP Conservation Area.” 

Riparian/Riverine Habitat 

The project site does not support habitat suitable for riparian-dependent species as defined as 
riparian habitat under the MSHCP.  

In the project site, Salt Creek is riverine habitat and consists of an active floodplain and an 
active, low-flow channel. These features support conveyance of surface and groundwater flows 
west towards Canyon Lake, which is located adjacent to Critical Cells and within a Proposed 
Linkage (Figure 3). The proposed project will only temporarily impact the active channel and 
the majority of the floodplain will not be permanently impacted. The functions and values of 
Salt Creek will be maintained through avoidance and minimization measures (described in 
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Section 6 of this BTR). Therefore, the project is consistent with the MSHCP Section 6.1.2, 
Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat Guidelines. 

Vernal Pools and Fairy Shrimp Habitat 

No vernal pools, stock ponds, ephemeral pools, or other similar features were observed during 
biological surveys within the project site.  

4.5.2 Narrow Endemic Plant Species (MSHCP Section 6.1.3) 

The MSHCP has additional survey requirements for areas outside of the Conservation Areas. 
The project site is within NEPSSA 3 for the following species: Munz’s onion, San Diego 
ambrosia, many-stemmed dudleya, spreading navarretia, California Orcutt grass, and Wright’s 
trichocoronis. However, Dudek conducted a site visit on October 22, 2015 and determined that 
the project site is not suitable for any of these plants due to the elevation range and/or suitable 
habitat (Appendix C). Narrow endemic plant species are not expected to occur within the project 
site, and no additional actions are required. 

4.5.3 Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP Section 6.1.4) 

The project site is not located near any Criteria Cells (Figure 3) or any other targeted 
Conservation Areas. Because the areas targeted for conservation are not adjacent to the project 
site, the proposed project is not anticipated to affect a Conservation Area and would not result in 
long-term adverse edge effects, such as drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, or invasive species, that 
would affect biological resources within outside areas proposed for MSHCP conservation. The 
project would not facilitate unauthorized public access, domestic animal predation, illegal 
trespass, or dumping into the MSHCP Conservation Areas. In addition, the project would not 
include manufactured slopes that might extend into a MSHCP Conservation Area. Therefore, the 
project is consistent with the MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines. 

4.5.4 Additional Survey Requirements (MSHCP Section 6.3.2) 

The project site is located within the MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area. A habitat assessment 
for burrowing owls was conducted by Dudek biologist Tricia Wotipka on October 22, 2015. No 
suitable burrowing owl habitat was found on the project site. Therefore, the project is consistent 
with the MSHCP Additional Survey Requirements. 
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5 PROJECT IMPACTS 

This section addresses direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to biological resources that would 
result from implementation of the proposed project, which consists of elevating Bradley Road 
and constructing a bridge to allow the conveyance of the 100-year flows while avoiding the 
inundation of the approaches. The proposed project also includes improvements at the Potomac 
Drive and Rio Vista Drive intersections. 

Direct impacts refer to 100% loss of a biological resource. For purposes of this report, it refers 
to the area where clearing, grubbing, or grading replaces biological resources. Direct impacts 
were quantified by overlaying the proposed bridge improvement plans (i.e., impact limits) on the 
biological resources map of the project site. Permanent, direct impacts would occur from 
construction of the bridge abutments, permanent recontouring and regrading and other related 
improvements that represent a permanent change in condition. The limits of work also include 
temporary siting and disturbance areas associated with construction access and staging. 

Indirect impacts are reasonably foreseeable effects caused by project implementation on 
remaining or adjacent biological resources outside the direct construction disturbance zone. 
Indirect impacts may affect areas within the project site but outside the construction disturbance 
zone, including open space and areas outside the project. Indirect impacts may be short term and 
construction-related or long term in nature and associated with development in proximity to 
biological resources. Short-term indirect impacts could include dust, which could disrupt plant 
vitality in the short term; construction-related soil erosion and water runoff; and construction-
related vibration and noise and lighting, which could disturb wildlife species. Long-term indirect 
impacts could include invasion by exotic plants and domestic pets, lighting, noise, traffic 
collisions, exposure to urban pollutants (e.g., fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, and other hazardous 
materials), soil erosion, and hydrologic changes (e.g., surface and groundwater level and quality). 

Cumulative impacts refer to the combined environmental effects of the proposed project and 
other relevant projects. These are described in the project’s CEQA document. 

5.1 Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

5.1.1 Direct Impacts 

Construction of the proposed project would result in direct permanent impacts and direct 
temporary impacts to the land covers on site, as presented in Table 4 and shown on Figure 5. 
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Table 4 
Permanent and Temporary Impacts to Land Covers 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover Permanent Impact (acres) Temporary Impact (acre) 

Developed 2.8 — 

Disturbed 0.4 — 

Open Channel — 0.1 

Ruderal 0.4 0.7 

Total 3.6 0.8 

 

The project site consists of developed, disturbed, and ruderal lands, which are not sensitive 
vegetation communities. Therefore, no significant indirect short- or long-term impacts to 
sensitive vegetation communities would occur. Impacts to open channel and other jurisdictional 
non-wetland waters of the United States/State are addressed in Section 5.5 of this report. 

5.1.2 Indirect Impacts 

During construction activities, indirect edge effects may include dust, which could disrupt plant 
vitality in the short term, or construction-related soil erosion and water runoff. In the absence of 
best management practices (BMPs), construction-related minimization measures to control dust, 
erosion, and runoff, and compliance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
requirements, indirect impacts to on-site water features could occur. However, it is assumed that 
standard construction BMPs and construction-related minimization measures to control dust, 
erosion, and runoff, including, but not limited to, straw bales and silt fencing, will be 
implemented to minimize these adverse effects.  

Areas immediately surrounding the project consist of developed, disturbed, and ruderal lands, 
which are not sensitive vegetation communities. Therefore, no significant indirect short- or long-
term impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would occur.  

5.2 Impacts to Special-Status Plants 

5.2.1 Direct Impacts 

No special-status plant species were identified on site during the site visits, and no NEPSSA 3 
species have a moderate or high potential to occur. Therefore, the project would not result in 
direct impacts to NEPSSA species. 
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5.2.2 Indirect Impacts 

Construction-related dust, soil erosion, and water runoff can affect any potentially occurring 
narrow endemic plant species that may occur on site or adjacent to the site. However, no special-
status plant species are expected to occur on site or adjacent to the site due to the extent of 
disturbed and developed lands; therefore, no significant indirect short-term or long-term impacts 
to special-status plant species would occur. 

5.3 Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife 

5.3.1 Direct Impacts 

The project was designed and would be implemented to minimize impacts to special-status 
wildlife species. Burrowing owl is identified by the MSHCP as having potential to occur on site; 
however, the 2015 site visit determined the project site did not contain suitable habitat for 
burrowing owl. Therefore, no direct impacts to burrowing owl are anticipated.  

5.3.2 Indirect Impacts  

The project site is surrounded by residential development and more than half the site supports 
developed land uses including heavily traversed roadways and residential development. Substantial 
long-term impacts due to noise, lighting, vibration, and traffic collisions to nocturnal wildlife are 
not expected because the proposed project is an improvement to an existing roadway and bridge, 
and would not result in new or increased long-term indirect impacts.  

5.4 Impacts to Regulated Trees 

5.4.1 Direct Impacts 

There are no trees within the project footprint that will be removed by the project. 

5.4.2 Indirect Impacts 

There are no regulated trees within or adjacent to the project footprint. 

5.5 Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters 

5.5.1 Direct Impacts 

The project has been designed to avoid permanent impacts to the main, active low-flow channel 
and a majority of the active floodplain. Implementation of the proposed project would result in 
direct permanent impacts to 0.2 acres and direct temporary impacts to 0.8 acres of waters of the 
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United States/State as shown on Figure 5. These impacted resources are also considered riverine 
resources per Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.  

5.5.2 Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters could result primarily from adverse indirect edge effects. 
Indirect edge effects are defined as side effects of the project that do not directly impact habitat, 
vegetation communities, species, or water quality, but might have an effect on the long-term 
vitality of these resources if left unmanaged. During construction activities, edge effects may 
include dust, which could disrupt water quality in the short-term or construction-related soil 
erosion and water runoff. With implementation of water quality BMPs, there would be no long-
term indirect impacts to on-site or adjacent jurisdictional waters. 

No long-term indirect impacts are anticipated because the proposed project improvements to an 
existing road and bridge would not result in new or increased long-term indirect impacts, such as 
increased pollutants or human disturbance in the active floodplain. 

5.6 Impacts to Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Linkages 

5.6.1 Direct Impacts 

The project site is not located within a Western Riverside MSHCP core or linkage and is not 
within a wildlife movement corridor. Therefore, the project would not result in significant 
impacts to wildlife corridors/habitat linkages.  

5.6.2 Indirect Impacts 

The site is not part of, or close to, a corridor or linkage as identified in the Western Riverside 
MSHCP. Therefore, no long-term edge effects to a corridor or linkage, such as noise or lighting, 
would occur with project implementation. Thus, no significant indirect impacts to wildlife 
corridors or habitat linkages would occur. 

