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Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

PROJECT NAME: Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project
PROJECT LOCATION: 1400 East Arrow Highway, Upland, CA 91786
APN: 1046-481-14-0000

PROJECT APPLICANT: Century Communities

4695 MacArthur Court, Suite 300
Newport Beach, California 92660

LEAD AGENCY: The City of Upland
460 N. Euclid Ave
Upland, California 91786
Joshua Winter, Senior Planner
Phone: (909) 931-4143

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2022070071

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: July 5 to August 4, 2022

A Draft Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Rose Glen Specific Plan
Residential Project (project) was prepared and circulated for a 30-day public review period beginning on
July 5, 2022 and ending on August 4, 2022. This Final IS/MND has been prepared in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines. The purpose
of the Final IS/MND is to provide the decision-making body of the lead agency, in this case the City of
Upland (City), public and quasi-public agencies and groups, and members of the public, environmental
impact information relative to the proposed project. The City will consider the information contained in
this Final IS/MND prior to approving the project.

The Final IS/MND includes the revised Draft IS/MND, technical appendices, and copies of the public
letters commenting on the Draft IS/MND and the City’s responses (Appendix H), as well as the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP; Appendix I). All comments received on the Draft
IS/MND during the public review period have been humbered and the City has provided a written
response to each numbered comment, as presented in Appendix H of the Final IS/MND.

During the public review period, Tribal Consultation conducted pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 continued
for the project. The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN), formerly referred to as San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians, requested changes to the document and the proposed mitigation to reflect
YSMN’s name change. These changes are reflected in Section 1.1.11, Section 2.V, and Section 2.XVII of
the Final IS/MND, as well as the Cultural Resources Assessment (Appendix B). Additionally, clarifying
language was added to Mitigation Measure CUL-1, to detail the process of the development of a Cultural
Resource Management Plan (CRMP) in partnership with the Consulting Tribes. Finally, organizational
changes were made to the tribal cultural resources mitigation measures, organizing them by Tribe, and
transmuting them from Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR)-1 though TCR-6 to TCR-1 though TCR-3 as
reflected in the Final IS/MND. Aside from the changing of YSMN’s name, no changes have been made to
the TCR mitigation, and all requested language remains intact.
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Revisions or Clarifications to the Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project

Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft IS/MND, a revision was made to the project description for
the Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project. Where the Draft IS/MND stated that the homes would
range from 1,441 to 1,725 square feet (sf) in size, the Final IS/MND has been updated to reflect the
current project plans, which state that the homes would range from 1,441 to 1,725 sf. This change is
reflected on page one of the Final IS/MND, in the first paragraph under Section 9, Description of Project.
The analysis presented in the Draft IS/MND was reviewed against the change in dwelling unit size; no
revisions or clarifications to the technical reports or analysis presented in the Draft IS/MND has been
made, since the range in dwelling unit sizes was not relevant to the technical analyses or impact
evaluations.

In accordance with CEQA Section 15073.5(c)(4), the addition of new information that clarifies, amplifies,
or makes insignificant modifications does not require recirculation as there are no new impacts and no
new mitigation identified. An environmental document need only be recirculated when there is the
identification of new significant environmental impacts, or the addition of a new mitigation measure
required to avoid a significant environmental impact. The text modifications within the final
environmental document do not affect the environmental analysis or conclusions of the IS/MND.
Revisions to the Draft IS/MND are reflected in a strikeout/underline format to signify deletions and
insertions in the Final IS/MND text.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Initial Study Information Sheet
1. Project title: Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project
2. Lead agency name and address: The City of Upland

460 N. Euclid Ave,
Upland, California 91786

3. Contact person and phone number: Contact: Joshua Winter, Senior Planner
Phone: (909) 931-4143

4. Project location: 1400 East Arrow Highway
Upland, CA 91786

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: Century Communities
4695 MacArthur Court, Suite 300
Newport Beach, California 92660

6. General Plan designation: Light Industrial/Business Park (LI-BP)
7. Zoning designation: Light Industrial (LI)
8. Surrounding land uses and setting:

The Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project (herein referred to as project or proposed project) is
located in the southeast portion of the City of Upland (City) in the southwest region of San Bernardino
County, approximately 46 miles east of the Pacific Ocean (see Figure 1, Regional Location). The
proposed project is located in a developed area on the southern side of East Arrow Highway at

1400 East Arrow Highway, as shown on Figure 2, Project Vicinity (Aerial Photograph). The 4.84-acre
parcel is currently operating as a lumber yard. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) is 1046-481-14-0000.
The site is currently accessible via two driveways along East Arrow Highway at the north end of the
property. The project site is bordered by East Arrow Highway and R.F. White Trucking and Gas to the
north, single-family residences to the south, Olivewood Drive and single-family residences in the
Grovelands subdivision to the east, and Cherokee Wood Products retail warehouse to the west.

9. Description of Project

The proposed project is the construction of 64 two-story single family detached residential homes on
4.84 acres, for an overall density of 13.2 dwelling unit (du)/acre (see Figure 3, Site Plan). The homes,
which will be designed in the Italianate, Spanish Colonial and Santa Barbara architectural style will range
from 1,441- to 1,7254;544+te-1;547-square feet (sf) and extend to a maximum height of 35 feet.
Additional project features include 8,904 sf of common open space that would support open
lawn/recreation play areas, play equipment, tot lot, picnic tables, fitness stations, barbecues, and
benches. Additional smaller landscaped common open space areas would also be provided throughout,
including dog stations and an emergency access point along North 14" Avenue. Parking would be
accommodated through the provision of private spaces in the attached two-car garages (for a total of
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128 spaces) and an additional 0.5 space per unit (49 spaces) guest spaces that would be distributed
through the project site. The existing ten-foot block wall that separates the project site from the
residential land uses to the east would remain and be painted. Additionally, a minimum 6-foot-high
sound wall is proposed along the westerly side of the project and the existing walls along the project’s
eastern and southern perimeter would remain.

Site access would be via a gated pass-through entry lane for residences with a separate lane for guests
along Arrow Highway. A secondary gated emergency access only would be provided along North

14" Avenue. A network of internal private streets with 24-foot right of way would provide access to the
individual homes. Internal streets would be privately owned and maintained. Pedestrian connectivity is
a major goal within the project and pedestrian connections are provided through sidewalks on both
sides of all streets and within the recreation areas. The project would also include stamped pavers
throughout the drive aisles to demarcate walking paths in areas where there are no sidewalks. Baluster
lighting would be provided throughout the site, promoting pedestrian connectivity by enhancing safety
and navigation.

Utility infrastructure improvements and connections would also occur to accommodate site
development. An existing six-inch water line on site would be removed and realigned with an eight-inch
water line lateral connection to East Arrow Highway. If fire flow requirements are not met, a secondary
lateral connection to the existing 8-inch water line in the adjacent property may be needed to complete
the internal loop system. Wastewater discharges from the site would occur through internal sewer
mains connecting to an existing eight-inch sewer line in North 14™ Avenue. An existing eight-inch sewer
line would be abandoned and a new eight-inch sewer line would be rerouted through the site. The
project would decrease the area of impervious surfaces in relation to the existing site conditions and
would incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the collection and treatment of storm water
as part of an overall low-impact development (LID) concept. The on-site storm system would convey
runoff through the street curbs and two catch basins to a 3,300-sf underground vault system to infiltrate
on site. Any high flows would be conveyed through a new off-site proposed system from the site
through North 14" Avenue and 9% Street and connect to an existing San Bernardino County Flood
Control District structure at Bodenhamer Street. Additionally, the existing overhead electrical lines that
traverse the property would be undergrounded and other local connections would occur to municipal
infrastructure.

Demolition of the existing structures would begin in January 2023, with site preparation and grading
occurring shortly thereafter. In all, 5,000 sf of structures would be demolished along with 213,444 sf of
asphalt that would be hauled from the site. In addition, 2,727 cubic yards of imported soil would be
hauled to the site. Construction of the homes is slated to begin in July 2023 with construction completed
in December 2024. The project also would include the geotechnical recommendations that are designed
to meet the standards set forth in the California Building Code (CBC) as project design features.

To accommodate the residences, the project would require a General Plan land use amendment and a
zone change from the current Light Industrial/Business Park designation and Light Industrial Zoning to
Specific Plan.
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10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement):

The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) is responsible for approving the Notice
of Intent and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the requirements of
the most recent National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction
Activities Permit.

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.17 If so, has this
consultation begun?

The City sent letters to 11 Native American tribes (Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation_[Kizh
Nation], Gabrieleno/Tongva, San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California
Tribal Council, Gabrielino/Tongva Nation, Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe, Morongo Band of Mission Indians,
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation [Quechan Tribe], Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation
[YSMN] formerly referred to as San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, Santa Rosa Band of Mission

Indians, Serrano Nation of Mission Indians, and Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians [Soboba]) on January
25, 2022, initiating Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18 consultation. Additional details on tribal
consultation and other coordination conducted for the project are provided in Sections V, Cultural
Resources, and XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources.
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1.2 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” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

L] Aesthetics [ Agriculture/Forestry Resources | [1 Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy
[J Geology/Soils 1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions [1 Hazards/Hazardous
Materials
[J Hydrology/Water Quality | l |ang Use/Planning [J Mineral Resources
B Noise and Vibration ] Population/Housing L] Public Services
Recreation L] Transportation/Traffic B Tribal Cultural Resources
[ Utilities/Service Systems 1 wildfire B Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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1.3

Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

0

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

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

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
environmental impact report is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potential impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect |) 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.

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

Q/ 5)15 2022

Signa Date
shtia Winter, Senior Planner

Printed Name For
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2.0

ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

The lead agency has defined the column headings in the environmental checklist as follows:

A.

“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.

“Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the inclusion of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant
Impact.” All mitigation measures are described, including a brief explanation of how the
measures reduce the effect to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures from earlier
analyses may be cross-referenced.

“Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project does not create an impact that exceeds
a stated significance threshold.

“No Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. “No Impact”
answers do not require an explanation if they are adequately supported by the information
sources cited by the lead agency which 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 would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific
screening analysis).

The explanation of each issue identifies the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each
guestion; and the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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 [CEQA Guidelines Section
15063(c)(3)(D)]. Where appropriate, the discussion identifies the following:

a)

b)

Earlier Analyses Used. Identifies where earlier analyses are available for review.

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

Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,”
describes the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
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Aesthetics
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
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 L] ] ] |
within a state scenic highway?

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

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

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

No Impact. A scenic vista is generally defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly
valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. Scenic vistas are commonly identified in local
planning documents but can also include public viewpoints not identified within an adopted regulatory
document. There are no scenic views or vistas located within the City that are designated by the City’s
General Plan. The project site is located in the southeastern portion of the City and according to the
City’s General Plan EIR, views of natural visual resources from the southern portion of the City are
limited and partially obstructed due to their distance from the northern mountain range, lower
topography, and built-out nature of the southern area, as well as the density and orientation of the
existing buildings and structures (City 2015b). However, it further notes that projects should be
evaluated in relation to potential impacts associated with increased heights. The current zoning, LI,
allows for structures to extend to a height of 40 feet; the proposed residences would not exceed a
height of 35 feet; therefore, the project would not introduce new structures of greater height than
currently allowed that could potentially obstruct distant mountain views. Regardless, the project site is
located in a developed area in the southern portion of the City and is not located within the vicinity of a
scenic vista. Impacts to a scenic vista would not occur.

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

No Impact. There are no designated or eligible state scenic highways located within the City (California
Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2021). The nearest officially designated state scenic highway is
a segment of State Route (SR) 91 near the City of Anaheim, approximately 18 miles southwest of the
project site. The nearest eligible state scenic highway is a segment of SR 142 near Chino Hills State Park,
approximately 10 miles southwest of the project site. Therefore, the project would not substantially
damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway. No impacts would occur.
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c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings. (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If
the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

No Impact. Public Resources Code 21071 defines the term “urbanized area” for the purpose of CEQA to
mean an incorporated city that has a population of at least 100,000 persons or has a population of less
than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not more than two contiguous incorporated
cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons. U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census
(U.S. Census Bureau) data from 2021 indicates that the City has a population of 79,040 and the adjacent
City of Rancho Cucamonga has a population of 174,453 (U.S. Census Bureau 2021). The project site is
within an urbanized area and therefore, is evaluated relative to applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality.

