We City of Hesperia

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND NOTICE OF A PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Date: September 23, 2022

To: State Agencies, Responsible Agencies, Local and Public Agencies, and
Interested Parties

From/Lead Agency: City of Hesperia, Planning Department

Subject: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Mesa
Linda Street Development

This Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been prepared to notify agencies and interested parties
that the City of Hesperia (City), as lead agency, is commencing preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) to evaluate the potential environmental effects associated with implementation of the
Mesa Linda Street Development (Project).

The City is requesting input from interested individuals, organizations, and agencies regarding
the scope and content of the environmental analysis to be included in the upcoming EIR. In
accordance with CEQA, the City requests that agencies provide comments on the environmental
issues related to the statutory responsibilities of their particular agency. This NOP contains a
description of the Project, its location, and a preliminary determination of the environmental
resource topics to be addressed in the EIR.

Project Location

The proposed Project site is located within the northwestern portion of the City of Hesperia, on
two parcels northwest of the Poplar Street and Mesa Linda Street intersection. Regional access
to the Project site is provided by Interstate 15 (I-15) and Highway 395. Local access to the site is
provided from Mesa Linda Street and Poplar Street (see Figure 1, Project Location). Specifically,
the Project site is located within Section 22, Township 4 North, Range 5 West, San Bernardino
Base and Meridian (SBB&M) of the Baldy Mesa United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-
minute topographic quadrangle.

Project Summary

The proposed Project would include development of a one-story, 408,997 SF warehouse building
on the 18.16-acre site. The proposed warehouse building would have a building footprint of
402,997 SF and a mezzanine of 6,000 SF. Additional improvements would include landscaping,
sidewalks, utility connections, implementation of stormwater facilities, and pavement of parking
areas and driveways (Figure 2, Site Plan). It is anticipated that the facilities would be operated
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. At this time, the project applicant does not anticipate leasing
any portion of the buildings to a tenant that would require refrigerated space.
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The Project site has a General Plan land use designation of Main Street and Freeway Corridor
Specific Plan (MSFC-SP). Within the MSFC-SP, the Project site is zoned as Commercial/Industrial
Business Park (CIBP). As part of the proposed Project, the following discretionary actions and
subsequent approvals are being requested by the Project proponent:

» Development Plan Review

+ Conditional Use Permit

» Certification of the Environmental Impact Report

» Approvals and permits necessary to execute the proposed Project, including but not
limited to, grading permit, building permit, etc.

The following approvals are anticipated from responsible agencies:

» California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement

» United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 404 Nationwide Permit

» Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Section 401 State Water Quality
Certification

+ CDFW Take Permit (potentially for Joshua Trees dependent upon the listed status at the
time of Project implementation)

Potential Environmental Impacts of the Project

As discussed in the attached Initial Study, the EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the
Project may potentially result in one or more significant environmental impacts. The potential
environmental effects to be addressed in the EIR will include, but may not be limited to, the following:

* Aesthetics * Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e Air Quality » Hydrology and Water Quality

» Biological Resources * Noise

e Cultural, Tribal, and » Transportation
Paleontological Resources » Utilities and Service Systems

* Energy

The EIR will also address all other CEQA-mandated topics, including cumulative impacts and
Project alternatives.

Public Scoping Comment Period and Meeting
Public Scoping Comment Period

The City has established a 30-day public scoping period from September 23, 2022, to October
23, 2022. During the scoping period, the City’s intent is to disseminate Project information to
the public and solicit comments from agencies, organizations, and interested parties, including
nearby residents and business owners, regarding the scope and content of the environmental
information to be included in the EIR, including mitigation measures or Project alternatives to
reduce potential environmental effects.

During this period, this NOP and the Project’s Initial Study may be accessed electronically at the
following website:

https://www.cityofhesperia.us/312/Planning

This NOP and the Project’s Initial Study are also available for review in person at Hesperia City
Hall, Planning Department, 9700 Seventh Avenue, Hesperia, California 9234.


http://www.cityofhesperia.us/312/Planning

Public Scoping Meeting

During the 30-day public scoping period, the City will also hold a public scoping meeting on
October 13, 2022, at 5:30 p.m. at Hesperia City Hall, Planning Department, 9700 Seventh
Avenue, Hesperia, California 92345. The public scoping meeting will provide an additional
opportunity to receive and disseminate information, identify potential environmental issues of
concern, and discuss the scope of analysis to be included in the EIR. The scoping meeting
is not a public hearing, and no decisions on the Project will be made at this meeting. It
is an additional opportunity for agencies, organizations, and the public to provide scoping
comments in person on what environmental issues should be addressed in the EIR. All public
agencies, organizations, and interested parties are encouraged to attend and participate in this
meeting.