5.7 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative biological impacts due to construction of the project, in combination with other past, 
current, and future development or improvement projects, could adversely impact biological 
resources in the region. However, incorporation of similar project design features on a project-
by-project basis, would reduce cumulative biological impacts to less than significant. Other past, 
current, and foreseeable future projects would have to mitigate for impacts to sensitive biological 
resources and comply with the same jurisdictional waters requirements.  

Therefore, the project would not contribute to long-term cumulative impacts to biological resources.  
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6 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

6.1 Explanation of Findings of Significance 

Impacts to special-status vegetation communities, plant and wildlife species, and jurisdictional 
waters, including wetlands, must be quantified and analyzed to determine whether such impacts 
are significant under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) states that an ironclad 
definition of “significant” effect is not possible, because the significance of an activity may vary 
with the setting. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, however, does provide “examples of 
consequences which may be deemed to be a significant effect on the environment” (14 CCR 
15064(e)). These effects include substantial effects on rare or endangered species of animal or 
plant or the habitat of the species. CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a) is also helpful in defining 
whether a project may have “a significant effect on the environment.” Under that section, a 
proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment if the project has the potential 
to: (1) substantially degrade the quality of the environment, (2) substantially reduce the habitat of 
a fish or wildlife species, (3) cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, (4) threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, (5) reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or (6) eliminate important examples of a major 
period of California history or prehistory. 

The following are the significance thresholds for biological resources provided in the CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist, which states that a project could potentially 
have a significant affect if it: 

 Impact BIO-1. Has a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as being a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS 

 Impact BIO-2. Has a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
CDFW or USFWS 

 Impact BIO-3. Has a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means 

 Impact BIO-4. Interferes substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites 
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 Impact BIO-5. Conflicts with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance 

 Impact BIO-6. Conflicts with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, 
natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan 

The evaluation of whether or not an impact to a particular biological resource is significant must 
consider both the resource itself and the role of that resource in a regional context. Substantial 
impacts are those that contribute to, or result in, permanent loss of an important resource, such 
as a population of a rare plant or animal species. Impacts may be important locally, because 
they result in an adverse alteration of existing site conditions, but considered not significant 
because they do not contribute substantially to the permanent loss of that resource regionally. 
The severity of an impact is the primary determinant of whether or not that impact can be 
mitigated to a level below significance. 

The following significance determinations were made based on the impacts of the  
proposed project. 

6.2 Impact BIO-1: Special-Status Species 

6.2.1 Special-Status Plants 

The MSHCP identifies special-status plant species survey areas through NEPSSAs or Criteria 
Area Species Survey Areas based on the presence of select soils, existing occurrence data for 
special-status plants, and personal communication with the USFWS and Fred Roberts, a botanist 
with extensive experience in Western Riverside County. Habitat type was also a consideration. 
These areas represent the portions of the plan area that the agencies determined to have moderate 
to high potential to occur. As described in Section 1.2, the project site is located within a 
NEPSSA and a habitat assessment concluded that the site does not have habitat that is suitable 
for the species identified in the NEPSSA. Because the MSHCP does not identify the area as 
suitable for other special-status plant species, there would be no direct impacts or indirect 
impacts to special-status plant species; therefore, there would be no significant impacts to 
special-status plants.  

6.2.2 Special-Status Wildlife 

Burrowing owl is not expected to occur on site due to the lack of suitable burrows and habitat; 
therefore, there would be no significant impacts to burrowing owl. 
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Birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act could be impacted if construction activities 
occur during the nesting season. MM-BIO-1 would reduce impacts to potential nesting birds 
through pre-construction nesting surveys. 

MM-BIO-1 All vegetation removal and ground disturbance activities should be planned 
outside the nesting season for raptors (February 1 to August 15) and outside the 
peak nesting season for birds (March 1 to August 15) if practicable. If vegetation 
removal would occur during those time periods, a pre-construction survey for 
active nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than one week 
prior to the onset of ground-disturbing activities. If active nests are found on site, 
disturbance or removal of the nest shall be avoided until the young have fledged 
and the nest is no longer active. Depending on the species, site conditions, and the 
proposed construction activities near the active nest, a buffer distance may be 
prescribed, as determined by a qualified biologist.  

6.3 Impact BIO-2: Sensitive Vegetation Communities or  
Land Covers 

There are no sensitive vegetation communities or land covers in the project site. 

6.4 Impact BIO-3: Jurisdictional Waters 

The project would result in direct, permanent impacts to 0.2 acres and temporary impacts to 0.8 
acres of jurisdictional waters of the United States/State and riverine habitat defined under the 
MSHCP, and potential short-term indirect impacts to the avoided areas, requiring mitigation. 
With implementation of measures MM-BIO-2, MM-BIO-3a, MM-BIO-3b, and MM-BIO-4, 
impacts to jurisdictional non-wetland waters and riverine habitat as defined by the MSHCP 
would be less than significant. 

MM-BIO-2 To comply with the local, state, and federal regulations for permanent and 
temporary impacts to waters of the United States and state and riverine habitat 
defined under the MSHCP, the following agency permits and determinations are 
required, or verification that they are not required shall be obtained: 

1. The riverine habitat impacts shall comply with the MSHCP and addressed in a 
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP). 

2. A Clean Water Act, Section 401/404 permit issued by the California 
RWQCB and the ACOE for all project-related disturbances of waters of the 
United States. 
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3. A Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the CDFW for all 
project-related disturbances to Salt Creek. 

MM-BIO-3a To mitigate for the temporary disturbance of 0.8 acres of waters of the United 
States/State, all temporarily disturbed riverine resources will be restored in 
place to pre-construction contours and conditions following construction. The 
City will work with the RCA, ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW to develop a 
native hydroseed mix that will be applied to the temporarily disturbed areas  
and monitored for a period of 12 months to confirm germination.  

MM-BIO-3b Mitigation for direct, permanent impacts to 0.2 acres of non-wetland waters of the 
United States/State will be accomplished at a 3:1 ratio through the provision of a 
one-time fee for 0.6 acre of credits at an approved off site mitigation bank and/or 
in-lieu fee program to adequately compensate for no net loss of waters of the 
United States/State. At this time, the City is considering the purchase of riverine re-
establishment credits from the Riverside-Corona Resource Conservation District 
(RCRCD) In-Lieu Fee Project Site (ILF Project), located adjacent to the main stem 
of the Santa Ana River, west of the Hamner Avenue Bridge over the Santa Ana 
River, near Norco/Eastvale, Riverside County, California. In the event this option is 
not available, the City will coordinate and work closely with the RCA, ACOE, 
RWQCB, and CDFW to identify an appropriate alternative.  

MM-BIO-4 To minimize potential indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters, the following shall 
be implemented to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee Planning Department: 

1. BMPs shall be implemented to avoid indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters, 
including: 

a. Vehicles and equipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing water 
except as described in the permits. 

b. Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from grading or other 
activities shall not be allowed to enter jurisdictional waters or be placed in 
locations that may be subjected to high storm flows. 

c. Spoil sites shall not be located within locations that may be subject to high 
storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into drainages. 

d. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating 
material, oil, or other petroleum products, or any other substances that 
could be hazardous to vegetation or wildlife resources, resulting from 
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project-related activities, shall be prevented from contaminating the soil 
and/or entering avoided jurisdictional waters. 

e. No equipment maintenance shall occur within jurisdictional waters and no 
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment shall be 
allowed to enter these areas or enter any off-site state-jurisdictional waters 
under any flow. 

6.5 Impact BIO-4: Wildlife Corridors and Migratory Routes 

There are no wildlife corridors within the project site; therefore, there would be no impacts to 
wildlife corridors. 

Project implementation would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory bird species. Trees associated with single-family residences has a limited 
potential to support nesting resident and migratory birds. The City will comply with all federal 
and state regulations that protect nesting and migratory bird species and will implement MM-
BIO-1, avoiding nesting birds; therefore, there would be no significant impacts to migratory 
birds. 

6.6 Impact BIO-5: Local Policies or Ordinances  

The proposed project has been designed to comply with the City’s General Plan Vision 2030 
goals and policies.  