The project site is currently developed as a lumber yard, and there are no valuable public views at or
near the project site. Surrounding land uses include a truck stop and gas station to the north, residential
land uses to the south and east, and a retail lumber sales warehouse to the west. Implementation of the
project would include the construction of 64 two-story single family detached residential homes that
would be designed in the Italianate/Spanish Colonial/Santa Barbara architectural style and would
complement the visual character of the surrounding residential neighborhoods to the south and east.
The project also includes landscaping and 8,904 sf of common open space, including open
lawn/recreation play areas, tot lot, play equipment, fitness stations, picnic tables, barbecues, and
benches. Additionally, the area provided for emergency access along North 14" Avenue would also be
landscaped. These landscaped features would enhance the visual quality of the site over the existing
light industrial conditions associated with the lumber yard.

The project site is currently zoned as LI and would require a zone change for residential land uses.
However, the LI zone is not intended for the protection of scenic resources, nor are there any other land
use regulations that govern scenic quality that apply to the project site (i.e., scenic corridor, scenic
overlay zone, etc.).

Overall, the project would enhance the current environment by unifying land uses to the south and east
and providing ornamental streetscaping and landscaping along the project frontage. The project’s
streetscape would include walkways and streetlights as well.

Therefore, the project would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the
site and its surroundings. No impact would occur.

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

Less than Significant Impact. There are two primary sources of light: light emanating from building
interiors that passes through windows and light from exterior sources (e.g., street lighting, parking lot
lighting, building illumination, security lighting, and landscape lighting). The introduction of light can be
a nuisance by affecting adjacent areas and diminishing the view of the clear sky depending on the
location of the light sources and its proximity to nearby light-sensitive areas.

The project site is located in an area that is developed primarily with residential and commercial/light
industrial uses. The existing light sources in the project area include building lights, streetlights,
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navigational lighting along pedestrian walkways (baluster lights), and security lights. The residential
lighting introduced with the project would be similar to the existing residential lighting in surrounding
neighborhoods.

Presently, there are multiple security lights located on the project site as part of the lumber yard. The
proposed project would introduce residential lighting, such as security or ambiance lighting as well as
light casted from the interior of the homes. Additional new project-related light sources include street,
entry way, common area/recreational space lighting and light from traffic. This introduction of new
sources of light would be different in relation to existing conditions; however, proposed lighting would
be required to conform to the CBC, as well as the City’s Municipal Code (UMC) Chapter 17.14, Outdoor
Lighting, which establishes minimum requirements for outdoor lighting in order to reduce light trespass
and glare and protect the health, property, and well-being of residents and visitors. Such adherence
would require that any outdoor lighting over 750 lumens would be shielded so that no direct light falls
outside the property line or public right-of-way and would require a zero measurable foot-candle power
at the property line. Additionally, the proposed lighting would be similar to the existing lighting in the
adjacent residential neighborhoods and would not introduce any new and unique sources of light that
would be substantial in relation to the existing lighting characteristics of the project area. Therefore, due
to the type of lighting and with the required regulatory compliance the project would not create a new
source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area
impacts related to lighting. Impacts would be less than significant.

Glare impacts can occur because of artificial light or sunlight reflecting off a surface. Glare can create
discomfort or present safety concerns. The project involves the construction of single-family residences
that would primarily consist of architectural elements such as stucco facades, wood, and brick that are
not sources of glare. Glass would be used in small amounts and would be limited to windows and doors,
typical of residential construction; no other highly reflective surfaces would be provided. The extent and
surface area of glass on the homes would not be at a scale to generate adverse glare effects. Impacts
would be less than significant.

I. Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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? [ [ [ u

c¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section |
2220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code ] ] ] [ |
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use? L] L] L] u
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

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?

No Impact. The project is in an urbanized area where there is no farmland or agricultural resources.
According to the California Department of Conservation’s (DOC) San Bernardino County Important
Farmland 2016 map, the project site and surrounding area is classified as “Urban and Built-Up Land,”
which is land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, or
approximately 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel and does not contain agricultural uses or areas
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (DOC 2016).
Further, according to the General Plan EIR, there is no land designated as Farmland of Statewide
Importance within the City’s jurisdiction and there is only 10 acres of Prime Farmland and 17 acres of
Unique Farmland, that are located in the western and northeastern portion of the City (City 2015b). As
such, the proposed project would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. No impacts would occur.

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

No Impact. The Williamson Act applies to parcels within an established agricultural preserve consisting
of at least 20 acres of Prime Farmland or at least 40 acres of land not designated as Prime Farmland. The
purpose of the act is to preserve agriculture and open space lands by discouraging premature and
unnecessary conversion to urban uses. The Williamson Act enables local governments to enter into
contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting specific parcels of land for use as
agricultural or related open space.

The project site is not zoned for agricultural use. Additionally, it is not within an established agricultural
preserve consisting of at least 20 acres of Prime Farmland or at least 40 acres of land not designated as
Prime Farmland, so it would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract. The project area is classified as
“Urban and Built-Up Land” by the DOC, where the Williamson Act does not enforce development
restrictions (DOC 2016). Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impacts would occur.

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

No Impact. Forest land is land that can support ten-percent native tree cover of any species, including
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resources,
including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public
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benefits. Riparian habitat can be considered forest land if it meets these criteria. The project site is
within an urban setting and supports a lumber yard. According to the General Plan EIR there are no
existing forest lands within the City and there are small patches of riparian habitat located near the San
Antonio and Cucamonga Creek drainages, neither of which is within the vicinity of the project site

(City 2015b).

Timberland is land, other than land owned by the Federal government and designated by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire (CAL FIRE) Board of Forestry as experimental forest land, which is
available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of a commercial species used to produce lumber
and other forest products, including Christmas trees. There are no existing timberlands within the City.
Additionally, a timberland production zone or timberland preserve zone is an area that is zoned and
devoted to and used for growing and harvesting timber, or for growing and harvesting timber and
compatible uses. There is no timberland-related zoning within the City. No impacts would occur.

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

No Impact. The proposed project is in an urbanized area where there are no forestry resources. The
project location is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” by the DOC (DOC 2016). Please see item Il ¢)
above. No impact would occur.

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

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact on agriculture and/or
forestry resources. The project location is classified as “Urban and Built-Up Land,” which does not
contain any agricultural uses or areas designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (DOC 2016). Furthermore, there are no Williamson Act contracts or forest lands in
the project area. Implementation of the proposed project would not involve changes to the existing
environment or result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest
use. Please see items Il a) through Il d). No impact would occur.

[I. Air Quality
. o . . Less Than
Where available, the significance criteria established by the Significant
applicable air quality management or air pollution control Potentially with Less Than
district may be relied upon to make the following Significant Mitigation Significant No
determinations. Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable n H ] m

air quality plan?

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

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? [ [ [
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) H H - u

adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

11
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HELIX Environmental Planning (HELIX) prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical
Report for the project in November 2021 (HELIX 2021b), which is included in its entirety as Appendix A
of this IS/MND, the results of which are summarized below.

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

No Impact. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional planning agency
for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties, and addresses
regional issues relating to transportation, economy, community development, and environment. With
regard to air quality planning, SCAG has prepared the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), a long-range transportation plan that uses growth forecasts to project
trends out over a 20-year period to identify regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs.
These growth forecasts form the basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP). These documents are utilized in the preparation of the air quality
forecasts and consistency analysis included in the AQMP. Both the RTP/SCS and AQMP are based, in
part, on projections originating with County and City General Plans.!

The project site is designated as LI-BP in the General Plan and is zoned as LI; the project would require a
General Plan Amendment and zone change to Specific Plan.

The City has recognized the potential for the project site to accommodate residential land uses as is
demonstrated in the parcel specific analysis of potential housing sites that the City prepared to identify
underutilized sites designated for residential or mixed-use development to meet the Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) targets for the 2021-2029 planning period. This analysis, which is also
included as Appendix B to the City’s General Plan Housing Element Update, did not allocate a residential
density to the site, but did identify the parcel as suitable for residential development (City 2021).2

Specifically, the RHNA for the 2021-2029 planning period assigned Upland a new housing need of
5,686 units. As stated in the Housing Element Update, to address the current shortfall in capacity for
potential housing development the City will process zoning amendments for sufficient sites with
appropriate densities during 2022-2024 to fully accommodate the City’s remaining housing need.
Rezoned sites will be selected from the candidate sites as identified in the parcel specific analysis and
will comply with the requirements of Government Code §65583.2(h) and (i), that outlines the
stipulations for suitable housing sites.

By developing an underutilized site and helping the City meet its housing needs, the project would be
consistent with the growth assumption used to develop the region’s AQMP. As such, residential growth
in the City as a result of the project, and the related changes in regional emissions, are accounted for in
the AQMP, which is crafted to bring the basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants. Additionally, as
detailed in item Il b), below, the project would not result in any construction or operational period
emissions in exceedance of established thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. No impact would occur.

1 SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning organization for the southern California region.

2 The City’s General Plan Housing Element, prepared in September 2021 is undergoing the approval and adoption process. As
part of the Housing Element, the City is required to plan for new housing to accommodate its share of regional needs. The
RHNA is the process established in State law by which housing needs are determined.

12
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b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less than Significant Impact. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The
nonattainment status of regional pollutants is a result of past and present development within the
South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), the air basin in which the project is located. The region is a federal and/or
state nonattainment area for ozone, particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PMyc) and
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM35s). In accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064(h)(3), the regulating agency, the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD) approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of
ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the federal and State Clean Air
Acts. If a project conflicts with the AQMP, which is intended to bring the SCAB into attainment for all
criteria pollutants, that project can be considered cumulatively considerable. Additionally, if the mass
regional emissions calculated for a project exceed the applicable SCAQMD daily significance thresholds
that are designed to assist the region in attaining the applicable state and national ambient air quality
standards, that project can be considered cumulatively considerable. As discussed in item Il a), above,
the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP.

The project would generate criteria pollutants and precursors in the short-term during construction and
the long-term during operation. To determine whether a project would result in cumulatively
considerable emissions that would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation, a project’s emissions are evaluated based on the quantitative
emission thresholds established by the SCAQMD, as discussed for the construction and operational
phases below.

Construction

The project’s construction emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod model. Additional details of
phasing, selection of construction equipment, and other input parameters, including CalEEMod data, are
included in Appendix A.

The results of the calculations for project construction are shown in Table 1, Unmitigated Daily
Construction Emissions. The data are presented as the maximum anticipated daily emissions for
comparison with the SCAQMD thresholds.

13
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Table 1

DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Phase ROG NOx co SOx PM3o PM,s
(lbs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (lbs/day) | (lbs/day) | (lbs/day) | (lbs/day)

Demolition 2.33 21.70 20.16 0.04 1.34 1.00
Site Preparation 2.73 27.57 18.80 0.04 10.31 5.77
Grading 1.80 19.77 15.74 0.04 4.43 2.39
Underground Utilities 0.48 461 6.92 0.01 0.32 0.23
Paving 1.16 8.84 12.81 0.02 0.66 0.46
Building Construction 1.86 15.19 18.74 0.04 1.62 0.91
Architectural Coatings 5.10 1.25 2.22 <0.01 0.22 0.10
Maximum Daily Emissions'? 6.84 27.57 20.72 0.04 10.31 5.77
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod; USEPA AP-42 (output data is provided in Appendix A)

1

2 Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Ibs/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides;
PMjg = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM; s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter

Maximum daily emissions of ROG and CO would occur during concurrent building construction and architectural coatings.

As shown in Table 1, project emissions during construction would not exceed the daily thresholds set by
the SCAQMD.

Operation

The project’s operational emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod model and model outputs are

provided in Appendix A. Table 2, Daily Operational Emissions, presents the summary of operational
emissions for the project. The data are presented as the maximum anticipated daily emissions for
comparison with the SCAQMD thresholds.

Table 2

DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

A ROG NOx co SOx PMyo PM;s
(Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (lbs/day) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day)
Area 1.59 0.06 5.36 <0.01 0.03 0.03
Energy 0.04 0.35 0.15 <0.01 0.03 0.03
Mobile 1.50 2.02 14.63 0.03 3.46 0.94
Maximum Daily Emissions! 3.13 243 20.14 0.04 3.52 1.00
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod (output data is provided in Appendix A)
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Ibs/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SO, = sulfur dioxide;
PMy = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM, s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter

As shown in Table 2, project emissions during operation would not exceed the daily thresholds set by

the SCAQMD.
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As demonstrated in Tables 1 and 2, construction and operation of the project would not result in criteria
pollutant and precursor pollutant emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds;
impacts would be less than significant.