Scoping Comments

All scoping comments must be received in writing by 5:00 p.m. on October 23, 2022, which
marks the end of the 30-day public scoping period. All written comments should indicate an
associated contact person for the agency or organization, if applicable, and reference the Project
name in the subject line. Pursuant to CEQA, responsible agencies are requested to indicate their
statutory responsibilities in connection with the Project when responding. Please mail or email
comments and direct any questions to the following contact person:

Ryan Leonard, Senior Planner
City of Hesperia Planning Department
9700 Seventh Avenue
Hesperia, California 92345
Phone: (760) 947-1651
Email: rleonard @cityofhesperia.us

Attachments:
Figure 1, Project Location
Figure 2, Site Plan
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Figure 1: Project Location
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Figure 2: Site Plan
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

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

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

e California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3 (State CEQA Guidelines,
Sections 15000 et seq.) as amended and approved on December 28, 2018.

Pursuant to CEQA, this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the potential for significant
impacts on the environment resulting from implementation of the proposed industrial warehouse
Project described in greater detail in Section 3.0 below. As required by State CEQA Guidelines
(“Guidelines”) Section 15063, this Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead
Agency, the City of Hesperia (“City”), in consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine
if a Mitigated Negative Declaration or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the Project.

This Initial Study informs City of Hesperia decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of
potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Project. A
“significant effect” or “significant impact” on the environment means “a substantial, or pofentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project”
(Guidelines Section15382). As such, the Initial Study’s intent is to adhere to the following CEQA
principles:

e Provide meaningful early evaluation of site planning constraints, service and infrastructure
requirements, and other local and regional environmental considerations. (Public Resources
Code Section 21003.1)

e Encourage the applicant to incorporate environmental considerations into Project
conceptualization, design, and planning at the earliest feasible time. (Guidelines Section
15004[b][3])

e Specify mitigation measures for reasonably foreseeable significant environmental effects
and commit the City and applicant to future measures containing performance standards to

ensure their adequacy when detailed development plans and applications are submitted.
(Guidelines Section 15126.4)
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1.2 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION
This Initial Study includes the following sections:

Section 1. Introduction

Provides information about CEQA and its requirements for environmental review and explains that
an Initial Study was prepared by the City to evaluate the proposed Project’s potential impact to
the physical environment, and to determine if an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

Section 2. Environmental Setting
Provides information about the proposed Project’s location.

Section 3. Project Description
Includes a description of the proposed Project’s physical features and characteristics.

Section 4. Environmental Checklist

Includes the Environmental Checklist from the CEQA Guidelines and evaluates the proposed Project’s
potential to result in significant adverse effects to the physical environment and identifies if an EIR
is required, and if so, what environmental topics need to be analyzed in the EIR.

Section 5. Environmental Analysis
This section provides evidence to substantiate the conclusions in the environmental checklist.

Section 6. References

Includes a list of the references in this Initial Study pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15150.

1.3 INITIAL STUDY FINDINGS

Section 4.0 of this document contains the Environmental Checklist that was prepared for the
proposed Project pursuant to CEQA requirements. The Environmental Checklist indicates that the
proposed Project would result in no impacts or less than significant environmental effects under the
issue areas of agriculture and forestry resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and
hazardous materials, land use, mineral resources, population and housing, public services,
recreation, utilities and service systems, and wildfire. Therefore, these issues will not be evaluated
further within an EIR.

The Environmental Checklist indicates that the proposed Project would potentially result in significant
environmental effects under the issue areas of aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, energy,
greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, noise, transportation, and tribal cultural
resources. Therefore, these subjects are recommended for further evaluation in an EIR.
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Project site is located within the northwestern portion of the City of Hesperia, on two
parcels northwest of the Poplar Street and Mesa Linda Street intersection. Regional access to the
Project site is provided by Interstate 15 (I-15) and Highway 395. Local access to the site is provided
from Mesa Linda Street and Poplar Street. Specifically, the Project site is located within Section 22,
Township 4 North, Range 5 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian (SBB&M) of the Baldy Mesa
United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle. The Project site and
surrounding area is shown in Figure 2-1, Regional Location, and Figure 2-2, Local Vicinity.

2.2 EXISTING PROJECT SITE

The Project site encompasses approximately 18.16-acres and is comprised of two parcels identified
as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 306-458-102 and 306-458-103. The site is relatively flat
with a gentle slope from the southwest to the northeast. The Project site is currently undeveloped
and contains moderate coverage of natural grasses and weeds. The Project site’s existing conditions
are shown in Figure 2-3, Aerial View and Figure 2-4, Site Photos.