6.7 Impact BIO-6: Habitat Conservation Plan  

As described in Section 4.5, the project is consistent with the MSHCP.  
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VASCULAR SPECIES 

MONOCOTS 

POACEAE—GRASS FAMILY 

Distichlis spicata—saltgrass 
Leptochloa fusca ssp. uninervia—Mexican sprangletop 
Melica imperfecta—smallflower melicgrass 

* Cynodon dactylon—Bermudagrass 
* Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis—Kentucky bluegrass 

EUDICOTS 

ASTERACEAE—SUNFLOWER FAMILY 

Ambrosia psilostachya—Cuman ragweed 
Erigeron canadensis—Canadian horseweed 
Helianthus annuus—common sunflower 
Xanthium strumarium—rough cocklebur 

* Glebionis coronaria—crowndaisy 
* Helminthotheca echioides—bristly oxtongue 

CHENOPODIACEAE—GOOSEFOOT FAMILY 

* Salsola tragus—prickly Russian thistle 

FABACEAE—LEGUME FAMILY 

Acmispon americanus var. americanus—American bird’s-foot trefoil 

GERANIACEAE—GERANIUM FAMILY 

* Erodium cicutarium—redstem stork’s bill 

MALVACEAE—MALLOW FAMILY 

Malvella leprosa—alkali mallow 

PLANTAGINACEAE—PLANTAIN FAMILY 

* Plantago lanceolata—narrowleaf plantain 

PORTULACACEAE—PURSLANE FAMILY 

* Portulaca oleracea—little hogweed 

 
* signifies introduced (non-native) species 
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BIRD 

FINCHES 

FRINGILLIDAE—FRINGILLINE AND CARDUELINE FINCHES AND ALLIES 

Haemorhous mexicanus—house finch 

FLYCATCHERS 

TYRANNIDAE—TYRANT FLYCATCHERS 

Sayornis nigricans—black phoebe 
Sayornis saya—Say’s phoebe 

HAWKS 

ACCIPITRIDAE—HAWKS, KITES, EAGLES, AND ALLIES 

Buteo jamaicensis—red-tailed hawk 

OLD WORLD SPARROWS 

PASSERIDAE—OLD WORLD SPARROWS 

* Passer domesticus—house sparrow 

PIGEONS AND DOVES 

COLUMBIDAE—PIGEONS AND DOVES 

Zenaida macroura—mourning dove 

INVERTEBRATE 

BUTTERFLIES 

NYMPHALIDAE—BRUSH-FOOTED BUTTERFLIES 

Junonia coenia—common buckeye 

MAMMAL 

HARES AND RABBITS 

LEPORIDAE—HARES AND RABBITS 

Sylvilagus bachmani—brush rabbit 

 
* signifies introduced (non-native) species 
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Table C-1 
Special-Status Plants Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 
Primary Habitat Associations/Life Form/ 

Blooming Period/Elevation Range (feet amsl) Potential to Occur 

Allium munzii Munz’s onion FE/CT/1B.1 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, 
pinyon and juniper woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland/mesic, clay/perennial bulbiferous 
herb/Mar–May/974–3,510 

Not expected to occur. The project site is 
primarily developed and disturbed with 
ruderal species and does not contain 
suitable vegetation communities to 
support this species. 

Ambrosia pumila San Diego ambrosia FE/None/1B.1 Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland, vernal pools/sandy loam or clay, often in 
disturbed areas, sometimes alkaline/perennial 
rhizomatous herb/Apr–Oct/66–1,362 

Not expected to occur. The site is outside 
of the species’ known elevation range. 

Dudleya multicaulis many-stemmed dudleya None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland/often clay/perennial herb/Apr–Jul/49–
2,592 

Not expected to occur. The site is outside 
of the species’ known elevation range. 

Navarretia fossalis spreading navarretia FT/None/1B.1 Chenopod scrub, marshes and swamps (assorted 
shallow freshwater), playas, vernal pools/annual 
herb/Apr–Jun/98–2,149 

Not expected to occur. The site is outside 
of the species’ known elevation range. 

Orcuttia californica California Orcutt grass FE/CE/1B.1 Vernal pools/annual herb/Apr–Aug/49–2,165 Not expected to occur. The site is outside 
of the species’ known elevation range 
and there is no suitable vegetation 
present. 

Trichocoronis wrightii 
var. wrightii 

Wright’s trichocoronis None/None/2B.1 Meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps, 
riparian forest, vernal pools/alkaline/annual 
herb/May–Sep/16–1,427 

Not expected to occur. The site is outside 
of the species’ known elevation range. 
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January 29, 2016 9227 

Jack Abcarius 
NV5 
15092 Avenue of Science, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92128 

 

Subject: Phase I Cultural Resources Inventory for the Bradley Road Improvements 
at Salt Creek Project, City of Menifee, Riverside County, California 

Dear Mr. Abcarius: 

This letter documents the Phase I cultural resources inventory conducted by Dudek for the 
proposed Bradley Road Improvements at Salt Creek Project (Project), located in the City of 
Menifee, Riverside County, California. NV5 is proposing to construct a bridge at Bradley Road 
over Salt Creek. The City of Menifee (City) is the lead agency for planning purposes under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No previously recorded cultural resources were 
identified within the Project site as a result of an Eastern Information Center (EIC) records 
search. On December 8, 2015, Dudek requested that the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) check their Sacred Lands File (SLF) to determine if any such Native American 
resources are known to exist within the Project. The NAHC responded on January 5, 2016, 
stating that the SLF identified no Native American cultural resources within the Project. The 
NAHC also provided a list of tribal contacts. Dudek sent letters to each person and entity 
identified on the list; no responses have been received to date. Dudek surveyed the Project site 
for cultural resources (including both archaeological and historic built environment resources) in 
accordance with the standards and guidelines defined by CEQA. One newly identified built-
environment resource, Bradley Road, was identified within the Project site as a result of the 
survey. The segment of the road included in the Project footprint was evaluated during this study 
and is not recommended as eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR) and will have no significant impacts by planned construction activities. Due to a lack of 
evidence for cultural resources within the Project, no further management recommendations are 
necessary beyond standard measures to address unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources 
and human remains.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 
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The proposed project is along Bradley Road where it crosses Salt Creek between Potomac Drive 
and Rio Vista Drive in the City of Menifee, California (Figure 1). The proposed project would 
elevate Bradley Road and construct a bridge to allow the conveyance of the 100-year flows while 
avoiding the inundation of the approaches. The proposed project includes improvements at the 
Potomac Drive and Rio Vista Drive intersections. The Project is situated in Sections 33 and 34 of 
Township 5 South Range 3 West of the Romoland 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
quadrangle map (Figure 2).  

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) 

In California, the term "historical resource" includes but is not limited to "any object, building, 
structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically 
significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California." (PRC section 5020.1(j).) 
In 1992, the California legislature established the CRHR "to be used by state and local agencies, 
private groups, and citizens to identify the state's historical resources and to indicate what 
properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse 
change." (PRC section 5024.1(a).) The criteria for listing resources on the CRHR were expressly 
developed to be in accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), enumerated below. According to PRC Section 
5024.1(c)(1–4), a resource is considered historically significant if it (i) retains “substantial 
integrity,” and (ii) meets at least one of the following criteria: 

(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. 

The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric 
and historic resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP and 
properties listed or formally designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP are automatically 
listed in the CRHR, as are the state landmarks and points of interest. The CRHR also includes 
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properties designated under local ordinances or identified through local historical resource 
surveys. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

As described further below, the following CEQA statutes and CEQA Guidelines are of relevance 
to the analysis of archaeological, historic, and tribal cultural resources: 

• PRC section 21083.2(g) defines “unique archaeological resource.” 

• PRC section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a) defines “historical 
resources.” In addition, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b) defines the phrase 
“substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource;” it also defines 
the circumstances when a project would materially impair the significance of an historical 
resource. 

• PRC section 21074(a) defines “tribal cultural resources.”  

• PRC section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(e): Set forth standards and 
steps to be employed following the accidental discovery of human remains in any 
location other than a dedicated ceremony. 

• PRC sections 21083.2(b)-(c) and CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4: Provide information 
regarding the mitigation framework for archaeological and historic resources, including 
examples of preservation-in-place mitigation measures; preservation-in-place is the 
preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites because it 
maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archaeological context, and may also 
help avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated with the 
archaeological site(s).  

More specifically, under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it 
may cause "a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource." (PRC 
section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b).) If a site is either listed or eligible for 
listing in the CRHR, or if it is included in a local register of historic resources, or identified as 
significant in a historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of PRC section 5024.1(q)), 
it is a "historical resource" and is presumed to be historically or culturally significant for 
purposes of CEQA. (PRC section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a).) The lead 
agency is not precluded from determining that a resource is a historical resource even if it does 
not fall within this presumption. (PRC section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a).) 
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A "substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource" reflecting a 
significant effect under CEQA means "physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration 
of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource 
would be materially impaired." (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(1); PRC section 
5020.1(q).) In turn, the significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a 
project: 

(1) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in 
the California Register; or 

(2) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical 
resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its identification in 
an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of section 
5024.1(g) of the PRC, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of 
the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is 
not historically or culturally significant; or 

(3) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California 
Register as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

(CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(2).) Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA inquiry begins 
with evaluating whether a Project site contains any "historical resources," then evaluates whether 
that project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
such that the resource's historical significance is materially impaired. 

If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, 
the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these resources to 
be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that they cannot be left 
undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (Section 21083.2[a], [b], and [c]).  

Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, 
or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body 
of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:  
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(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research 
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that 
information. 

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or 
the best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric 
or historic event or person. 

Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources are generally not considered a significant 
environmental impact (PRC section 21083.2(a); CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(c)(4).) 
However, if a non-unique archaeological resource qualifies as tribal cultural resource (PRC 
21074(c); 21083.2(h)), further consideration of significant impacts is required.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 
procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered.  

ARCHIVAL RESEARCH 

In 2014, a Draft Technical Memorandum was completed for the proposed project to determine; 
the size and cost of a bridge that would be capable of conveying the 100-year storm event to 
ensure that Bradley Road remains open, the size and cost of a bridge that would be capable of 
conveying a lesser storm event, and what storm event would a four-cell box culvert be capable of 
conveying and at what cost. Dudek prepared a cultural resources constraints analysis consisting 
of archival research for the project to identify any previously recorded cultural or built 
environment resources within the proposed project site that may be impacted during construction 
(Murray 2014). As the overall development footprint for the proposed project is similar to the 
preliminary Draft Technical Memorandum, the following archival research sections are adapted 
from the cultural resources constraints analysis (Murray 2014). 