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. Sensitive populations (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or
chronically ill people) are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than are the general
population. Land uses that are considered sensitive receptors typically include residences, schools,
playgrounds, childcare centers, hospitals, convalescent homes, and retirement homes. The closest
existing sensitive receptors to the project site are the single-family residences located adjacent to the
project’s southern and eastern boundaries. An analysis of the project’s potential to expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants during construction and operation is provided below

Construction
Criteria Pollutants

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily construction emissions were evaluated at sensitive
receptor locations potentially impacted by the project according to the SCAQMD’s local significance
threshold (LST) method.? The proposed project is within source receptor area (SRA) 32, Northwest San
Bernardino Valley. Consistent with the LST guidelines, when quantifying mass emissions for localized
analysis, only emissions that occur on site are considered. Emissions related to off-site delivery/haul
truck activity and construction worker trips are not considered in the evaluation of construction-related
localized impacts, as these do not contribute to emissions generated on a project site. The closest
sensitive receptors are residences adjacent to the southern and eastern boundaries of the project site.
Table 3, Maximum Localized Daily Construction Emissions, shows the localized construction emissions.

3 SCAQMD has developed a LST methodology and mass rate look-up table by source receptor area (SRA) that can be used by

public agencies to determine whether a project may generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts. LSTs represent
the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard; they are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for
each SRA (SCAQMD 2009).
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Table 3

MAXIMUM LOCALIZED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Activity NOX CO PM]O PM2_5
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)

Demolition 21.48 19.64 1.15 0.95
Site Preparation 27.52 18.24 10.11 5.71
Grading 17.94 14.75 3.97 2.26
Underground Utilities 4.59 6.67 0.23 0.21
Paving 8.79 12.19 0.44 0.40
Building Construction 14.38 16.24 0.70 0.66
Architectural Coatings 1.22 1.81 0.06 0.06
Maximum Daily Emissions 27.52 19.64 10.11 5.71
SCAQMD LST Thresholds 270 2,193 16 9
Exceed LST? No No No No

Source: CalEEMod (output data is provided in Appendix A)
Ibs/day = pounds per day; NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; PM, = particulate matter 10 microns or less
in diameter; PM, 5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter

As shown in Table 3, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants would remain below their respective
SCAQMD LSTs. Therefore, construction of the project would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors
to substantial localized concentrations of criteria pollutants and precursors.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Implementation of the project would result in the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, haul
trucks, on-site generators, and construction worker vehicles. These vehicles and equipment could
generate the toxic air contaminants (TAC) and diesel particulate matter (DPM). Generation of DPM from
construction projects typically occurs in a localized area (e.g., at the project site) for a short period of
time. Because construction activities and subsequent emissions vary depending on the phase of
construction (e.g., grading, building construction), the construction-related emissions to which nearby
receptors are exposed to would also vary throughout the construction period. During some equipment-
intensive phases such as grading, construction-related emissions would be higher than other less
equipment-intensive phases such as building construction. Concentrations of mobile-source DPM
emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at approximately 500 feet (California Air Resources Board
[CARB] 2005).

The dose of TAC to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk.
Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance in the environment and the extent of exposure a
person has with the substance; a longer exposure period to a fixed quantity of emissions would result in
higher health risks. Current models and methodologies for conducting cancer health risk assessments
are associated with longer-term exposure periods (typically 30 years for individual residents) and are
best suited for evaluation of long duration TAC emissions with predictable schedules and locations.
These assessment models and methodologies do not correlate well with the temporary and highly
variable nature of construction activities. Cancer potency factors are based on animal lifetime studies or
worker studies where there is long-term exposure to the carcinogenic agent. There is considerable
uncertainty in trying to evaluate the cancer risk from projects that will only last a small fraction of a
lifetime (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment [OEHHA] 2015). Considering this
information, the highly dispersive nature of DPM, and the fact that construction activities would occur at
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various locations throughout the project site, it is not anticipated that construction of the project would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial DPM concentrations.

Operational Activities

CO Hotspots

Vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO. In an urban setting, the highest CO concentrations are
generally found within close proximity to congested intersections. Under typical meteorological
conditions, CO concentrations tend to decrease as distance from the emissions source (i.e., congested
intersection) increase. Project-generated traffic has the potential of contributing to localized “hot spots”
of CO off-site. Because CO is a byproduct of incomplete combustion, exhaust emissions are worse when
fossil-fueled vehicles are operated inefficiently, such as in stop-and-go traffic or through heavily
congested intersections, where the level of service (LOS) is severely degraded.

CARB recommends evaluation of the potential for the formation of locally high concentrations of CO,
known as CO hot spots. A CO hot spot is a localized concentration of CO that is above the state or
national 1-hour or 8-hour CO ambient air standards. To verify that the project would not cause or
contribute to a violation of the 1-hour and 8-hour CO standards, an evaluation of the potential for CO
hot spots at nearby intersections was conducted.

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (Kimley-Horn 2021) evaluated whether there would be a change in the
LOS at the intersections affected by the proposed project. In accordance with the Transportation
Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, CO hot spots are typically evaluated when: (a) the LOS of an
intersection decreases to a LOS E or worse because of the project; (b) signalization and/or
channelization is added to an intersection; and (c) sensitive receptors such as residences, schools,
hospitals, etc., are located in the vicinity of the affected intersection or roadway segment (Caltrans
1998).

According to the TIA, all of the analyzed intersections are forecast to operate at LOS C or better in the
project opening year condition, without implementation of the project. Implementation of the project
would not result in the LOS of any of the analyzed intersections degrading (Kimley-Horn 2021).
Therefore, consistent with the CO Protocol, operation of the project would not result in exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial localized CO concentrations.

New Sensitive Receptors

As a residential development, the project would site new sensitive receptors. The CARB siting
recommendations within the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook suggest a detailed health risk
assessment should be conducted for proposed sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of a warehouse
distribution center, within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a facility with a throughput of

3.6 million gallons per year or greater), 50 feet of a typical gas dispensing facilities or within 300 feet of a
dry cleaning facility that uses perchloroethylene among other siting recommendations (CARB 2005).
There are no facilities of this type within 1,000 feet of the project site. In addition, the closest high-
volume roadway (more than 10,000 average daily traffic [ADT]) would be Interstate 10, approximately
0.9 miles southwest of the project site. Therefore, future project residents would not be exposed to
substantial concentrations of TACs.
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Implementation of the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses
associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing
plants, chemical plants, composting activities, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding
operations (SCAQMD 1993). The project, involving a residential development, would not include any of
these uses nor are there any of these land uses in the project vicinity.

Emissions from construction equipment, such as diesel exhaust, and volatile organic compounds from
architectural coatings and paving activities may generate odors; however, these odors would be
temporary, intermittent, and not expected to affect a substantial number of people. Additionally,
noxious odors would be confined to the immediate vicinity of construction equipment. By the time such
emissions reach any sensitive receptor sites, they would be diluted to well below any level of air quality
concern. Furthermore, short-term construction-related odors are expected to cease upon the drying or
hardening of the odor-producing materials. Long-term operation of the project would not be a
substantial source of objectionable odors. Therefore, the project would not create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. Impacts would be less than significant.

IVV.  Biological Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or

regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California ] ] ] [ |
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, n H ] m

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 H n ] u
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?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

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

No Impact. The project site is completely developed as a lumber yard, and almost all areas of the site
are paved. The only vegetation located on the project site is a small strip of ornamental, landscaped
grass along East Arrow Highway, which does not serve as suitable habitat for candidate, sensitive, or
special status species. Also, there are no trees on site that could serve as nesting habitat for sensitive
raptors protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) or California Fish and Game Code. No
impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status species would occur.

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

No Impact. According to the General Plan EIR, within the City, riparian habitat and Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub that is considered a sensitive natural community, occurs along the San Antonio and
Cucamonga drainages, the closest of which is the Cucamonga Creek, greater than a half mile east of the
project site (City 2015b) The project site is completely developed as a lumber yard, and all areas on the
site, other than one small strip of landscaped grass, are paved. As such, the site does not support
sensitive or riparian habitat. No impacts would occur.

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

No Impact. According to the General Plan EIR, although dry most of the year, some wetland habitat is
present in San Antonio and Cucamonga Creeks. Additionally, small patches of wetlands are associated
with flood control facilities, aggregate mining operations, agricultural areas, and earthen channels (City
2015b). The project site does not support any of these features. The project site is completely developed
as an operating lumber yard, and all areas on the site, other than one small strip of landscaped grass,
are paved. No federally protected wetlands are present within or adjacent to the project site. No
impacts would occur.
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

No Impact. Wildlife corridors are areas that allow wildlife room to roam for access to food, territory, and
mating. A broad range of habitat is necessary for the dispersal of plants and animals to ensure the
viability of such corridors. The project site is located within an urbanized area that does not contain any
of the elements of a wildlife corridor. The project site is currently developed as a lumber yard and is
completely paved with the exception of an area of ornamental landscaping. The surrounding area is also
developed with a variety of urban uses and supports infrastructure such as multi lane roadways that
deter the safe movement of wildlife. Further, the General Plan EIR notes that due to the high degree of
urbanization within City limits, no significant wildlife corridors are present within the City limits or
sphere of influence (City 2015b). As such, the proposed project would not interfere with the movement
of fish or wildlife and would not affect wildlife corridors. No impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not involve the removal of trees from the site, and therefore
would not conflict with a tree preservation policy or ordinance. As discussed above, the project site is
developed as a lumber yard and is fully paved, with the exception of a small strip of landscaped grass
along East Arrow Highway. The project site does not include bodies of water, wetlands, or vegetation
that would support candidate, sensitive, or special status species. Implementation of the project would
not adversely impact biological resources, and therefore would not conflict with local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources. No impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The project site is completely developed as a lumber yard and is in urban area. The project
site does not include bodies of water, wetlands, or vegetation that would support candidate, sensitive,
or special status species. Additionally, as discussed in the City’s General Plan EIR, the City is not located
within jurisdiction of a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan (City 2015b).
Therefore, the project would not 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 would occur.

V. Cultural Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a N N - N
historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of N - 1 N

an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
¢)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred n - n n

outside of formal cemeteries?

The discussion below is based on the Cultural Resources Assessment (HELIX 2022) and Historic
Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) (HELIX 2021c prepared for the project, included in Appendix B of
this IS/MND).

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The property consists of a lumber yard and warehouse constructed in
1956; all structures would be demolished to accommodate the project. To determine the historic
context and any potential significance with the existing structures, HELIX prepared the intensive-level
HRER to evaluate the property in accordance with applicable eligibility criteria. The HRER included a field
investigation, records search, literature review, and archival research, as discussed below.

Field Investigation

In September 2021, HELIX staff conducted a field investigation that consisted of examination and
photography of the exterior of the subject property within the lumber yard complex. Field notes
included resource descriptions, current conditions, alterations/integrity, and character-defining
features. The property contains 10 buildings and one structure: one planing mill, seven sheds, two
offices, and an incinerator. Although the planing mill, six of the sheds, one of the offices, and the
incinerator were constructed in 1956, the Lumber Finish and Storage Shed, Building C, located on the
northeast corner of the lot, is the primary subject of this study. The remaining structures were omitted
from the investigation because two structures, one of the sheds and one of the offices, were
constructed in 2003 and are considered modern additions. The six other structures within the Project
site are considered ancillary structures to the Lumber Finish and Storage Shed. As such, the field survey
focused on one historic building. The conclusion of the field investigation is that the lumber finish and
storage shed exhibits typical rather than distinctive characteristics of its building type and period. The
shed does not reflect outstanding or distinctive design, the work of a master, method of construction, or
possess high artistic value.

Records Search

HELIX contacted South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) staff to request a record search of the
California Historical Resources Information System from the SCCIC on September 1, 2021. The records
search covered a half-mile radius around the proposed project area and included the identification of
previously recorded cultural resources (archaeological and historical resources), locations and citations
for previous cultural resources studies, and a review of the State Office of Historic Preservation Historic
Resources Inventory. The SCCIC record search results identified 12 previous cultural resource studies
within the record search limits, with one study intersecting a portion of the project site. The SCCIC
record search contained 106 previously recorded cultural resources within a half-mile radius of the
project site; however, none of the resources are recorded within the project site. With the exception of
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a single prehistoric lithic scatter, the recorded resources within a half-mile radius of the project site
consist of historic buildings.