2.3 EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING

The Project site has a General Plan land use designation of Main Street and Freeway Corridor
Specific Plan (MSFC-SP). Within the MSFC-SP, the Project site is zoned as Commercial/Industrial
Business Park (CIBP). The MSFC-SP states that the CIBP designation is intended to create
employment-generating uses in a business park setting. The zone allows development of commercial,
light industrial, light manufacturing, and industrial support uses, mainly conducted in enclosed
buildings. Pursuant to the MSFC-SP, approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required for
warehouses greater than 200,000 square feet (SF) in the CIBP zone. The MSFC-SP allows a Floor
Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.5.

2.4  SURROUNDING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS

The Project site is located within a predominately undeveloped area with sparse light industrial
development to the south. The surrounding land uses are described in Table 1.

Table 1: Surrounding Existing Land Use, Zoning, and Specific Plan Designations

Existing Land Use General Plan Designation Zoning Designation
Main Street and Freeway
North | Vacant and undeveloped Corridor Specific Plan Regional Commercial (RC)
(MSFC-SP)
Vacant and undeveloped, | Main §'rree'r cmd. Ifreewc:y Commercial /Industrial
East I-15 Corridor Specific Plan Business Park (CIBP)
(MSFC-SP)
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Existing Land Use

General Plan Designation

Zoning Designation

Project proposed for
development of two
industrial buildings (I-15
Industrial Park)

Vacant and undeveloped

Main Street and Freeway

Commercial /Industrial

South L . Corridor Specific Plan .
and light industrial uses (MSFC-SP) Business Park (CIBP)
Vacant and undeveloped
. Main Street and Freeway . .
West Project proposed for Corridor Specific Plan Commercial /Industrial

development of two
industrial buildings (I-15
Industrial Park)

(MSFC-SP)

Business Park (CIBP)
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Existing Site Photos

View from northeast corner of site on Mesa Linda St.

Southeast corner of site from Mesa Linda St.
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 PROIJECT OVERVIEW

The proposed Project would include development of a one-story, 408,997 SF warehouse building
on the 18.16-acre site. The proposed warehouse building would have a building footprint of
402,997 SF and a mezzanine of 6,000 SF. Additional improvements would include landscaping,
sidewalks, utility connections, implementation of stormwater facilities, and pavement of parking
areas and driveways.

Building Summary and Architecture

The proposed building would provide approximately 402,997 SF for warehouse use and a 6,000
SF mezzanine for office use. The proposed building would result in an FAR of 0.52. Figure 3-1,
Conceptual Site Plan, illustrates the proposed site plan.

As shown in Figure 3-2, Elevations, the proposed Project building would be single-story and
approximately 55 feet tall. The Project would establish an architectural presence through emphasis
on building finish materials and consistent material usage and color scheme. The building would also
be set back from both street frontages and landscaping would be provided along Sultana Street,
Mesa Linda Street, Lassen Street and along the southern property line in order to screen buildings
and loading docks. The use of landscaping, building layout, finish materials, and accenting on the
Project site would create a quality architectural presence along Mesa Linda Street.

Parking and Loading Dock Summary

Truck loading docks would be located along the south side of the building. The building would
include 54 loading dock doors. The Project would also provide 57 trailer stalls located opposite of
the loading dock doors on the south side of the Project site. Additionally, the building would provide
213 vehicle parking stalls with 7 electric vehicle /clean air/carpool spaces.

Landscaping and Fencing

The proposed Project includes approximately 117,306 SF of ornamental landscaping that would
cover approximately 15.35 percent of the site, as shown in Figure 3-3, Proposed Landscape Plan.
Proposed landscaping would include 24-inch and 36-inch box trees, various shrubs, and ground
covers to screen the proposed building, infiltration /detention basin, and parking and loading areas
from off-site viewpoints. Proposed landscaping would extend around the perimeter of the Project
site and in between the parking areas. Sliding gates are proposed at the east and west entrances
to the internal truck court.

Access and Circulation

Access to the proposed Project would be provided via four driveways, two from Lassen Street and
two from Mesa Linda Street. The northernmost driveway along Mesa Linda Street would be 30 feet
wide and dedicated to emergency access only. The southernmost driveway along Mesa Linda Street
would be 40 feet wide. The northernmost driveway along Lassen Street would be 30 feet wide
and limited to passenger vehicles only. The southernmost driveway along Lassen Street would be

13
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40 feet wide. Internal circulation would be provided via 30-foot drive aisles. Access to trailer stalls
and loading dock areas would be controlled through the use of swinging and sliding gates.

A T14-foot sidewalk would be constructed around the west, north, and east of the Project site.
Sidewalk area would be dedicated to the City as part of the Project.