CHRIS Records Search 

A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted 
for the proposed project site and a half-mile radius by a Dudek archaeologist on March 27, 2014 
at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), located on the campus of the University of California 
Riverside. This search included a review of all previously recorded prehistoric, historic, and 
built-environment resources located within the project area and a half-mile radius, including 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Site Records, technical reports, archival resources, 
and ethnographic references. Additional sources reviewed included the National Register of 
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Historic Places (NRHP), California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) Historic Properties 
Data File, the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility listings, California Points of 
Historical Interest, California Historical Landmarks, and the Caltrans Bridge Inventory.  

Previously Conducted Studies: 

The EIC records search results indicate that 11 previous investigations have been conducted 
within a half-mile of the project area (Table 1). Two of these studies (RI-03189 and RI-04375) 
have completely overlapped the project site, suggesting that the entirety of the project site has 
been previously surveyed for cultural resources. Neither of these studies identified cultural 
resources within the proposed project site. However, it is general practice that cultural resource 
surveys are considered valid for a period of no more than 10 years. None of the previous surveys 
conducted in the last 10 years fall within the proposed project.  

Table 1. Previously Conducted Studies within 0.5-mile of the Project Site 

EIC 
Report 

No. 
Year Author Company Title 

Proximity 
to Project 

Area 

RI-03189 1990 N/A Peak and 
Associates 

Cultural Resources Assessment of AT&T’s 
Proposed San Bernardino to San Diego Fiber 
Optic Cable, San Bernardino, Riverside, and 
San Diego Counties, California 

Within 

RI-03201 1991 Keller, Jean N/A 
An Archaeological Assessment of Public Use 
Permit 716: 4.28 Acres of Land Near Sun City, 
Riverside County California 

Outside 
250 m south 

RI-04221 1998 Williams, Scott Applied 
Earthworks 

Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey and 
Assessment of Approximately 4.5 Acres, 
Prestige Assisted Living at Sun City Project, Sun 
City, Riverside County, California 

Outside 
320 m south 

RI-04245 2000 Love et al.  CRM Tech 

Cultural Resources report: Honing Investment 
Group Self-Storage Project Near the Intersection 
of Newport Road and Bradley Road, Menifee 
Valley, Riverside County, California 

Outside 
400 m south 

RI-04375 1999 
White, Robert 
S. and White, 
Laurie S. 

L&L 
Environmental 

An Archaeological Assessment of the Eastern 
Municipal Water District Menifee Desalter 
Project, Sun City and Menifee, Riverside County 

Within 

RI-04907 2003 Irish et al. L&L 
Environmental 

An Archaeological Survey Report for Menifee 
Site APN 338-150-031, Rezone LLC, Menifee, 
County of Riverside, California 

Outside 
50 m south 

RI-05269 2005 Robinson, 
Mark 

Great Lakes 
Research 

Cultural Resources Survey and Assessment of 
8.99 Acres: Bradley Paseo Project (New APN 
336-180-013 & 014) Menifee, Riverside County, 
California 

Outside 
400 m south 

RI-07278 2001 
White, Robert 
S. and White, 
Laurie S. 

Archaeological 
Associates 

A Cultural Resources Assessment of a 60.5-
Acre Parcel as Shown on Tentative Tract Map 
30040, Sun City, Riverside County 

Outside 
300 m SW 
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EIC 
Report 

No. 
Year Author Company Title 

Proximity 
to Project 

Area 

RI-07279 2007 
White, Robert 
S. and White, 
Laurie S. 

Archaeological 
Associates 

A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment of the 
Paseo Verde Project Site, A 15 Acre Parcel 
Located West of the Intersection of Bradley 
Road and Rio Vista Drive, Sun City, Riverside 
County 

Outside 
50 m south 

RI-07281 2007 
White, Robert 
S. and White, 
Laurie S. 

Archaeological 
Associates 

A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment of the 
3 Acre Newport Commons Professional Center, 
Plot Plan 22262, Located West of the 
Intersection of Camino Delores and Cabrillo 
Drive, Sun City, Unincorporated Riverside 
County 

Outside 
550 m SE 

RI-07627 2008 Lord, Kenneth 
Michael 
Brandman 
Associates 

Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment APN 
338-170-025 Menifee Area, Riverside County, 
California 

Outside 
600 m SW 

 

Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

No previously recorded cultural resources were identified within the proposed project site as a 
result of the records search. One resource was identified within the half-mile search radius, 
approximately 500 meters southwest of the project site (Table 2). This resource consists of an 
out-of-service water well situated atop a cement slab with well head, electric pump, and piping. 
The recorder notes that this well likely represents an early attempt to establish an irrigation 
system, however due to the brackish water conditions, the well likely failed (White 2001). 

Table 2. Previously Recorded Resources within 0.5-mile of the Project Site 

Primary 
No. 

Year 
Recorded Recorded By Resource 

Type Description Proximity to Project Area 

33-011177 2001 White, Robert S. Historic Water well Outside – 500 meters southwest 

 

Historic-period Map Review 

The EIC had one historic topographic map of the project area on file. The 1953 USGS 7.5’ 
Romoland Quadrangle shows that Sun City (north of the project area) was still largely 
undeveloped at this time. However, Bradley Road is depicted on the 1953 map, suggesting that 
Bradley Road is of historic-age (greater than 50 years). Additional historic map research was 
conducted on NETR Online (historicaerials.com). The 1901 1:250,000 Elsinore topographic 
sheet does depict Bradley Road, suggesting that the road has been in this location for over a 
century. The 1901 sheet does not depict Salt Creek, which presently runs beneath Bradley Road. 
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There is also a road that runs from present-day Bradley Road to the east, following the path of 
the creek. This road appears to have been removed in the late 1950s. Historic topographic maps 
from the years 1905, 1909, 1913, 1924, 1936, and 1941 indicate that very little change occurred 
within the project area during the first half of the twentieth century. The 1943 USGS 7.5’ 
Quadrangle is the first map to show visible changes in and around the project area. The creek 
running beneath Bradley Road is depicted for the first time, and the roads noted on the earlier 
maps running east of the project area are no longer depicted. Interestingly, these roads are visible 
on the 1954 map, but disappear again from all subsequent topographic maps of the project area. 
The map review indicates that Interstate-15 was constructed through the Menifee area between 
1948 and 1954, which coincides with the time in which the area started to undergo residential 
development.  

Native American Coordination 

Dudek initiated Native American coordination for the Project on December 8, 2015. As part of 
the process of identifying cultural resources within or near the Project, Dudek contacted the 
NAHC to request a review of the Sacred Lands File. The NAHC emailed a response on January 
5, 2016 (Appendix B), and stated that the SLF search did not indicate the presence of Native 
American cultural resources within the immediate Project. The NAHC also provided a contact 
list of Native American individuals and/or tribal organizations who may have knowledge of 
cultural resources in or near the Project (Appendix B). Dudek sent letters to each of the persons 
and entities on the contact list, requesting information about cultural sites and resources in or 
near the Project. To date, Dudek has not received any responses from the Native American 
contacts. Any subsequent responses will be forwarded to the City. As the lead agency under 
CEQA, the City is responsible for formal government-to-government consultation with the 
Tribes under California Assembly Bill AB 52. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY 

Methods 

Dudek Archaeologist Adriane Dorrler conducted the intensive-level pedestrian survey on 
November 23, 2015 using standard archaeological procedures and techniques. All field 
practices met the Secretary of Interior’s standards and guidelines for a cultural resources 
inventory. The intensive-level survey methods consisted of a pedestrian survey conducted in 
parallel transects spaced no more than 10 meters apart over the entire project site. Within each 
transect, the ground surface was examined for prehistoric artifacts (e.g., flaked stone tools, tool-
making debris, stone milling tools, ceramics, fire-affected rock), soil discoloration that might 
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indicate the presence of a cultural midden, soil depressions, features indicative of the current or 
former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., standing exterior walls, post holes, foundations), 
and historic artifacts (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics, building materials). Ground disturbances such 
as burrows, cut banks, and drainages were also visually inspected for exposed subsurface 
materials. One newly identified built environment feature, Bradley Road, was identified 
within the project site. 

Ms. Dorrler took detailed notes and photographs of the newly identified cultural resource 
Bradley Road and the surroundings. All fieldwork was documented using field notes, digital 
photography, a Global Positioning System (GPS) receiver with sub-meter accuracy, iPad 
technology with close-scale field maps, and aerial photographs. Location-specific photographs 
were taken using an Apple 3rd Generation IPAD equipped with 8 MP resolution and 
georeferenced PDF maps of the Project site. Accuracy of this device ranged between 3 meters 
and 10 meters. All field notes, photographs, and records related to the current study are on file at 
Dudek’s Riverside, California office. 

Documentation of Bradley Road complied with the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) and 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
(48 FR 44716-44740) and the California Office of Historic Preservation Planning Bulletin 
Number 4(a). Newly identified built environment resource Bradley Road was recorded on 
California Department of Parks and Recreation Form DPR 523 (Series 1/95), using the 
Instructions for Recording Historical Resources (Office of Historic Preservation 1995). The 
DPR Form will be submitted to the EIC and included in Confidential Appendix A.  