Nine historic districts were established by the City of Upland between 2003 and 2004: Arrow/Laurel
Bungalow District, Citrus & Transportation District, Civic Center East District, Euclid Avenue District, Old
Magnolia District, Old Town District, Pleasant View District, Stowell, and Victorian Row. However, the
Rose Glen Residential Project is not located within the boundaries of any of the nine City of Upland
established historic districts. In addition, HELIX conducted a search of the Built Environment Resource
Directory. The results of the record search indicated that the structures located within the boundaries of
the project site are not included in the California Built Environment Resources Directory/State Historic
Resources Inventory, nor are they included on a register or inventory of designated or eligible landmarks
in the City of Upland.

Literature Review and Archival Research

A review of previous historic resources studies and evaluations and collections located at Cooper
Regional History Museum, Upland Heritage, the Upland Public Library, the City of Upland, as well as the
David Rumsey Map Collection, and online sources provided no indication that the project site is a
historic resource pursuant to §15064.5.

Evaluation

As a result of the information provided through the field investigation, records search, literature review,
and archival research the project site was evaluated in relation to the National Register of Historic Places
and California Register of Historical Resources significance criteria. It was determined that the site does
not meet any of the criteria to be historically significant, and no further evaluation is required.

As a result of this intensive-level evaluation, the project site does not contain structures or features that
appear eligible for federal, state, or local listing. In addition, it is not included on the State Built
Environment Resources Directory or the City’s register of designated properties; it is also not a
contributor to one of the City’s designated historic districts. Therefore, the property does not qualify as
a historical resource under CEQA. A less than significant impact would occur.

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As noted in item V a), part of the research
completed by the Cultural Resources Assessment, a records search request was submitted to the SCCIC
on September 1, 2021. The SCCIC record search contained 106 previously recorded cultural resources
within a half-mile radius of the project site; however, none of the resources are recorded within the
project site. With the exception of a prehistoric lithic scatter the resources recorded within a half-mile of
the project site are historic buildings. A Sacred Lands File search for the project area of potential effect
(APE) completed by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) yielded negative results.
Additionally, HELIX conducted an outreach program, as recommended by the NAHC, by sending letters
on October 29, 2021 to all contacts listed by the NAHC to request any information that may pertain to
cultural or tribal cultural resources sensitivity within the project site or vicinity. Three responses have
been received to date. The Gabrielefio-Band-of-Missiendians—Kizh Nation responded on November 9,
2021. The Tribe did not identify any known tribal cultural resources or sacred lands within their
response; however, the Tribe may wish to submit information regarding tribal resources during
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consultation with the lead agency. The Quechan Tribe efthe-Fort-Yuma-Reservatien-responded on
November 3, 2021, that they had no comments for the proposed project and will defer to the Tribes
local to the project area. The Morongo Band of Mission Indians responded on December 27, 2021, that
the proposed project is not located within the boundaries of the ancestral territory and traditional use
area of the Cahuilla and Serrano people of the Morongo Band of Mission Indians and encouraged
reaching out to tribes more closely associated with the lands on which the project is located. If any
additional responses are received, they will be forwarded to City staff. Native American correspondence
conducted by HELIX is included as Appendix C (Confidential Appendices, bound separately) of the
Cultural Resources Assessment (HELIX 2022). City staff initiated consultation with interested tribes on
January 27, 2022 under AB 52 and SB 18, as discussed in Section XVIIIZ8, Tribal Cultural Resources, of
this document.

While no significant cultural resources have been identified within the project area, there are numerous
and important cultural resources in the project vicinity. Additionally, the existing setting of the project
area is currently developed and covered by fill material which prevents the visibility of the original
ground surface. As such, HELIX did not conduct a pedestrian survey of the site, due to the lack of
exposed original ground surface. However, the archival research suggests the project site may be
sensitive for historic-era resources related to the Pacific Electric Rail Line, located along its northern
boundary. Geologic indicators, such as the perennial wash in proximity to the project area, indicate a
potential sensitivity to prehistoric cultural and tribal cultural resources. Additionally, the project site is
located within alluvial soils, where there is a potential for encountering buried cultural (historic and
archaeological) and tribal cultural resources.

Although there are no existing cultural resources within the project site, there is a potential of
encountering buried cultural resources during project related construction. These potential impacts
could result in a significant impact to archaeological or tribal cultural resources. An archaeological and
Native American monitoring program would be implemented to reduce these potential impacts to a less
than significant level by ensuring subsurface resources are identified and treated according to local and
state requirements.

Mitigation measures (MM) addressing these potential impacts to tribal cultural resources are discussed
in Section 18 of this document. Mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-6 are implemented to reduce
potential impacts to archaeological resources; these measures provide protocol the monitoring program
and for the event in which buried cultural resources are encountered within the project site. With the
incorporation of mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-6, potential impacts to cultural resources
would be reduced to less than significant.

MM CUL-1 Retain a Qualified Archaeologist. Prior to the acquisition of a demolition permit, tFhe
Project Applicant shall retain the services of a qualified archaeologist meeting the
Secretary of Interior Professional Qualifications Standards to oversee the archaeological
monitoring program and develop a Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) in
partnership with the Consulting Tribes. The CRMP shall document the monitoring and
reporting procedures for archaeological and Native American monitoring, and develop a
single set of monitoring procedures that is consistent with the minimum requirements
outlined in the MMRP (Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources) and Project’s Conditions
of Approval. Discrepancies between cultural and tribal cultural mitigation measures shall
be addressed in the CRMP while adhering to the legal requirements of each measure-,
as documented in the MMRP. The Qualified Archaeologist shall provide each Consulting
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MM CUL-2

MM CUL-3

MM CUL-4

Tribe an opportunity to review and comment on the CRMP prior to submitting to the
City. The CRMP must be approved by the City prior to issuance of the demolition permit.

An archaeological monitor wewld-shall be present on-site during the construction phases
that involve ground-disturbing activities, which may include, but are not limited to,
pavement removal, pot-holing or augering, grubbing, tree removals, boring, grading,
excavation, drilling, and trenching, within the Project area. The on-site monitoring shall
end when the Project site grading and excavation activities are completed, or when the
Qualified Archaeologist determines that the Project site has a low potential for
impacting archaeological resources.

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources. Upon discovery of any
archaeological resources, cease construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the
find until the find can be assessed. All archaeological resources unearthed by project
construction activities shall be evaluated by the qualified archaeologist. Work may
continue on other parts of the project while evaluation and, if necessary, treatment or
mitigation takes place (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 [f]).

If a resource is determined by the qualified archaeologist to constitute a “historical
resource” or “unique archaeological resource”, time allotment and funding sufficient to
allow for implementation of avoidance measures, or appropriate mitigation, must be
available. The treatment plan established for the resources shall be in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f) for historical resources and Public Resources Code
Sections 21083.2(b) for unique archaeological resources. Preservation in place (i.e.,
avoidance) is the preferred manner of treatment. If preservation in place is not feasible,
treatment may include implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to
remove the resource, along with subsequent laboratory processing and analysis.

Any historic archaeological material that is not Native American in origin shall be paid to
be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials,
such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County or the Fowler Museum, if
such an institution agrees to accept the material. If no institution accepts the
archaeological material, they shall be offered to a local school or historical society in the
area for educational purposes.

Monitoring and Treatment Plan. If significant archeological resources, as defined by
CEQA (as amended, 2019), are discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, the
Qualified aArchaeologist shall develop a Monitoring and Treatment Plan, in coordination
with the Consulting Tribes per mitigation measures TCR-1, TCR-2 and TCR-3€U+-3, and
all subsequent finds shall be subject to this Plan.

Archaeological/Cultural Reports. Any and all archaeological/cultural documents created
as a part of the Project (isolate records, site records, survey reports, testing reports,
etc.) shall be supplied to the Project Applicant and City for dissemination to the
Consulting Tribes. The City and/or Project Applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the
Consulting Tribes throughout the life of the Project.
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c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is not located within or near
a formal cemetery and is not known to be located on a burial ground. The project site is developed, and
it is highly unlikely the proposed project would disturb any human remains during construction. Should
human remains be uncovered during construction, MMs CUL-6 through CUL-8 would be implemented.
Therefore, impacts to human remains would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

MM CUL-5 Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and Associated Funerary Objects.

A.

Native American human remains are defined in PRC 5097.98 (d)(1) as an inhumation
or cremation, and in any state of decomposition or skeletal completeness. Funerary
objects, called associated grave goods in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, are
also to be treated according to this statute.

If Native American human remains and/or grave goods discovered or recognized on
the project site, then all construction activities shall immediately cease. Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 dictates that any discoveries of human skeletal material
shall be immediately reported to the County Coroner and all ground-disturbing
activities shall immediately halt and shall remain halted until the coroner has
determined the nature of the remains. If the coroner recognizes the human remains
to be those of a Native American or has reason to believe they are Native American,
he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage
Commission, and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 shall be followed.

Human remains and grave/burial goods shall be treated alike per California Public
Resources Code section 5097.98(d)(1) and (2).

Construction activities may resume in other parts of the project site at a minimum
of 200 feet away from discovered human remains and/or burial goods if the
consulting tribe(s) determine that resuming construction activities at that distance is
acceptable, and provides the project manager express consent of that
determination (along with any other mitigation measures the consulting tribe(s)
and/or archaeologist deems necessary). (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f).)

Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of treatment for
discovered human remains and/or burial goods. Any historic archaeological material
that is not Native American in origin (non-TCR) shall be curated at a public, non-
profit institution with a research interest in the materials, such as the Natural
History Museum of Los Angeles County or the Fowler Museum, if such an institution
agrees to accept the material. If no institution accepts the archaeological material, it
shall be offered to a local school or historical society in the area for educational
purposes.

Any discovery of human remains/burial goods shall be kept confidential to prevent
further disturbance.

MM CUL-6 Resource Assessment & Continuation of Work Protocol. Upon discovery, the tribal
and/or archaeological monitor(s)/consultant(s) will immediately divert work at
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minimum of 200 feet and place an exclusion zone around the burial. The monitor(s)/
consultant(s) will then notify the consulting Tribe(s), the qualified lead archaeologist,
and the construction manager, who shall contact the County wil-eat-the Coroner,
pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and that code enforced for the
duration of the Project. Work will continue to be diverted while the Coroner determines
whether the remains are Native American. The discovery is to be kept confidential and
secure to prevent any further disturbance. If the finds are determined to be Native
American, the coroner will notify the NAHC as mandated by state law, who will then
appoint a Most Likely Descendent(s) (MLD). The treatment of human remains,
ceremonial, and burial items will comply with the MLD’s burial treatment policy. If
multiple MLDs are identified by the NAHC, treatment will be approved by all MLDs prior
to executing treatment.

VI. Energy
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
) ) y consump L] L] | L]
energy resources, during project construction or
operation?
b)  Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
) P O O m O

renewable energy or energy efficiency?

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

Less than Significant Impact. As is typical of any construction, the project would temporarily consume
energy for the operation of construction equipment and vehicles. During construction, standard
methods of excavation and concrete pouring are planned. Construction activities do not include
methods of construction which would result in inefficient or unnecessary use of energy resources. The
project is designed to meet California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 CALGreen mandatory green
building standards. As such, the development includes a suite of design features that assist in meeting
the required energy reduction standards including: dual-paned, energy efficient windows; electric
appliances within residential dwellings; Energy Star rated (or similar level) appliances; roof-mounted
solar thermal panels to preheat domestic water; drought-tolerant landscaping; water-efficient plumbing
fixtures; pre-wiring for the future install of electric vehicle charging stations for use by residents and
office staff; and use of low VOC paints, coatings, finishes, and materials. Impacts would be less than
significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. Several levels of government have implemented regulatory programs in
response to reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) emissions, which consequently serve to increase
energy efficiency. State agencies, including CARB, California Energy Commission, California Public
Utilities Commission, California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), California
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Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Department of Water Resources have developed
regulatory and incentive programs that promote energy efficiency. Many of the measures are generally
beyond the ability of any future development to implement and are implemented at the utility provider
or the manufacturer level.

On a project level, the 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards include provisions applicable to
all buildings, which are mandatory requirements for efficiency and design. The project would be
consistent with the requirements of Title 24 through implementation of energy-reduction measures,
such as energy efficient lighting and appliances, water efficient appliances and plumbing fixtures, water
efficient landscaping and irrigation, and the onsite generation of renewable solar energy, as described
above. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct with a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency. Impacts would be less than significant.