Results 

The project site is primarily Salt Creek and open lands adjacent to the creek. The project site also 
includes roads, including Bradley Road, Potomac Road, and Rio Vista Road, and some modern 
residential development. The majority of the project site consists of the 100-year floodplain of 
Salt Creek and modern built environment; and, as a result, there is little to no undisturbed native 
landscape to survey. Soils mapping for the project site from the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Soil Survey Geographic Database (USDA 2016) shows the project site consists of soils 
in the Traver-Domino-Willows soil association, which includes saline-alkali soils largely located 
along floodplain areas of the San Jacinto River and Salt Creek. Ground visibility within the Salt 
Creek floodplain was excellent with the majority of the study site disturbed and denude of native 
vegetation communities. 
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No new archaeological resources were identified during the intensive-level pedestrian survey. 
One built environment resource was identified as a result of the survey. This newly identified 
resource is a historic to modern period improved road known as Bradley Road. According to the 
current design plans, the historic-era road will be impacted during project construction. The 
segment of Bradley Road to be impacted was evaluated for historical significance during this 
study. 

Bradley Road traverses Menifee for a total distance of 4-miles, spanning north south between the 
towns of Paloma Valley and Sun City. The subject segment of Bradley Road located within the 
Project site measures approximately 1,150-feet (0.22-mile) in length, spanning just north of 
Potomac Drive and just south of Rio Vista Drive. This segment of road is an asphalt-concrete 
two-lane road with turning lanes at Potomac Drive and Rio Vista Drive. The segment of road is 
bordered by residential development at the northern and southern terminus, although the majority 
of the road segment is bordered by Salt Creek open space. No historic artifacts were found in 
association with the road, but modern trash is found along the sides of the road.  

No major historic event or individual is associated with this road and it was not a historic factor 
in the development of this area. The road segment retains its original alignment as mapped, but 
has been impacted by modern improvements (such as grading and paving) and alterations in 
response to historical flooding events. The segment of Bradley Road does not retain any integrity 
and is therefore found not eligible under state level eligibility criteria. As a result, the proposed 
Project would have a less than significant impact on historical resources under CEQA. The 
research potential of this site has been exhausted through recordation, and no further cultural 
resource considerations are recommended. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Dudek’s Phase I cultural resources inventory of the project site suggests that there is low 
potential for the inadvertent discovery of cultural resources during ground breaking activities. 
EIC records indicate that no cultural or built environment resources have been recorded within 
the project site. The results of the SLF check conducted through the NAHC SLF search were 
negative. Dudek sent letters to each tribal contact provided by the NAHC requesting information 
about known cultural resources within the Project site. To date, Dudek has not received any 
responses from the Native American contacts. The segment of Bradley Road included in the 
Project footprint was evaluated for historical significance during this study and was found not 
eligible for listing in the CRHR. This segment of Bradley Road is modernized and is no longer 
recognizable from its historical counterpart other than by its location on historic maps. Thus, no 
further cultural resource considerations are recommended for this resource.  
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MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Due to a lack of evidence for cultural resources within the project site, no further management 
recommendations are necessary beyond standard measures to address unanticipated discoveries 
of cultural resources and human remains (see below). The recommendation of no further 
archaeological work for the proposed project is presumed pending the return of Native American 
tribal correspondences. Should any Native American tribal correspondences result in the 
identification of Native American cultural resources within the project site, the City will work in 
cooperation with Native American tribal representatives to determine if Native American 
monitoring or other treatment measures are required. As the lead agency under CEQA, the City 
is responsible for formal government-to-government consultation with the Tribes under 
California Assembly Bill AB 52. If requested, Dudek will assist the City in that process. 

Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources 

In the event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during 
construction activities for the proposed project, all construction work occurring within 100 feet 
of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, can evaluate the significance of the find and 
determine whether or not additional study is warranted. Depending upon the significance of the 
find, the archaeologist may simply record the find and allow work to continue. If the discovery 
proves significant under CEQA, additional work such as preparation of an archaeological 
treatment plan, testing, or data recovery may be warranted. 

Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains 

In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains 
are found, the County Coroner shall be notified within 24 hours of the discovery. No further 
excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
remains shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within two working days of 
notification of the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. If 
the remains are determined to be Native American, the Coroner shall notify the NAHC in 
Sacramento within 24 hours. In accordance with California Public Resources Code, Section 
5097.98, the NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be the most likely 
descended (MLD) from the deceased Native American. The MLD shall complete their inspection 
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The designated Native American 
representative would then determine, in consultation with the property owner, the disposition of 
the human remains. 
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Should you have any questions relating to this report and its findings please contact us at the 
email or phone numbers listed below.  

Respectfully Submitted, 

    
__________________________ 
Adriane Dorrler 
Archaeologist  
DUDEK 
Office: (760) 479- 4155 
Email: adorrler@dudek.com  

cc: Micah Hale, Dudek  
 
Att: Figure 1. Regional Map 

Figure 2. Vicinity Map 
Appendix A: Confidential EIC Records Search Information 
Appendix B: Tribal Communication Documentation 
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SLF&Contactsform: rev: 05/07/14 

Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request  

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA  95501 

(916) 373-3710 
(916) 373-5471 – Fax 

nahc@nahc.ca.gov 

Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search 

Project:  
County:  

USGS Quadrangle 
Name:  
Township:  Range:  Section(s):  

Company/Firm/Agency: 
 
Contact Person:  
Street Address:  
City:  Zip:  
Phone:  Extension: 
Fax:  
Email:  

Project Description: 

 
 
 

 Project Location Map is attached 

Bradley Road Bridge (9227-03)
Riverside

Romoland
5 S 3 W 33 and 34

Dudek
Adriane Dorrler
3544 University Avenue

Riverside 92501
(760) 840-7556
(760) 632-0164
adorrler@dudek.com

The proposed project is along Bradley Road where it crosses Salt Creek between Potomac Drive and
Rio Vista Drive in the City of Menifee, California. The proposed project would elevate Bradley Road
and construct a bridge to allow the conveyance of the 100-year flows while avoiding the inundation of
the approaches. The proposed project includes improvements at the Potomac Drive and Rio Vista
Drive intersections.

✔
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Sample Tribal Information Request Letter





 

 

February 15, 2016 9227 

Mr. Temet Aguilar, Chairperson 
Pauma & Yuima Reservation 
P.O. Box 369 
Pauma Valley, CA 92061 
 

Subject: Bradley Road Improvements at Salt Creek Project, City of Menifee, 
Riverside County, California 

Dear Mr. Aguilar: 

Dudek has been retained by NV5 to prepare a Phase I cultural resources inventory for the 
proposed Bradley Road Improvements at Salt Creek Project (Proposed Project), located in the 
City of Menifee, Riverside County, California. The proposed project is along Bradley Road 
where it crosses Salt Creek between Potomac Drive and Rio Vista Drive in the City of Menifee, 
California. The proposed project would elevate Bradley Road and construct a bridge to allow the 
conveyance of the 100-year flows while avoiding the inundation of the approaches. The 
proposed project includes improvements at the Potomac Drive and Rio Vista Drive intersections. 
The Project is situated in Sections 33 and 34 of Township 5 South Range 3 West of the 
Romoland 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map (attached map).  

As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this proposed project, Dudek 
contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to request a Sacred 
Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal organizations 
who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the proposed project site. The SLF 
search failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate 
project area.  

A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted 
for the proposed project site and a half-mile radius at the Eastern Information Center (EIC). The 
EIC has no record of prehistoric or historic archaeological sites within the proposed project site.  

Dudek conducted a survey of the proposed project site on November 23, 2015. No new 
archaeological resources were identified during the intensive-level pedestrian survey. One built 
environment resource was identified as a result of the survey. This newly identified resource is a 
historic to modern period improved road known as Bradley Road.  
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The NAHC recommended that we consult with you directly regarding your knowledge of the 
presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project. If you have any knowledge 
of cultural resources that may exist within or near the proposed project site, please contact me 
directly at (760) 840-7556, adorrler@dudek.com, or at the above address within 30-days of 
receipt of this letter. 

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of 
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the lead agency and California Native American Tribes 
concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources. Tribes that wish to be notified of 
projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the lead agency, the City of Menifee, in writing 
(pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 (b)).  

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

_______________________ 
Adriane Dorrler 
Archaeologist 

Attachment.: Project Location Map
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APPENDIX D 

Noise Model Output 
  





Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 3/11/2016

Case DescriptBradley Road Bridge ‐ Grubbing / Land Clearing

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #1 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest Resi'sResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Dozer No 40 81.7 30 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 50 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 50 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 30 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Dozer 86.1 82.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 81.7 77.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 81.7 77.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 82 78 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 86.1 85.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #2 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Farthest Resi'Residential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Dozer No 40 81.7 430 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 350 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 350 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 430 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening



Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Dozer 63 59 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 64.8 60.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 64.8 60.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 58.9 54.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 64.8 65.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #3 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Typical DistanResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Dozer No 40 81.7 114 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 114 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 114 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 114 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Dozer 74.5 70.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 74.5 70.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 74.5 70.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 70.4 66.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 74.5 75.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report dat 3/11/2016

Case DescrBradley Road Bridge ‐ Grading and Excavation

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #1 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Excavator No 40 80.7 30 0

Grader No 40 85 50 0

Dozer No 40 85 50 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 30 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 30 0

Tractor No 40 84 50 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Excavator 85.1 81.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Grader 85 81 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 85 81 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 82 78 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 83.5 79.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 84 80 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 85.1 88 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #2 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Farthest ReResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Excavator No 40 80.7 430 0

Grader No 40 85 350 0

Dozer No 40 85 350 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 430 0



Front End Loader No 40 79.1 430 0

Tractor No 40 84 350 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Excavator 62 58 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Grader 68.1 64.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 68.1 64.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 58.9 54.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 60.4 56.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 67.1 63.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 68.1 69.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #3 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Typical Dis Residential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Excavator No 40 80.7 114 0

Grader No 40 85 114 0

Dozer No 40 85 114 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 114 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 114 0

Tractor No 40 84 114 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Excavator 73.6 69.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Grader 77.8 73.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 77.8 73.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 70.4 66.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 72 68 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 76.8 72.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 77.8 79.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report dat 3/11/2016

Case DescrBradley Road Bridge ‐ Bridge Phase

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #1 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Excavator No 40 80.7 30 0

Crane No 16 80.6 50 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 50 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 30 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 30 0

Generator No 50 80.6 50 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 30 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 50 0

Tractor No 40 84 30 0

Welder / Torch No 40 74 50 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Excavator 85.1 81.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Crane 80.6 72.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 74.7 67.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 79.1 72.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 79.1 72.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Generator 80.6 77.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 82 78 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 79.1 75.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 88.4 84.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Welder / Torch 74 70 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 88.4 88 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #2 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Farthest ReResidential 60 55 50



Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Excavator No 40 80.7 430 0

Crane No 16 80.6 350 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 350 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 430 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 430 0

Generator No 50 80.6 350 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 350 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 430 0

Tractor No 40 84 430 0

Welder / Torch No 40 74 350 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Excavator 62 58 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Crane 63.6 55.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 57.8 50.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 56 49 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 56 49 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Generator 63.7 60.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 60.7 56.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 60.4 56.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 65.3 61.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Welder / Torch 57.1 53.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 65.3 66.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #3 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Typical Dis Residential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Excavator No 40 80.7 114 0

Crane No 16 80.6 114 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 114 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 114 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 114 0

Generator No 50 80.6 114 0



Backhoe No 40 77.6 114 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 114 0

Tractor No 40 84 114 0

Welder / Torch No 40 74 114 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Excavator 73.6 69.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Crane 73.4 65.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 67.5 60.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 67.5 60.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 67.5 60.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Generator 73.5 70.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 70.4 66.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 72 68 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 76.8 72.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Welder / Torch 66.8 62.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 76.8 77.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report dat 3/11/2016

Case DescrBradley Road Bridge ‐  Utilities/Trenching/Subgrade

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #1 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 30 0

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 50 0

Paver No 50 77.2 50 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 30 0

Roller No 20 80 30 0

Roller No 20 80 50 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 30 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Concrete Mixer Truck 83.2 79.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Concrete Mixer Truck 78.8 74.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 77.2 74.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 80.9 76.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 84.4 77.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 80 73 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 82 78 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 84.4 85.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #2 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Farthest ReResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 430 0

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 350 0



Paver No 50 77.2 350 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 430 0

Roller No 20 80 430 0

Roller No 20 80 350 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 430 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Concrete Mixer Truck 60.1 56.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Concrete Mixer Truck 61.9 57.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 60.3 57.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 57.8 53.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 61.3 54.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 63.1 56.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 58.9 54.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 63.1 64.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #3 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Typical Dis Residential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 114 0

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 114 0

Paver No 50 77.2 114 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 114 0

Roller No 20 80 114 0

Roller No 20 80 114 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 114 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Concrete Mixer Truck 71.6 67.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Concrete Mixer Truck 71.6 67.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 70.1 67.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 69.3 65.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 72.8 65.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 72.8 65.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A



Backhoe 70.4 66.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 72.8 75.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report dat 3/15/2016

Case DescrBradley Road Bridge ‐  Paving

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #1 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 30 0

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 50 0

Paver No 50 77.2 50 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 30 0

Roller No 20 80 30 0

Roller No 20 80 50 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 30 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Concrete Mixer Truck 83.2 79.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Concrete Mixer Truck 78.8 74.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 77.2 74.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 80.9 76.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 84.4 77.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 80 73 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 82 78 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 84.4 85.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #2 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Farthest ReResidential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 430 0

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 350 0



Paver No 50 77.2 350 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 430 0

Roller No 20 80 430 0

Roller No 20 80 350 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 430 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Concrete Mixer Truck 60.1 56.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Concrete Mixer Truck 61.9 57.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 60.3 57.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 57.8 53.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 61.3 54.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 63.1 56.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 58.9 54.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 63.1 64.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #3 ‐‐‐‐

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Typical Dis Residential 60 55 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 114 0

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 114 0

Paver No 50 77.2 114 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 114 0

Roller No 20 80 114 0

Roller No 20 80 114 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 114 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Concrete Mixer Truck 71.6 67.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Concrete Mixer Truck 71.6 67.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 70.1 67.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 69.3 65.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 72.8 65.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 72.8 65.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A



Backhoe 70.4 66.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 72.8 75.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 





APPENDIX E 
Bradley Road Bridge 

Mitigated Negative Declaration 

   9227 
 E-1 February 2017  

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The California Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, requires that a lead or responsible agency adopt a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting plan when approving or carrying out a project when a Mitigated Negative Declaration identifies measures to reduce potential 
environmental impacts. As lead agency for the project, the City of Menifee is responsible for adoption and implementation of the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  

Mitigation Measure 
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Biological Resources 

MM-BIO-1 All vegetation removal and ground disturbance activities should be 
planned outside the nesting season for raptors (February 1 to August 1531) 
and outside the peak nesting season for birds (March 1 to August 1531) if 
practicable. If vegetation removal would occur during those time periods, a pre-
construction survey for active nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
no more than 1 week prior to the onset of ground disturbance activities. If 
active nests are found on the site, disturbance or removal of the nest shall be 
avoided until the young have fledged and the nest is no longer active. 
Depending on the species, site conditions, and the proposed construction 
activities near the active nest, a buffer distance may be prescribed, as 
determined by a qualified biologist, to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee 
Community Development Department.  

X X X  City of Menifee     
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 E-2 February 2017  

Mitigation Measure 

Time Frame of Mitigation 
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MM-BIO-2a After completion of project construction, to mitigate for the temporary 
disturbance of 0.8 acre of waters of the U.S./state, all temporarily disturbed 
riverine resources shall be restored in place to pre-construction contours and 
conditions following construction. The City shall work with the RCA, ACOE, 
RWQCB, and CDFW to develop a native hydroseed mix that shall be applied 
to the temporarily disturbed areas  and monitored for a period of 12 months to 
confirm germination., to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee Community 
Development Department.  

X   X City of Menifee     

MM-BIO-2b Mitigation for direct, permanent impacts to 0.2 acre of non-wetland 
waters of the U.S. /state shall accomplished at a 3:1 ratio through the provision 
of a one-time fee for 0.6 acre of credits at an approved off site mitigation bank 
and/or in-lieu fee program to adequately compensate for no net loss of waters 
of the U.S./State. At this time, the City is considering the purchase of riverine 
re-establishment credits from the Riverside-Corona Resource Conservation 
District (RCRCD) In-Lieu Fee Project Site (ILF Project), located adjacent to the 
main stem of the Santa Ana River, west of the Hamner Avenue Bridge over the 
Santa Ana River, near Norco/Eastvale, Riverside County, California. In the 
event this option is not available, the City shall coordinate and work closely 
with the RCA, ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW to identify an appropriate 
alternative. 

X   X City of Menifee     

MM-BIO-3 To minimize potential indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters, the 
following shall be implemented during construction to the satisfaction of the 
City of Menifee Community Development Department: 

Best management practices shall be implemented to avoid indirect impacts to 
jurisdictional waters, including: 

a. Vehicles and equipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing water 

 X X  City of Menifee     
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Mitigation Measure 
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except as described in the permits. 

b. Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from grading or other 
activities shall not be allowed to enter jurisdictional waters or be placed in 
locations that may be subjected to high storm flows. 

c. Spoil sites shall not be located within locations that may be subject to high 
storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into drainages. 

d. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating 
material, oil, or other petroleum products, or any other substances that 
could be hazardous to vegetation or wildlife resources, resulting from 
project-related activities, shall be prevented from contaminating the soil 
and/or entering avoided jurisdictional waters. 

e. No equipment maintenance shall occur within jurisdictional waters and no 
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment shall be 
allowed to enter these areas or enter any off-site state-jurisdictional 
waters under any flow. 