VIl.  Geology and Soils

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the ] H ] u
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 427
ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] [ ]
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liqguefaction? [ [ [ u
iv. Landslides? ] ] ] [
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] ] [ ]
c¢) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and ] ] u H
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d) Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial ] L] | L]
direct or indirect risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems ] n ] n
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological H ] u H

resource or site or unique geologic feature?
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The discussion below is based on the Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the project by RMA
GeoScience (2021), attached to this IS/MND as Appendix C. The Geotechnical Investigation contains
several recommendations that are designed to meet the criteria set forth in the CBC, which is adopted
into the UMC as Chapter 15.08. Accordingly, these recommendations are required by the CBC and are
incorporated as project design features that would be included as conditions of approval. Please refer to
Appendix C for the recommendations.

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

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 427

No Impact. In 1972, the California legislature passed the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zoning Act (Act) to
help identify areas subject to severe ground shaking. The purpose of this Act is to prohibit the
placement of most structures for human occupancy across the traces of active faults; thereby mitigating
the hazard of fault ruptures.

A fault is classified as active and categorized as within an Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone, if
movement has occurred within the past 11,000 years. Where such zones are designated, no buildings or
structures may be constructed on the trace of the fault. According to the Geotechnical Investigation
prepared for the project, the proposed project site is not located within a mapped Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. Additionally, there are no known active faults on or immediately adjacent to the
property. No impact would occur.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant Impact. There are no known active faults on or adjacent to the project site.
However, there are faults near enough to the site that have the potential to cause moderate to intense
ground shaking at the site. The closest fault zones include the Cucamonga section of the Sierra Madre
fault zone, located approximately 3.9 miles to the northwest of the project site, and the San Bernardino
Valley section of the San Jacinto Fault located approximately 12.4 miles to the northeast of the project
site. Additionally, the site has experienced earthquake-induced shaking in the past and can be expected
to experience further shaking in the future. The project would comply with the seismic design
parameters outlined in the CBC, which provide requirements for earthquake safety based on factors
such as occupancy type, the types of soils onsite, and the probable strength of ground motion.
Compliance with the CBC would include the incorporation of: (1) seismic safety features to minimize the
potential for significant effects as a result of earthquakes; (2) proper building footings and foundations;
and (3) construction of the building structure so that it would withstand the effects of strong ground
shaking. In addition, the City’s Building Department would review the site plans through building plan
checks, issuance of a building permit, and inspection of the residences during construction, which would
ensure that all required CBC seismic safety measures are incorporated into all of the homes. Adherence
with construction and building safety standards would be required (as encoded in UMC Chapter 15. 08),
would reduce potential impacts associated with seismic ground shaking at the project site. Impacts
would be less than significant.

28



Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon where earthquake-induced ground vibrations increase the
pore pressure in saturated, granular soils until it is equal to the confining, overburden pressure. When
this occurs, the soil can completely lose its shear strength and enter a liquefied state. The possibility of
liquefaction is dependent upon grain size, relative density, confining pressure, saturation of the soils,
and intensity and duration of ground shaking. In order for liquefaction to occur, three criteria must be
met: underlying loose coarse-grained (sandy) soils, a groundwater depth of less than approximately

50 feet, and a potential for seismic shaking from nearby large-magnitude earthquake. According to the
Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the project, the project site does not lie within a liquefaction
hazard zone. Additionally, groundwater in the region of the project site is at a depth of approximately
600 feet below the ground surface, and the soils at the site are relatively dense. No Impact would occur.

iv. Landslides?

No Impact. According to the Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the project, the project site does
not lie within a landslide hazard zone. Since the project site is relatively flat and there are no nearby
slopes in the surrounding area, earthquake-induced land sliding is not anticipated to be a hazard for the
proposed development. Additionally, construction of the proposed structures would follow existing
guidelines set forth by the CBC. No impact would occur.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would include the construction of 64 single-family residential
units and associated infrastructure. Construction of the proposed project would involve a variety of
heavy equipment associated with intensive earthwork, structural, and paving phases. Soil exposed by
construction activities, such as excavation, could be subject to erosion if exposed to heavy rain, winds,
or other storm events. The project applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the
SARWQCB for the preparation a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Generally, a SWPPP
demonstrates how water quality during, and post construction would be maintained in accordance with
mandated objectives. Often this is achieved by employing BMPs. Many BMPs designed to protect water
quality also serve to reduce soil erosion and loss of topsoil.

Specific BMPs may include the following:
e Preservation of existing vegetation within staging/parking areas where feasible.

e Covering stockpiled, excavated, and/or fill materials to reduce potential off-site sediment
transport.

e Use of erosion control devices, such as straw wattles, mulch, mats, and/or geotextiles.

e Use of sediment controls to protect the site perimeter and prevent off-site sediment transport,
including measures such as silt fencing, fiber rolls, gravel bags, temporary sediment basins,
street sweeping, stabilized construction access points and sediment stockpiles, and use of

properly fitted covers for sediment transport vehicles.

e Compliance with local dust control measures.
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e Daily backfill, compaction, and/or covering of excavated pipeline trenches to minimize erosion
potential.

e Paving of disturbed roadway areas as soon as feasible after completion of trenching.

e Regular inspection and maintenance of all erosion control and sediment catchment facilities to
ensure proper function and effectiveness.

Further, construction would also be subject to compliance with the UMC Grading Permit regulations
that address erosion control. Specifically, UMC Section 16.16.070.B, Grading and Erosion Control,
specifies that every subdivision map shall be conditioned on compliance with the requirements for
grading and erosion control, including the prevention of sedimentation or damage to off-site property,
as set forth in UMC Chapter 15.52, Grading Restrictions. Once operational, the project would include a
combination of impermeable surfaces and landscaped areas, eliminating large areas of exposed soils
that may be subject to erosion and sedimentation.

With implementation of required standard erosion control measures and storm water construction
BMPs, construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts would be less than significant.
Additionally, once constructed, the project site would not include expansive areas of exposed soils that
would contribute to erosion and sedimentation. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. Please see items VIl a iii) and a iv).

Ground subsidence is the gradual settling or sinking of the ground surface with little or no horizontal
movement. Most ground subsidence is induced by humans and is most commonly associated with the
extraction of fluids (water and/or petroleum) from subsurface sediments. Subsidence can also occur
when dry collapsible soils become saturated. Less commonly, ground subsidence can occur as a
response to natural forces such as earthquake movements. Subsidence is known to occur in Upland,
associated with depleting groundwater levels within the greater Chino Basin; however, programmatic
efforts, such as the implementation of the Optimum Basin Management Program, which includes
activities that promote optimal management of the Chino Basin with a goal to ultimately minimize land
subsidence. While these efforts are not part of the project, they work to reduce the risk of subsidence in
the Chino Basin, and thus Upland and the project site.

The Geotechnical Investigation includes recommendations that are designed to meet the CBC standards
and have been incorporated into the project as design features that would be adopted as conditions of
approval. Mandatory compliance with applicable seismic-safety development requirements would
minimize potential effects related to subsidence or unstable geologic units or soil. Impacts would be less
than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact According to the Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the project, the
shallow soils located at the project site are anticipated to have an expansion index in the very low range.
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However, additional expansion testing would be required at the completion of rough grading to verify
these findings. The Geotechnical Investigation includes recommendations that are designed to meet the
criteria of the CBC and have been incorporated as project design features. The design, construction, and
engineering of buildings and structures within the City are subject to compliance with the City’s Building
Code (and thus the CBC) and as stated in the General Plan EIR, through the City’s permitting process,
numerous controls are imposed on development that would lessen potential risks involving ground
failure, unstable geologic units/soils, and expansive soils (City 2015b). Impacts would be less than
significant.

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

No Impact. No septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would be installed as part of the
proposed project. No impact would occur.

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

Less than Significant Impact. No known unique geologic features are located at the project site.
Additionally, the project site is currently developed with an existing lumber yard, so the potential for the
unanticipated discovery of a unique geologic features at the site is minimal due to past disturbance.
According to the City’s General Plan EIR, the City is located upon a thin blanket of alluvial sediments
derived from southbound erosion of the San Bernardino Mountains, with San Antonio Creek and
Cucamonga Creek serving as the primary watersheds delivering the alluvium. Most of the alluvial
sediments were deposited during the Holocene era or Pleistocene era. Sediments deposited during the
Holocene era are widely considered by paleontologists to be too young to contain fossils, while
sediments deposited during the Pleistocene era have a moderate potential to have paleontological
resources (City 2015b). According to the Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the project, the project
site is underlain with artificial fill and young alluvial fan deposits from the Holocene era. Therefore, the
potential for discovery of unknown fossils during project related ground disturbance activities is
considered relatively low to negligible. In the unlikely event of unanticipated discovery of
paleontological resources, the City would cease ground-disturbing activities within 100 meters of the
find until a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist is able to evaluate the significance of the finding
and appropriate course of action, per the guidelines outlined in the City’s General Plan EIR (City 2015b).
Impacts would be less than significant.

VIll. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of L] L] | L]
greenhouse gases?
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HELIX prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report for the project in
November 2021 (HELIX 2021b), which is included in its entirety as Appendix A of this IS/MND, the results
of which are summarized below.

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

Less than Significant Impact. Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on
earth including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Global temperatures are
moderated by atmospheric gases. These gases are commonly referred to as GHGs because they function
like a greenhouse by letting sunlight in but preventing heat from escaping, thus warming the earth’s
atmosphere.

GHGs are emitted by natural processes and human (anthropogenic) activities. Anthropogenic GHG
emissions are primarily associated with: (1) the burning of fossil fuels during motorized transport,
electricity generation, natural gas consumption, industrial activity, manufacturing, and other activities;
(2) deforestation; (3) agricultural activity; and (4) solid waste decomposition. The GHGs defined under
California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32 include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,4), nitrous oxide (N,O),
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFg).

GHGs have long atmospheric lifetimes that range from one year to several thousand years. Long
atmospheric lifetimes allow for GHG emissions to disperse around the globe. Because GHG emissions
vary widely in the power of their climatic effects, climate scientists have established a unit called global
warming potential (GWP). The GWP of a gas is a measure of both potency and lifespan in the
atmosphere as compared to CO,. For example, a gas with a GWP of 10 is 10 times more potent than CO,
over 100 years. Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO.e) is a quantity that enables all GHG emissions to be
considered as a group despite their varying GWP. The GWP of each GHG is multiplied by the prevalence
of that gas to produce CO,e. By applying the GWP ratios, project-related CO,e emissions can be
tabulated in metric tons (MT) per year.

Below is a discussion of the project’s construction and operational related GHG emissions.

Construction Emissions

Project construction GHG emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod model. Additional details of
phasing, selection of construction equipment, and other input parameters, including CalEEMod data, are
included in Appendix A.

Emissions of GHGs related to the construction of the project would be temporary. As shown in Table 4,
Estimated Construction GHG Emissions, total GHG emissions associated with construction of the project
are estimated at 780 MT CO.e. For construction emissions, SCAQMD guidance recommends that the
emissions be amortized (i.e., averaged) over 30 years and added to operational emissions. Averaged
over 30 years, the proposed construction activities would contribute approximately 26 MT CO,e
emissions per year.

32



Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Table 4
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS

. Emissions
Year/Activity (MT COse)

Demolition 27.31
Site Preparation 8.82
Grading 40.26
Underground Utilities 29.47
Paving 20.06
Building Construction 637.33
Architectural Coatings 16.27
TOTAL?! 779.52

Amortized Construction Emissions? 25.98

Source: CalEEMod (output data is provided in Appendix A)

1 Totals may not sum due to rounding.

2 Construction emissions are amortized over 30 years in accordance with SCAQMD guidance.
GHG = greenhouse gas; MT = metric tons; COe = carbon dioxide equivalent

Operational Emissions

Table 5, Total Estimated Operational GHG Emissions, shows the calculated total annual emissions for the
project. The emissions include the amortized annual construction emissions anticipated for the project.
Appendix A contains the CalEEMod output files for the project.