Cultural Resources 

MM-CUL-1  If during ground disturbance activities, unique cultural resources are 
discovered that were not assessed by the archaeological report(s) and/or 
environmental assessment conducted prior to project approval, the following 
procedures shall be followed.  Unique cultural resources are defined, for this 
condition only, as being multiple artifacts in close association with each other, but 
may include fewer artifacts if the area of the find is determined to be of 
significance due to its sacred or cultural importance as determined in consultation 
with the Native American Tribe(s). 

i. All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the discovered 
cultural resources shall be halted until a meeting is convened 

 X X X City of Menifee     
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Mitigation Measure 

Time Frame of Mitigation 
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between the developer, the archaeologist, the tribal representative(s) 
and the Community Development Director to discuss the significance 
of the find. 

ii. At the meeting, the significance of the discoveries shall be discussed 
and after consultation with the tribal representative(s) and the 
archaeologist, a decision shall be made, with the concurrence of the 
Community Development Director, as to the appropriate mitigation 
(documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the cultural resources. 

iii. Grading of further ground disturbance shall not resume within the 
area of the discovery until an agreement has been reached by all 
parties as to the appropriate mitigation. 

iv. Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be 
consistent with the Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring 
Agreements entered into with the appropriate tribes. This may 
include avoidance of the cultural resources through project design, 
in-place preservation of cultural resources located in native soils 
and/or re-burial on the Project property so they are not subject to 
further disturbance in perpetuity. 

v. Pursuant to Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the 
preferred method of preservation for archaeological resources and 
cultural resources.  If the landowner and the Tribe(s) cannot agree on 
the significance or the mitigation for the archaeological or cultural 
resources, these issues will be presented to the City Community 
Development Director for decision. The City Community Development 
Director shall make the determination based on the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act with respect to archaeological 
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Mitigation Measure 
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resources, recommendations of the project archeologist and shall take 
into account the cultural and religious principles and practices of the 
Tribe. Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the 
decision of the City Community Development Director shall be 
appealable to the City Planning Commission and/or City Council. 

Noise 

MM-NOI-1 The following measures shall be incorporated into construction plans prior 
to the start of construction, to the satisfaction of the City of Menifee 
Community Development Department: 

1. All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal-
combustion engines shall be equipped with mufflers; air-inlet 
silencers where appropriate; and any other shrouds, shields, or other 
noise-reducing features in good operating condition that meet or 
exceed original factory specifications. Mobile or fixed “package” 
equipment (e.g., arc welders, air compressors) shall be equipped 
with shrouds and noise-control features that are readily available for 
that type of equipment. 

2. Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or 
internal-combustion-powered equipment, where feasible. 

3. Material stockpiles and mobile equipment staging, parking, and 
maintenance areas shall be located as far as practicable from noise-
sensitive receptors. 

4. The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, 
alarms, and bells, shall be for safety warning purposes only. 

  X  City of Menifee     
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Response to Comment Letter A 

State Clearinghouse 
Scott Morgan 

Director 
January 11, 2017 

A-1 This letter acknowledges that the City has complied with the public review 
requirements for the Bradley Road Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
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State Clearinghouse 
Scott Morgan 

Director 
January 11, 2017 

A-1 This letter acknowledges that the City has complied with the public review 
requirements for the Bradley Road Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
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Response to Comment Letter B 

Earl W. Phillips, Jr., REHS 
January 5, 2017 

B-1 The City appreciates the commenter for providing comments on the Draft MND. This 
comment is introductory in nature and specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the MND is provided later in the letter.  

B-2 It is true that Salt Creek is a blue-line stream which has been designed with steep, 
engineered channel banks and, in many areas, is a maintained floodplain.  Salt Creek 
was originally channelized and engineered to retain flows up to a 100-year storm 
event and reduce flooding, although, due to the lack of periodic maintenance and 
continuous sediment transport over the years, there are some areas along the creek 
that are no longer capable of maintaining the 100-year flows within the banks. In 
response to this comment, Section 1.1.1, Purpose and Need, has been revised to 
include additional characterization of Salt Creek as suggested by the commenter. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-3 Comment noted and appreciated. The wildlife compendium represents a list of wildlife 
species observed during the October 2015 and August 2016 surveys and is not intended 
to include species that may frequent the site during other times of the year. In general, 
there are understandable limitations to the general wildlife surveys conducted for the 
project primarily due to seasonal and daytime-only constraints. Many early spring and 
summer migrants that may use habitats in the study area would not have been observed 
because the surveys were conducted were done in October 2015 and August 2016. 
Further, surveys were conducted during the daytime to maximize visibility for the 
detection of plants and most animals. Birds represent the largest component of the 
vertebrate fauna, and because most are active in the daytime, diurnal surveys maximize 
the number of observations of this group. In contrast, daytime surveys usually result in 
few observations of mammals, reptiles, and amphibians, many of which may be more 
active at night. Nighttime surveys were not warranted because no high sensitivity 
species (e.g., state- and/or federally listed) potentially occurring in the study area are 
nocturnal. The general wildlife surveys were conducted according to commonly 
accepted, standard scientific practices and procedures. 
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B-4 Please refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the MND for a 
discussion of potential hydrology impacts as well as related items such as State Water 
Resources Control Board (SCRWB) compliance and the requirement for a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

B-5 Comment noted and appreciated. The Draft MND provides background information 
relevant to understanding analysis as necessary in order to provide sufficient context 
to the reader. 

B-6 The City is required to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and 
plans as they relate to the proposed project. Such details regarding compliance are 
provided where applicable. The City will condition the project to comply with 
applicable laws and regulations to ensure compliance. Additionally, a Mitigation, 
Monitoring, and Reporting Program is included as Appendix E to the MND to ensure 
compliance with all required mitigation measures.  

B-7 The City understands that the MND uses numerous acronyms and terms. It should 
be noted that all acronyms are spelled out at first usage. Additionally, the MND 
was available electronically, allowing for ease of searching for acronyms 
throughout the document.  

B-8 The City appreciates the commenter’s input regarding artistic renderings of the 
proposed project. In response to this comment, a cover page with artistic renderings 
has been incorporated into the MND.  

B-9 Comment noted and appreciated. The location of the figures provided in the Draft 
MND is indicated in the Table of Contents near the beginning of the document. 

B-10 Comment noted and appreciated. According to Section 15071 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, an executive summary is not a required component of an MND. Please 
note that a brief summary of impacts is provided in Section 2 of the Draft MND. 

B-11 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-2. 

B-12 Please refer to Response to Comment B-2. 

B-13 Please refer to Response to Comment B-2.  

B-14 Comment noted and appreciated. In response to this comment, all instances of “a 
MND” in Section 1.2, California Environmental Quality Act Compliance, of the 
MND have been revised to state “an MND.” It should be noted that this revision is 
contrary to the comment; “an MND” is grammatically correct due to the 
pronunciation of “MND” beginning with a vowel sound. 
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The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-15 In response to this comment, the operational and maintenance characteristics in 
Section 1.1.3.3 of the MND have been revised to include additional suggested 
maintenance activities. 

The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-16 Section 1.2, California Environmental Quality Act Compliance, discusses the 
project’s compliance with CEQA, as is the intent of the subsection. Any other 
applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and plans are described throughout the 
analysis as necessary to provide context to the reader.  

B-17 Comment noted and appreciated. The information regarding the City staff member 
responsible for the MND will be included in the public record and submittal package.  

B-18 The specific location for the suggested revision is unclear, therefore, no revision has been 
made. Please note that Section 1.1.2, Project Location and Setting, along with Figures 1-
3, provide specific details regarding the project’s location in relation to Salt Creek. 

B-19 Comment noted and appreciated. The City is required to provide sufficient evidence 
for the disclosure of a “No Impact” conclusion to agricultural and forestry resources. 
Therefore, the discussion provided in Section 3.2, Agricultural and Forestry 
Resources, of the Draft MND remains unchanged. 

B-20 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-5. The 
discussion presented in the Draft MND provides all information necessary to 
substantiate the significance conclusions of the environmental analysis and provide 
sufficient context to the reader.  

B-21 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-22 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 
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B-23 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-24 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-25 Section 3.4, Biological Resources, Threshold A, correctly provides analysis relevant 
to the potential impacts to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  

B-26 Comment noted and appreciated. Egrets, Canada geese, and herons, while potentially 
enjoyed by the public, are not special-status wildlife as defined under CEQA. 
Endangered, rare, or threatened species, as defined in CEQA Guideline 15380(b) (14 
CCR 15000 et seq.), are referred to as “special-status species” and include (1) 
endangered or threatened species recognized in the context of the California 
Endangered Species Act and the federal Endangered Species Act; (2) California 
Species of Special Concern and Watch List species, as designated by the CDFW; (3) 
mammals and birds that are Fully Protected species, as described in Fish and Game 
Code, Sections 4700 and 3511; (4) Birds of Conservation Concern, as designated by 
the USFWS; and (5) wildlife species that are “covered” under the Western Riverside 
County MSHCP.  

It would be incorrect to categorize these species as “special-status” in the MND as 
they are not afforded special-status protection under state and federal law. The 
protection of these species from project-related impacts would occur under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which protects nesting bird populations from 
construction-related impacts (please refer to mitigation measure MM-BIO-1).  

B-27 Comment noted and appreciated. The definition of edge effects presented in the Draft 
MND is consistent with the Final Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MHSCP), which defines an edge effect as a change in the 
"conditions or species composition within an otherwise uniform habitat as one 
approaches a boundary with a different habitat." Edge effects at the boundary 
between natural lands and human-occupied lands ("urban edge effects") arise due to 
human-related intrusions or construction-related impacts such as lighting, noise, 
invasive species, exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting, trapping, off-
road activities, dumping, construction-related dust and other forms of recreation and 
disturbance. The City acknowledges that the only possible edge effect, in the absence 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs), would be construction-related dust as crews 
establish a temporary work area to construct the bridge in the creek floodplain. 
Construction-related dust can adversely affect plant species not just on-site in the 
impact footprint but in off-site areas that aren’t directly impacted by the project.  
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B-28 Comment noted and appreciated. The impact analysis and recommended mitigation is 
intended to address the portion of Salt Creek within the project site that is directly 
impacted by the project. To state that the project has been designed to avoid direct, 
permanent impacts to the main, active low-flow channel and a majority of the active 
floodplain “in proximity to the project site” would be an incorrect representation of 
the impacts.  