Table 5
TOTAL ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS

2020 Emissions
(MT COze)
Area Sources 1.12
Energy Sources 82.93
Vehicular (Mobile) Sources 545.11
Solid Waste Sources 11.28
Water Sources 16.71
Subtotal® 657.14
Construction (Annualized over 30 years) 25.98
TOTAL! 683.13
SCAQMD Adjusted Threshold 2,324
Exceed Threshold? No
Source: CalEEMod (output data is provided in Appendix A)
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding.
2 Emission per capita is the project total emissions divided by the project population (2,535.5/764).
GHG = greenhouse gas; MT = metric tons; CO,e = carbon dioxide equivalent

Emission Sources

As shown in Table 5, the project emissions (total construction and operation) would not exceed the
SCAQMD threshold. Impacts would be less than significant.
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than Significant Impact. There are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The principal overall State plan and policy is AB 32, the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020. Additionally, SB 32 would require further reductions of 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030. Because the project’s operational year is post-2020, the project aims to reach the
guantitative goals set by SB 32. Statewide plans and regulations such as GHG emissions standards for
vehicles (AB 1493), the low carbon fuel standards, and regulations requiring an increasing fraction of
electricity to be generated from renewable sources are being implemented at the statewide level; as
such, compliance at the project level is not addressed. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with those plans and regulations.

In September 2015, the City adopted the Upland Climate Action Plan (CAP), under which the City
selected a goal to reduce its community GHG emissions by at least 16 percent from 2008 levels by the
year 2020 (City 2015c). The City’s CAP details the following five strategies to accomplish its GHG
reduction goal:

1. Transportation and Land Use Strategy: Promote a balanced transportation system that
promotes the use of public transportation and bicycles, reduces congestion, and helps
encourage residents to engage in healthy and active lifestyles.

2. Energy Use and Conservation Strategy: Reduce energy consumption throughout all sources
within the City, and incorporate clean, renewable energy sources.

3. Water Use and Efficiency Strategy: Conserve and protect water resources and promote
efficiency.

4. Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling Strategy: Manage solid waste generation and diversion.
5. Municipal Strategy: Reductions that the City can implement to reduce municipal emissions.

Step 1 in determining whether a project is consistent with the City’s CAP is determining if the project is
consistent with the City’s General Plan growth projections, which are the basis of the City’s GHG
emissions inventory (this includes consistency with the planned land use, zoning, and development
intensity of a particular site). If a project is consistent with the City’s General Plan growth projections, it
is reasonable to conclude that project’s GHG emissions have been accounted for in the CAP. However,
to accommodate the residences, the project would require a General Plan land use amendment and a
zone change from the current Light Industrial/Business Park designation and Light Industrial Zoning to
Specific Plan. The emissions associated with the proposed development were not included in the City’s
land use projections; therefore, the CAP also does not anticipate emissions from the proposed project’s
land uses.

If the discretionary project is not consistent with the Upland General Plan’s year 2035 growth
projections, the project is not necessarily inconsistent with the CAP. The CAP includes General Plan
growth assumptions and depicts the opportunity areas where the General Plan would focus growth. The
following steps must be performed to determine consistency:
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Step 2: Consider the extent to which the project supports or includes applicable strategies and
measures, or advances the actions identified in the CAP.

Step 3: Consider the consistency of the project with the emission reduction targets set by the CAP.

Step 4: Consider the extent to which the project would not interfere with the implementation of
CAP strategies, objectives, measures, or actions.

A project that can justify its consistency with any of these steps can be deemed consistent with the CAP
by the decision-making body. In accordance with Step 2 and Step 4, the proposed project would
incorporate design features to comply with the CAP’s five strategies established to attain its GHG
reduction goal.

In accordance with the CAP’s Objective B: Maximize Land Use Efficiency, the project is consistent with
transportation and land use Measure T-7: Residential Density. The proposed project would allow for
residential development on the site which would help the City to increase residential land use density
goals in the CAP. As discussed in Section I, the City has recognized the potential for the project site to
accommodate residential land uses as is demonstrated in the parcel specific analysis of potential
housing sites that the City prepared to identify underutilized sites designated for residential or mixed-
use development to meet the RHNA targets for the 2021-2029 planning period. This analysis, which is
also included as Appendix B to the City’s General Plan Housing Element Update, did not allocate a
residential density to the site, but did identify the parcel as suitable for residential development (City
2021). Specifically, the RHNA for the 2021-2029 planning period assigned Upland a new housing need of
5,686 units. As stated in the Housing Element Update, to address the current shortfall in capacity for
potential housing development the City will process zoning amendments for sufficient sites with
appropriate densities during 2022-2024 to fully accommodate the City’s remaining housing need.
Rezoned sites will be selected from the candidate sites as identified in the parcel specific analysis and
will comply with the requirements of Government Code §65583.2(h) and (i), that outlines the
stipulations for suitable housing sites. By developing housing, the project would support the City’s
housing supply and provide increased housing near existing commercial uses, increasing a customer
base for commercial units and reducing commutes for employees. Therefore, allowing for the
construction of housing generally fulfills several key issues and policies of the City’s CAP through the
reduction in regional vehicle miles traveled in order to reduce GHG emissions.

In accordance with the CAP’s Energy Use and Conservation Strategy, the project would incorporate
energy efficiency measures for all project buildings such as increased insulation and installation of
energy-efficient lighting, heating and cooling systems, appliances, equipment, and control systems
pursuant to Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (The Energy Efficiency Standards for
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings).

In accordance with the CAP’s Water Use and Efficiency Strategy, the project would comply with the
City’s water reduction requirements pursuant to City Municipal Code Section 13.16.050, Conservation
program-High shortage stage, through installation of water-reducing or water-saving toilets,
showerheads, and irrigation systems, as well as drought-tolerant landscaping.

Finally, in accordance with the CAP’s Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling Strategy, construction of the
project would result in recycling at least 60 percent of all construction materials and utilization of “green
building materials” for at least 10 percent of the project in accordance with the California Department of
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Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) Sustainable (Green) Building Program. Therefore, the
project would not conflict with the City’s CAP.

The project must also be constructed in accordance with the energy-efficiency standards, water
reduction goals, and other standards contained in the 2019 Title 24 Part 6 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards and Part 11 (CALGreen) Building Standards, including the requirement for onsite solar
electricity generation. As such and as discussed in item VI a), the development includes a suite of design
features that assist in meeting the required energy reduction standards including: dual-paned, energy
efficient windows; electric appliances within residential dwellings; Energy Star rated (or similar level)
appliances; roof-mounted solar thermal panels to preheat domestic water; drought-tolerant
landscaping; water-efficient plumbing fixtures; pre-wiring for the future install of electric vehicle
charging stations for use by residents and office staff; and use of low VOC paints, coatings, finishes, and
materials. Impacts would be less than significant.

IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or ] L] | []
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and ] H m n
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) Belocated on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would ] ] [ | ]
it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) Fora 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 ] L] [ | L]
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?

f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency L] L] | []
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving L] L] [ | ]
wildland fires?

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (Phase | ESA) (Hillmann Consulting 2021a), and Limited Phase Il
Subsurface Investigation Report (Phase Il Report) (Hillmann Consulting 2021b) were prepared for the
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project. As applicable, information from these reports is summarized below and the reports are included
in their entirety as Appendix D to this IS/MND.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would involve the construction 64 new single-family
residences on an existing lumber yard. Construction that would be reasonably foreseeable with
implementation of the proposed project would require the transport, use, and disposal of materials that
are typically associated with construction activities, such as diesel fuels, hydraulic liquids, oils, solvents,
and paints. This transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials is regulated by federal, state, and
local agencies and regulations, such as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Hazardous Materials
Regulations, and the San Bernardino County Hazardous Materials Program’s regulations. Adherence to
such regulations would result in less than significant construction impacts.

Operation of the proposed project would include the storage and use of household hazardous materials
and wastes. Typical household hazardous materials associated with the residential land uses could
include cleaning products, paints, solvents, adhesives, other chemical materials used in building
maintenance and interior improvements, automotive lubricants, small combustion engine fuels and
lubricants, expired pharmaceuticals, mercury thermometers, sharp or used needles, and electronic
wastes from household and car batteries. No special permits would be required for such limited use or
disposal of common agents and products. Therefore, operation of the project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above in item IX a), limited quantities of hazardous materials
such as gasoline, diesel, oils, and lubricants may be required to operate the construction equipment.
Construction activities would be short-term, and the use of these materials would cease once
construction is complete. The hazardous substances used during construction would be required to
comply with existing federal, state, and local regulations regarding the use and disposal of these
materials. In the event of an accidental release during construction, containment and clean up would be
in accordance with existing applicable regulatory requirements.

There is the potential that due to the age of the onsite structures that they could contain asbestos
containing materials or lead based paint, which could be disturbed during demolition activities. Federal
and state regulations govern the renovation and demolition of structures where materials containing
lead and asbestos are present. These requirements include SCAQMD Rules and Regulations pertaining to
asbestos abatement (including Rule 1403), Construction Safety Orders 1529 (pertaining to asbestos) and
1532.1 (pertaining to lead) from Title 8 of the CCR, Part 61, Subpart M of the Code of Federal
Regulations (pertaining to asbestos), and lead exposure guidelines provided by the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development. Asbestos and lead abatement must be performed and monitored by
contractors with appropriate training and certification as mandated by the above regulations and the
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration.
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As discussed above in item IX a), post construction, the project does not include land uses or
improvements that would involve any transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, nor would they
emit hazardous emissions, other than common household hazardous materials and chemicals and
products for routine maintenance. The use of household hazardous wastes which do not require special
permits for limited use and disposal. Impacts would be less than significant.

¢) 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 project site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The
nearest school is Los Amigos Elementary School, which is approximately 0.5 mile southeast of the site.
The project would introduce residential land uses to the site. These land uses do not generate hazardous
emissions or involve the handling of acutely hazardous materials, substances, or wastes. As noted in
item IX a), earlier, the residential land uses would involve the regular handling of minor quantities of
common household chemical agents and related wastes; however, these types of wastes are typical and
do not represent a hazardous materials or waste impact. No impact would occur.

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

Less than Significant Impact. A Phase | ESA and limited Phase Il Report were prepared for the project. As
stated by the American Society for Testing Materials International (ASTM), the purpose of the Phase |
ESA is to identify recognized environmental conditions (RECs), which are defined as “the presence or
likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to
any release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or

(3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment. De minimis
conditions are not recognized environmental conditions.” There are three categories of RECs: existing
RECs (as defined above), Historical RECs (HRECs), or Controlled RECs (CRECs). An HREC is defined as “a
past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has occurred in connection with
the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or
meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory authority, without subjecting the property
to any required controls.” An HREC is an environmental condition that was recognized in the past but
may or may not still be recognized as a current environmental condition. A CREC is defined as a
“recognized environmental condition resulting from a past release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority,
with hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to the
implementation of required controls.” A CREC is an active environmental concern because while the
hazardous substances have been corrected to meet certain regulatory levels, the contaminants still
remain and have the potential to be above regulatory levels for some types of development.

As part of the Phase | ESA prepared for the project, a search of environmental databases, compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc
(EDR). According to the Phase | ESA, the project address was associated with the following listings:

e  HIST UST (Historical Underground Storage Tank). The HIST UST lists a former 1,000-gallon
gasoline UST installed in 1956 and a former 1,000-gallon diesel UST installed in 1979 associated
with the project site.
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e SWEEPS UST (Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System, Underground Storage
Tank). The SWEEPS UST database lists to two former USTs that are associated with the project
site.

e CAFID UST (California Inventory Database). The CA FID UST database lists an inactive facility
(UST).

e HWTS (Hazardous Waste Transport System). The HWTS database that tracks hazardous waste
transport and does not track violators. A listing on this site is an indicator that hazardous waste
was transported to or from the site.

e HAZNET (Hazardous Waste Information System) The HAZNET database contains extracts from
hazardous waste manifests received annually by the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control. The listing pertains to the current site operator participating as required in this
program.

o FINDS (Facilities Index System). The FINDS database is a central and common inventory of
facilities monitored or regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency.

A listing on these databases is not a direct indication that there is a hazardous materials or waste threat
at the project site. The two 1,000-gallon USTs documented as having been installed were reportedly
removed in the 1980s; however, the removal has not been verified by the San Bernardino County Fire
Department (SBCFD), and therefore, the Phase | ESA considers these tanks a REC, and provided a
foundation for the recommendation of a limited Phase Il Report, which is further discussed below.

The Phase | ESA also included a review of historical records, which found a railroad spur present along
the northern portion of the property, in addition to historical and current operations of a sawmill and
associated machinery. Railroad spurs are associated with the use of pesticides for weed control, which
can have the potential to accumulative. Therefore, the spur was also identified as a REC. Additionally,
operation of the sawmill and associated machinery includes the use of oils, lubricants, and transmission
fluids which may have negatively impacted the subsurface through various cracks in the pavement and
is considered to be an REC. No HRECs or CRECs were identified.

Due to the presence of three RECs at the project site, a Phase Il Report was recommended and
completed. Activities conducted for the Phase Il Report included soil and soil gas sampling in targeted
locations across the site to determine if the RECs caused significant subsurface contamination that might
present a risk to the project. According to the Phase Il Report, the soil testing did not find concentrations
of hazardous materials exceeding the residential screening levels. Additionally, an investigation
indicated no evidence of USTs remaining at the site. Therefore, the RECs identified at the project site
would not result in significant impacts related to hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than
significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project is not located withing two miles of a public or public use
airport. The two closest airports to the project site are Ontario International Airport (OIA), located
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approximately three miles south of the project site, and Cable Airport, located approximately

three miles northwest of the project site. Each airport has an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) which contain policies that guide development within their respective Airport Influence Area
(AIA). The basic function of an ALUCP is to promote compatibility between airports and the surrounding
land uses. The project is located within the AIA for OIA and is included within an area that requires
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Height Notification for any development over 200 feet. The
proposed residences would extend to a height of 35 feet and therefore would not require notification.
The project site is also within the Real Estate Transaction Disclosure Zone, which includes the entire AIA
for OIA (Mead & Hunt 2011). The Real Estate Transaction Disclosure Zone is an area that encompasses
areas underlying the common aircraft traffic patterns where aircraft are typically flying at altitudes of
3,000 feet or less. However, the proposed project is not located within the safety zones or noise impact
zones for the OIA. Therefore, development within the project site would not conflict with the OIA
ALUCP. Additionally, the proposed project is not located within the AIA for Cable Airport, so it would not
conflict with the ALUCP for Cable Airport (Mead & Hunt 2015). The project is not located within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport and would not conflict with an ALUCP. Therefore, the
project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area due to airport hazards. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project could impact emergency access during both construction and
operation. During construction of the project, heavy construction vehicles could interfere with
emergency response to the site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of an emergency (e.g.,
vehicles traveling behind the slow-moving truck). However, such trips would be brief and infrequent.
Additionally, although traffic may temporarily need to be directed around the construction, the project
construction would not require road closures. Public roadways would remain open for standard traffic
and emergency response vehicles for the duration of construction. The City’s Traffic Control Handbook
identifies the procedures to reduce construction-related impacts and maintain traffic flow on City
streets and the project conditions of approval would require that emergency access be maintained
during construction.

Once operational, access to the project area would be from a driveway off of East Arrow Highway. As
discussed further in Section XVII, Transportation and Traffic, the project would result in 476 average
daily trips (ADT); no substantial deficiencies were identified for roadways and intersections in the area
surrounding the project site with the addition of project-related traffic. Also, access to the project site
would be improved with project implementation by refurbishing the existing driveway along the
project’s frontage on East Arrow Highway to a full-access driveway and providing a secondary dedicated
emergency access along North 14th Avenue, which would improve emergency response access and
evacuation for the site. The proposed on-site roadways would be designed to provide a 24-foot right of
way, which is sufficient access to and from each of the 64 proposed residences in the event of an
emergency. In addition, the SBCFD and City Public Works Department would review the circulation to
ensure compliance with SBCFD standards (turning radii, street widths,) and traffic safety standards (line
of sight, traffic calming, etc.).

In relation to an emergency response plan, the City participates in the County’s Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan. These are plans that are implemented on a regional level and outline the
jurisdictional concerns, resources, and action items to ensure community-wide safety from both natural
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and manufactured threats. Additionally, the City has prepared an Emergency Operations Plan in order to
respond to situations associated with natural disasters, technological incidents, and national security
emergencies. These plans are programmatic and administered at a City and regional level, there are no
components of the proposed single-family residential project that would disrupt the effective
implementation of these plans. At a project level, the project would adhere to the required municipal
codes, including those that have been adopted to enact the CBC and the California Fire Code to maintain
adequate emergency access and response. The project would not impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be
less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE)
classifies lands in accordance with whether a very high fire hazard is present so that public officials are
able to identify measures that will retard the rate of fire spread and reduce the intensity of uncontrolled
fire through vegetation management and building standards. The designation of being within a very high
or high fire severity hazard zone is based upon a combination of fuels, terrain, weather, and other
relevant factors. According to the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) map, the project site is not
located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ; CAL FIRE 2008). The project site is located
in an urbanized environment. There are no wildlands or open spaces immediately adjacent to the
project site, which significantly reduces the risk of wildland fire damage to people and structures in the
area. The proposed project would adhere to the California Fire Code. Therefore, the proposed project is
not anticipated to expose people or structures to wildland fires. Impacts would be less than significant.

X. Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the N H m H
project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river or through the addition of impervious

surfaces, in a manner which would:
i Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or

off-site? u
ii.  Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding ] [] [ |

on- or off- site?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned N H u H
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional resources of polluted runoff?
iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? ] ] [ ]
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of H ] u
pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater ] L] [ |

management plan?

The discussion below is based in part on a Proposed Hydrology Report and a Preliminary Water Quality
Management Plan that were prepared for the project by Hunsaker and Associates in November 2021.
These reports are included in their entirety in Appendix E of this IS/MND.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of 64 single-family homes
and associated infrastructure. As such, the proposed project would change the site through site grading
and by adding impervious surfaces, such as building roofs, paved drives, and access roads, that would
alter the hydrological patterns of the site and could introduce new sources of water pollutants in site
runoff. There is the potential for water pollutants to be generated in the short-term during construction
activities and in the long term due to the permanent changes to the site. Construction related pollutants
might include loose soils, liquid and solid construction materials and wastes, and accidental spills of
concrete, fuels, and other materials. As an urban development, the proposed project would add typical,
non-point-source pollutants to stormwater runoff, primarily due to runoff from impervious surfaces
where a variety of pollutants can collect over time, such as driveways, streets, roofs, patios, and other
paved surfaces. Landscaped areas can also generate water pollutants such as fertilizers and weed
control agents, as well as green waste from landscape maintenance cuttings. Several measures to
protect water quality and limit discharges are directed and implemented, through both the preparation
of various plans and adherence to established programs. As discussed below, the project will be
required to demonstrate compliance with such plans and programs.

Upland is within the jurisdiction of the SARWQCB, which is tasked with protecting the region’s water
quality objectives that meet the standards set forth in the Section 303 of the federal Clean Water Act
(CWA) as well as the state’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act. The SARWQCB designates beneficial uses
of surface water and groundwater, sets qualitative and quantitative water quality objectives that must
be met to protect designated beneficial uses, and develops implementation programs to protect the
regional water resources through its Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (the Basin
Plan).

Additionally, the NPDES program regulates point source and non-point source pollutant discharges to
surface waters. Municipalities are required to obtain permits for the water pollution generated by
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stormwater in their jurisdictions. These permits are known as municipal separate storm sewer system
(MS4) permits. Because the proposed project’s stormwater runoff would be discharged into the local
municipal storm drain system, the project is required to demonstrate that it would be consistent with
the standards established in the MS4 permit as encoded in Chapter 13.32 of the UMC, Stormwater
Drainage Management.

The project would adhere to the NPDES Construction General Permit during construction, which
includes BMPs that serve to protect groundwater quality. A SWPPP would also be prepared in
compliance with the Construction General Permit, which would identify erosion control and sediment
control BMPs, such as desilting basins or other temporary drainage or control measures, or both, as may
be necessary to control construction-related pollutants. The City will not issue a grading permit for the
project until the SWPPP has been submitted to and approved by the City (Section 12.16.112[D]).

Once operational, a series of project design features would serve to capture and treat runoff so as to not
impact downstream watersheds (Hunsaker and Associates 2021b). Specifically, the majority of the site
would drain westerly towards an onsite catch basin with overflows directed to a secondary onsite catch
basin. Water lines are proposed to divert low flows to a proposed underground basin for underground
infiltration. As the infiltration rate decreases and the water starts to pond, an emergency escape pipe at
a higher elevation would direct flows to the proposed storm drain. The second drainage area (0.31 acre)
would sheet flow to North 14" Avenue. Any high flows would be conveyed through a new off-site
proposed system from the site through North 14™ Avenue and 9% Street and connect to an existing San
Bernardino County Flood Control District structure at Bodenhamer Street.

Based on the analysis above, the project would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. Impacts
would be less than significant.

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

Less than Significant Impact. The improvements associated with the proposed project would not
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. The project site is
within an established urban community serviced by the City, Public Utilities Department, and the project
does not involve the use of groundwater during construction or operation. Additionally, all project
improvements would occur within the existing developed footprint. Any expansion of impervious areas,
which could interfere with groundwater recharge, would be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project
would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, and impacts would be less than significant.

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

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Less than Significant Impact. There are no on-site drainage courses and no nearby off-site drainage
courses that would be altered by the project. The nearest drainage course is Cucamonga Creek, which
within the City operates as a channelized storm drain facility. Cucamonga Creek is approximately a mile
and a half east of the project site and the project would not create impacts that would alter this
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channelized facility. However, the project would alter the drainage patterns during both construction
during earth moving activities and operation through the introduction of structures and altering the
amount of impervious surfaces. Specifically, there are no existing storm drain facilities onsite and storm
water currently sheet flows across the site towards a 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe inlet west of the
project site and towards North 14" Avenue.

As discussed in item VIl b), the project would be required to adhere to the NPDES Construction General
Permit, which would require the preparation of a SWPPP that would outline construction-related BMPs
that would reduce the amount of siltation and erosion during project construction. As noted, a WQMP
has been prepared for the project. The purpose of the WQMP is to control site sediments, treat site
pollutants, maintain the predeveloped site infiltration, and to control downstream erosion and creation
of sediment. The WQMP documents LID BMPs, pollutant treatment BMPs and mitigation structural
BMPs; provides the requirements on how to minimize the pollutants as a result of the development; and
provides the instructions and requirements of the post construction operation and maintenance of the
WQMP facilities. BMPs would include, but not be limited to, proper collection of landscaping wastes,
vacuum sweeping of private streets and parking areas, incorporation of storm drain system stenciling
and signage, construction of all trash enclosures with solid roofs, and establishment of educational
materials for employees and residents.

Once developed, the project would alter the on-site drainage patterns through the introduction of new
land uses that would be a combination of both impervious surfaces and landscaped and semi-permeable
surfaces. Project design features include two catch basins and an underground infiltration basin, which
would capture, store, and treat runoff. According to the Proposed Hydrology Report prepared for the
project, the project would result in a reduction of impervious surfaces and the rate of runoff (Hunsaker
2021).

Therefore, given that the site would include construction and operational BMPS, reduce the amount of
impermeable surfaces and rate of runoff, and includes the installation of a proposed storm drain system
to capture and convey on-site runoff to the municipal system, the project would not result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project site would transition from a lumber yard to residential land
uses that would support a combination of impervious surfaces and landscaped conditions, which would
alter the rate and amount of runoff. Runoff would be handled by the stormwater control project design
features as discussed below.

Currently there are no storm drain facilities onsite. The project site is divided into two drainage areas
with the majority of the runoff from the impermeable areas onsite (4.69 acres) draining westerly
towards the adjacent property (Cherokee Wood Products) towards a 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe
(RCP) headwall inlet that connects to a reinforced concrete box. The remaining 0.21 acres sheet flows
towards North 14" Avenue.

Under project conditions, the impermeable area would decrease from approximately the entire 4.84
acres to 3.87 acres. The project would minimize impervious area by constructing road widths and
sidewalks to minimum widths allowable wherever feasible, maintaining greater than 20 percent project
area with open space for landscaping improvements and open space. The majority of the site would
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drain westerly towards an onsite catch basin with overflows directed to a secondary onsite catch basin.
Water lines are proposed to divert low flows to a proposed underground basin for underground
infiltration. As the infiltration rate decreases and the water starts to pond, an emergency escape pipe at
a higher elevation would direct flows to the proposed storm drain. The second drainage area (0.31 acre)
would sheet flow to North 14™ Avenue. Any high flows would be conveyed through a new off-site
proposed system from the site through North 14™ Avenue and 9% Street and connect to an existing San
Bernardino County Flood Control District structure at Bodenhamer Street.

The project would decrease the area of impervious surfaces in relation to the existing site conditions
and correspondingly, the rate of runoff would decrease from the existing 19.7 cubic feet per second (cfs)
to 18.0 cfs. Thus, through the reduction of impermeable surfaces (and runoff), a decrease in the rate of
runoff, and the installation of storm drain project design features, the project would not substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off- site.
Impacts are less than significant.