B-29 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-27. 

B-30 Comment noted and appreciated. The distinction between on-site and off-site 
jurisdictional waters is necessary to demonstrate that indirect effects to off-site, as 
well as on-site, habitats outside of the work area would not be significantly impacted 
by the project. This distinction is retained in the Draft MND to show that the project 
would not adversely contribute to the degradation of jurisdictional waters both on-site 
and off-site. 

B-31 Comment noted and appreciated. Mitigation Banks and In-Lieu Fee Programs are 
generally the preferred mitigation option (by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) 
because they tend to consolidate financial and technical resources and they involve 
much more intensive strategic planning, design, and scientific expertise to ensure 
success. Additionally, mitigation banks and in-lieu fee programs help consolidate 
small, fragmented wetland mitigation projects into large contiguous sites that have 
much higher wildlife habitat values with a well-funded management source and 
resource agency oversight and regulation. The City is mitigating for temporary and 
permanent impacts through a combination of on-site restoration and the off-site 
purchase of credits at a 3:1 ratio. The increased ratio is intended to compensate for not 
only temporal loss but for the distance between the impact site and the in-lieu fee site.  

B-32 Comment noted and appreciated. The existing text sufficiently describes and 
discloses potential impacts to nesting and migratory birds.  

B-33 Comment noted and appreciated. The existing text sufficiently describes and 
discloses compliance with the MSHCP.  

B-34 In response to this comment, the formatting of text regarding Native American 
outreach and coordination has been revised. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
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significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-35 The text of Threshold A of Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of the MND is directly 
quoted from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The City appreciates the 
suggested revision regarding regulatory citations throughout the MND.  

B-36 In response to this comment, the grammatical error and characterization of seismic 
activity has been revised.  

The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-37 In response to this comment, the suggested subheading has been inserted into the 
discussion regarding climate background in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
of the MND. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-38 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20.  

B-39 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-40 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-41 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-42 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-20. 

B-43 Comment noted and appreciated.  The existing text in the Draft MND adequately 
characterizes and captures the extent of potential impacts.  
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B-44 Comment noted and appreciated. The existing text in the MND adequately answers 
the threshold question as it relates to reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  

B-45 Please refer to Response to Comment B-6. The existing analysis presented in the 
MND under Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Material, Threshold B, includes 
sufficient discussion regarding hazardous material safety and requirements during 
construction. Please note that the discussion refers the reader to Section 3.8, Hazards 
and Hazardous Material, Threshold A, which includes information regarding what 
type of plans and protocols required during construction of the proposed project. 

B-46 In response to this comment,  Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Threshold 
D, of the MND has been revised. 

 The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes and 
additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B-47 Comment noted and appreciated. Refer to Response to Comment B-3. 

B-48 Comment noted and appreciated. Refer to Response to Comment B-7. 

B-49 Comment noted and appreciated. The titles of each technical report provided as an 
appendix to the Draft MND clearly describe the contents of each report. Additionally, 
for each section of analysis that utilizes an appendix to support the analysis provides 
information necessary, including contents and methodology, from each appendix. 
Additionally, each appendix was made available for review during public review of 
the Draft MND.  

B-50 Comment noted and appreciated. Please refer to Response to Comment B-8. 
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Response to Comment Letter C 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Kris Flanigan 

Engineering Project Manager 
January 10, 2017 

C-1 Comment noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft MND. 

C-2 Comment noted. The City will provide all necessary documents for the encroachment 
permit application process to the Riverside county Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District) prior to any work within the District’s right-of-way.  

C-3 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2.  

C-4 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2. In response to this comment, mitigation 
measure MM-BIO-1 has been revised to extend nesting bird season from August 15th 
to August 31st.  

The City has made revisions and clarifications to the MND. These revisions to the 
Final MND are presented in strikeout-underline format. To the extent these changes 
and additions to the MND provide new information that may clarify or amplify 
information already found in the MND, and do not raise important new issues about 
significant effects on the environment, such changes are not considered a substantial 
revision as the term is used in Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

C-5 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2. The City will require a pre-construction 
survey for burrowing owls prior to the start of work within the District’s right-of-way.  

C-6 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2.  

C-7 The City will provide all necessary documents for any required revisions to 
applicable Flood Insurance Rate Maps for which the project is located in coordination 
with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  

C-8 Comment noted. This comment concludes the letter and does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the MND. 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
and 

INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 

TIME OF HEARING: 7:00 p.m. or as soon as possible thereafter. 
DATE OF HEARING: February 8, 2017 
PLACE OF HEARING: MENIFEE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

29714 HAUN ROAD 
MENIFEE, CA 92586 

 
A PUBLIC HEARING has been scheduled, pursuant to the City of Menifee Municipal Code, before the CITY OF 
MENIFEE PLANNING COMMISSION to consider the project shown below: 
 
Project Title: Bradley Road Bridge Project over Salt Creek Channel 
 
Project Location: The Bradley Road Bridge Project (proposed project) is located within the City of Menifee, County of 
Riverside, California. This segment of Bradley Road is located between Potomac Drive to the north and Rio Vista Drive to 
the south, though the limits of work would extend beyond these streets. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project Proposal: Bradley Road crosses Salt Creek in a north-to-south direction, generally at equal elevation to Salt 
Creek. Due to this design, Bradley Road is prone to flooding during rain events, which has historically presented hazards 
to motorists and resulted in the closure of the roadway. The City of Menifee (City) is proposing to replace the low-flow 
crossing with an all-weather crossing (bridge), effectively raising the roadway out of the floodplain. The proposed bridge 
would span approximately 335 feet across Salt Creek and would be approximately 64 feet wide. The bridge would have a 
12-foot median, two 12-foot travel lanes (one in each direction), 8-foot shoulders on both sides (which serve as 
Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV)/Class II bicycle lanes), and 5-foot pedestrian sidewalks on both sides with tubular 
hand railings. The bridge would consist of a three-span cast-in-place post-tensioned concrete box girders supported by 
two intermediate piers consisting of three columns each (six columns total), and two open ended abutments. The two 
bridge abutments would be constructed north of the Rio Vista Drive intersection and south of the Potomac Drive 
intersection. The existing dual pipe culvert would be removed. The bridge would be raised approximately 12 feet above 
Salt Creek at the bridge’s highest point. Shielded, downward facing lighting would be installed along the length of the 
bridge. 
 
The project is being funded by the City with no federal funding involved. 
 



 

 

Environmental Information: The City of Menifee Community Development Department has determined that the above 
project will not have a significant effect on the environment and has recommended adoption of a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. The Menifee Planning Commission will consider the proposed project and the proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, at the public hearing.  In addition, the project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (California Department of Toxic Substances Control list of 
various hazardous sites). 
 
The Initial Study (with Proposed) Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was circulated for public review from 
December 12, 2016 to January 11, 2017. The document was made available for review at the City of Menifee City Hall 
Front Counter, Paloma Valley Library, and Sun City Library. The document was also made available on the City’s website 
online. Notices regarding the document availability were published in the Press Enterprise and PE online (the Press 
Enterprise website) on December 12, 2016.  A total of three comment letters/emails were received during the availability 
period for the Draft IS/MND. 
 
Any person wishing to comment on the proposed project may do so in writing between the date of this notice 
and the public hearing; or, may appear and be heard at the time and place noted above.  All comments must be 
received prior to the time of the public hearing.  All such comments will be submitted to the Planning 
Commission, and the Planning Commission will consider such comments, in addition to any oral testimony, 
before making a decision on the proposed project. 
 
If this project is challenged in court, the issues raised in court may be limited to those raised at the public 
hearing, described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior 
to, the public hearing.  Be advised that as a result of public hearings and comment, the Planning Commission 
may amend, in whole or in part, the proposed project.  Accordingly, the designations, development standards, 
design or improvements, or any properties or lands within the boundaries of the proposed project, may be 
changed in a way other than specifically proposed. 
 
For further information regarding this project, please contact Carlos E. Geronimo, at (951) 672-6777 or e-mail 
cgeronimo@cityofmenifee.usmailto:rbrady@cityofmenifee.usmailto:rfowler@cityofmenifee.us, or go to the City of 
Menifee’s agenda web page at http://www.cityofmenifee.us. 
 
The case file for the proposed project may be viewed Monday through Friday, from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. at the 
Community Development Department office, located at 29714 Haun Road, Menifee, CA 92586. 
 
Please send all written correspondence to: 
 
CITY OF MENIFEE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
Attn:  Carlos E. Geronimo, Senior Civil Engineer. 
29714 Haun Road 
Menifee, CA 92586

mailto:cgeronimo@cityofmenifee.us
mailto:cgeronimo@cityofmenifee.us
mailto:rfowler@cityofmenifee.us
http://www.cityofmenifee.us/
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