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources of polluted runoff?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in X c ii) the project would include storm drain infrastructure
designed to capture, store, and release runoff at rates that are either equal to or less than the current
site conditions. Additionally, captured runoff would enter the project’s filtration system. Further, the
project is required to incorporate both construction and operational BMPs that reduce pollutants. Such
BMPs would include, but not be limited to, proper collection of landscaping wastes, vacuum sweeping of
private streets and parking areas, incorporation of storm drain system stenciling and signage,
construction of all trash enclosures with solid roofs, and establishment of educational materials for
employees and residents.

Therefore, through a combination of the construction and operational BMPs and the project design
features, the project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources of polluted
runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

Less than Significant Impact. According to Exhibit 5.13-2, Flood Hazard Areas, of the General Plan EIR,
the project site is not located within a 100-year flood plain (City 2015b). Thus, while the project would
alter the drainage patterns on the project site, it would not impede or redirect flood flows. Impacts
would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. According to the map of flood zones in the City’s General Plan EIR, the project site is not
located within or adjacent to a 100-year flood zone (City 2015b). The project is located approximately 50
miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and is therefore not at risk of experiencing tsunami hazards. The
project site is not located downstream of or adjacent to any major water bodies, including lakes or
rivers, that could contribute to impacts associated with inundation by seiche or mudflows. The closest
water body to the project site is the 8™ Street Basin, located approximately 0.5 mile south of the site,
which would not pose a flooding hazard to the project site due to the distance. Therefore, the proposed
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project would not contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow and no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated.

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

No Impact. There are no known water quality control plans or sustainable groundwater management
plans that apply to the project site and no impact is expected.

XI. Land Use and Planning
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] [
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for ] u ] n
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a
linear feature, such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks, or removal of a means of access, such as
a local road or bridge that would impact mobility within an existing community or between a community
and outlying area.

The project site is within an urban area developed with primarily residential and light industrial and
commercial uses. The proposed project consists of construction of 64 single-family homes, which would
complement the pattern of residential land uses that are present to the east and south of the site. No
new major supporting infrastructure facilities would need to be constructed and extended to the project
site that could result in a physical disruption to an established land use or the local pattern of
development. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically divide an established community;
no impacts would occur.

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is designated as LI-BP in the General
Plan and is zoned as LI; the project would require a General Plan Amendment and zone change to
Specific Plan.

As discussed in Section Ill, the City has recognized the potential for the project site to accommodate
residential land uses as is demonstrated in the parcel specific analysis of potential housing sites that the
City prepared to identify underutilized sites designated for residential or mixed-use development to
meet the RHNA targets for the 2021-2029 planning period. This analysis, which is also included as
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Appendix B to the City’s General Plan Housing Element Update, did not allocate a residential density to
the site, but did identify the parcel as suitable for residential development (City 2021).

Specifically, the RHNA for the 2021-2029 planning period assigned Upland a new housing need of 5,686
units. As stated in the Housing Element Update, to address the current shortfall in capacity for potential
housing development the City will process zoning amendments for sufficient sites with appropriate
densities during 2022-2024 to fully accommodate the City’s remaining housing need. Rezoned sites will
be selected from the candidate sites as identified in the parcel specific analysis and will comply with the
requirements of Government Code §65583.2(h) and (i), that outlines the stipulations for suitable
housing sites.

Regardless, the project would require a General Plan Amendment and zone change to accommodate the
residential land uses; however, the transition of the site from light industrial land uses to residential is
an extension of the existing land uses to the south and east. Therefore, these actions would not
constitute a conflict with a land use plan adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect as the proposed residences would be compatible with the like land uses that
already exist immediately adjacent to the site. Moreover, the current LI-BP designation and LI zoning
indicate that the site does not support any environmentally sensitive resources and as discussed in
Section IX, the Phase Il ESA performed for the site determined that the past and current light industrial
land uses have not precluded the site from being residentially developed. Note in item IV f), the City is
not located within jurisdiction of a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan.

With regards to noise, the proposed project would be subject to the residential exterior and interior
noise level requirements in the City’s General Plan Safety Element of 65 Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) and 45 CNEL, respectively. As discussed in the Acoustical Analysis Report prepared for the
project, future on-site residential land uses would be exposed to noise from vehicular traffic along East
Arrow Highway adjacent to the project site. Impacts related to exterior noise would be significant if
future residential uses are exposed to noise levels in excess of the 65 CNEL limit set forth in the City
General Plan Safety Element. Modeling existing plus project traffic along East Arrow Highway completed
by the Acoustical Analysis Report indicates that noise levels would exceed 65 CNEL for all receivers
within 30 feet of the roadway. According to the site plan, the 65 CNEL contour would not extend into
the project site, as measured from the roadway centerline. At this distance, noise levels from the
roadway would not exceed the limits set forth in the City General Plan for residential uses, and the
project’s proposed land use would therefore be compatible with the site’s noise conditions.

Noise levels generated by the neighboring Cherokee Wood Products were calculated to be
approximately 62.3 CNEL at the project’s western boundary, although noise-generating activities at the
adjacent property may fluctuate depending on the activities being performed. With the included
minimum 6-foot noise barrier to be built as part of the project, it is anticipated that noise levels from the
adjacent property would not exceed the 65 CNEL limits set for residential uses, and the project’s
proposed land use would therefore be compatible with the site’s noise conditions.

Traditional architectural materials are conservatively estimated to attenuate noise levels by 15 CNEL;
therefore, if exterior noise levels at building facades exceed 60 CNEL, interior noise levels may exceed
the 45 CNEL limit set forth in the City General Plan Safety Element for residential uses. Noise levels from
East Arrow Highway would exceed 60 CNEL within 65 feet from the roadway centerline. Additionally,
noise levels from the Cherokee Wood Products site would generate noise levels of approximately
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62.3 CNEL at the western property line. Therefore, facades exposed to these elevated noise levels would
not be guaranteed to comply with the 45 CNEL limits.

As a final site plan and floor plans are not available at this point in project planning, the precise
individual residences and habitable rooms that would be exposed to noise levels cannot be determined.
Due to the attenuation of the proposed project’s structures, it is assumed that only those habitable
rooms with a direct line-of-sight to East Arrow Highway and the neighboring Cherokee Wood Products
building would be expected to exceed the interior noise limits. As a conservative estimate, this IS/MND
concludes that all residential facades located within 50 feet of the project’s northern and western
property lines would experience interior noise levels exceeding the requirements in the City’s General
Plan Safety Element, resulting in a significant impact. With implementation of mitigation measure LU-1,
impacts related to interior noise levels would be reduced to a less than significant level. The project
would not conflict with any other land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Impacts would be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

LU-1  Noise-attenuating Building Materials. For the project’s habitable areas (both living rooms and
bedrooms) within 50 feet of East Arrow Highway and the Cherokee Wood Products site, the
following measures shall be incorporated in the design of the project to reduce interior noise
levels to 45 CNEL or less:

e  Minimum exterior wall requirement of STC 46 with a construction of standard 3/8-inch
exterior one coat stucco over 1.0-inch rigid R-4 insulation over 1/2-inch shearwall on 2x6
studs with 5/8-inch Type “X” Drywall.

e  Minimum window requirement of STC 28 with a vinyl frame window construction of
dual glazing window thickness 1/8-inch and 1/2-inch air gap.

e Appropriate means of air circulation and provision of fresh air intake shall be
incorporated in the project to allow windows to remain closed for extended intervals of
time so that acceptable levels of noise can be maintained on the interior.

e Buildings shall provide mechanical ventilation in accordance with the 2019 California
Mechanical Code.

XIl.  Mineral Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local L] L] [ | L]
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?
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a-b) Less than Significant Impact. Mineral resources are commonly defined as a concentration or
occurrence of natural, solid, inorganic, or fossilized organic material in or on the earth’s crust in such
form and quantity and of such a grade or quality that it has reasonable prospects for economic
extraction. Mineral resources can be categorized into three classes: fuel, metallic, and non-metallic. Fuel
resources comprise coal, oil, and natural gas. Metals include such resources as gold, silver, iron, and
copper. Lastly, non-metal resources include industrial minerals and construction aggregate. Industrial
minerals include boron compounds, rare-earth elements, clays, limestone, gypsum, salt, and dimension
stone. Construction aggregate includes sand and gravel, and crushed stone.

The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) is the primary regulator surface mining in the
state. The act requires the state geologist (California Geological Survey) to identify all mineral deposits in
the state and to classify them based on their significance. SMARA defines a mineral deposit as a
naturally occurring concentration of minerals in amounts or arrangement that under certain conditions
may constitute a mineral resource. The concentration may be of value for its chemical or physical
characteristics. The classification of these mineral resources is a joint effort of the State and local
governments. It is based on geologic factors and requires that the State Geologist classify the mineral
resources area as one of the four Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs), Scientific Resource Zones (SZs), or
Identified Resource Areas (IRAs), described below:

e MRZ-1: A Mineral Resource Zone where adequate information indicates that no significant
mineral deposits are present or likely to be present.

e MRZ-2: A Mineral Resource Zone where adequate information indicates that significant mineral
deposits are present, or a likelihood of their presence and development should be controlled.

e MRZ-3: A Mineral Resource Zone where mineral resource significance is undetermined.

e MRZ-4: A Mineral Resource Zone where there is insufficient data to assign any other MRZ
designation.

e SZ Areas: Containing unique or rare occurrences of rocks, minerals, or fossils that are of
outstanding scientific significance shall be classified in this zone.

e |RA Areas: County or State Division of Mines and Geology Identified Areas where adequate
production and information indicate that significant minerals are present.

According to the City’s General Plan EIR, the majority of the City, including the proposed project site, is
designated as MRZ-2 (City 2015). However, as discussed in the City’s General Plan EIR, most of the areas
within the City have been developed, lowering the potential for mineral resources to occur (City 2015b).
The proposed project site is currently developed with a lumber yard and does not support mineral
extraction activities. The surrounding existing residential land uses to the south and east would be
incompatible with mining activities and hinder the ability of mining to occur at the site. Additionally, the
project area is not zoned or designated for mineral resource recovery uses. Impacts would be less than
significant.

49



Rose Glen Specific Plan Residential Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

XIll.  Noise
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ] ] u H
groundborne noise levels?

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

HELIX prepared an Acoustical Analysis Report for the project in November 2021 (HELIX 2021a), which is
included in its entirety as Appendix F of this IS/MND, the results of which are summarized below.

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 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. The proposed project would generate noise levels
during project operation and construction as discussed below.

Operation

Operational On-site Noise Generation

The project would include heating ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) units at ground-level locations
adjacent to each proposed residence. Specific locations and planning data for the future HVAC units is
not available at this stage of project design. This report assumes that HVAC units would be located on
the sides of the proposed residences. Further, as discussed in the Acoustical Analysis Report, the
modeling identified that a single unit typically generates a noise level of 56 dBA at a distance of 7 feet.
Assuming HVAC units are located adjacent to the proposed residence, each unit is assumed to operate
at distances of approximately 10 feet from the nearest residence to the east and 15 feet from the
nearest residence to the south. At 10 feet, noise levels from a proposed HVAC unit would be 53 dBA.
The UMC requires that HVAC noise levels not exceed the ambient baseline noise level by 5 dBA. For
residential uses, HVAC units are prohibited from exceeding 5 dBA above 45 dBA nighttime limits.
Nighttime noise levels from an HVAC unit would therefore exceed the 50 dBA nighttime limits without
attenuation.

Existing concrete masonry unit walls are part of the existing conditions along the eastern and southern
edges of the project. An approximately 10-foot wall is located adjacent to the project that would be
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located adjacent to proposed residences, as shown in Figure 3. A wall of approximately 6 feet in height is
currently located along the project’s southern boundary. The project includes a minimum of a six-foot
wall along the eastern boundary. The line-of-sight between the proposed HVAC units and nearby
properties would therefore be broken by a solid barrier. These existing walls would reduce noise levels
by the 3 dBA necessary to meet the UMC requirements. Impacts from the project’s operations would
therefore be less than significant.

Operational Off-site Transportation Noise Generation

The project would generate vehicular traffic that would utilize East Arrow Highway and have the
potential to result in increased noise levels at existing single-family residences nearby. The Acoustical
Analysis Report calculated the noise contour distances for existing and existing plus project conditions
along East Arrow Highway. The existing and existing plus project traffic noise levels presented in the
analysis are based on peak hour traffic volumes provided by Kimley Horn (2021).

The off-site roadway modeling represents a conservative analysis that does not consider topography or