Infrastructure Improvements
Water and Sewer Improvements

The Project applicant would install onsite water lines that would connect to the existing 12-inch
diameter water line in Sultana Street, as well as install an onsite sewer system that would connect
to the existing 10-inch sewer line in Sultana Street.

Drainage Improvements

The Project would install new onsite storm drain lines throughout the site. The Project site’s runoff
would be collected by catch basins and conveyed to the underground infiltration system. Proposed
underground stormwater chambers would be located on the southeast corner of the site, beneath
the proposed automobile parking lot. Curbs and gutters would be installed around the perimeter
of the Project site.

3.2 CONSTRUCTION AND PHASING

Construction activities for the Project would occur over one phase and include site preparation,
grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coatings. Grading work of soils is expected
to result in cut of 52,905 cubic yards (CY) and fill of 52,905 CY of soils. Construction is expected
to begin in the Fall of 2023 and be complete in 2024. Construction would occur within the hours
allowable by Hesperia Municipal Code Section 16.20.125, which states that construction shall occur
only between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, except on Sundays and holidays.

3.3 OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The Project would be operated as a warehouse. Typical operational characteristics include
employees traveling to and from the site, delivery of materials and supplies to the site, and truck
loading and unloading. Operation is assumed to be 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.

3.4 DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS, PERMITS, AND STUDIES

The City of Hesperia and the following responsible agencies are expected to use the information
contained in this Initial Study for consideration of approvals related to and involved in the
implementation of this Project. These include, but may not be limited to, the permits and approvals
described below.

As part of the proposed Project, the following discretionary actions and subsequent approvals are
being requested by the Project proponent:

e Development Plan Review

14
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e Conditional Use Permit
e Certification of the Environmental Impact Report

e Approvals and permits necessary to execute the proposed Project, including but not limited
to, grading permit, building permit, etc.

The following approvals are anticipated from responsible agencies:
e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement
e United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 404 Nationwide Permit
e Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Section 401 State Water Quality
Certification
e CDFW Take Permit (potentially for Joshua Trees dependent upon the listed status at the
time of Project implementation)

15
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SULTANA STREET

Proposed Landscape Plan
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NEW STREET TREE ALONG SULTANA STREET
PROSOPIS CHILENSIS, CHILEAN MESQUITE
24" BOX SIZE.

27

NEW STREET TREE ALONG LASSEN STREET
QUERCUS ILEX, HOLLY OAK
24" BOX SIZE

NEW STREET TREE ALONG MESA LINDA STREET
PISTACHIA CHINENSIS, CHINESE PISTACHE
24" BOX SIZE

PARKING LOT SHADE TREE
ULMUS PARVIFOLIA, EVERGREEN ELM
24" BOX SIZE.

FLOWERING ACCENT TREE
LAGERSTROEMIA I WATERMELON RED', CRAPE MYRTLE
24" BOX SIZE.

FLOWERING ACCENT TREE
CERCIDIUM X.'DESERT MUSEUM, BLUE PALO VERDE
24" BOX SIZE

PLATANUS RACEMOSA, CALIFORNIA SYCAMORE
36" BOX SIZE.

VERTICAL TREE ALONG BUILDING
PODOCARPUS GRACILIOR, FERN PINE
24" BOX SIZE

EVERGREEN SCREEN TREE
PINUS ELDARICA, MONDELL PINE
24" BOX SIZE

8|00 8GR 000

CHILOPSIS LINEARIS, DESERT WILLOW
24" BOX SIZE

GROUND COVERS & SHRUB MASSES - sHALL CONSIST OF THE FOLLOWING:

SHRUBS - sHALL CONSIST OF THE FOLLOWING:

1GAL. SIZE @ 30" 0.C.

7

HESPERALOE PARVIFLORA, RED YUCCA
5GAL. SIZE @ 42" 0.C.

NOTE: APPLY A 3" MIN.

LAYER OF MULCH TOP DRESSING WITHIN ALL PLANTING AREAS. A SAMPLE IS REQUIRED
PRIOR TO APPLICATION,

SYMBOL NAME wucoLs SYMBOL NAME wucoLs
ROSMARINUS O.'PROSTRATUS', PROSTRATE ROSEMARY DODONAEA V. PURPUREA', PURPLE HOPSEED BUSH .
1 GAL. SIZE @ 24" O.C. L O @@ @ | seaL size
ENCELIA FARINOSE, BRITTLEBUSH ® Q@ O [ etaeacnus runcens, sitverserry .
1GAL. SIZE @ 30" O.C. L 5 GAL. SIZE.

CISTUS SPECIES, ROCK ROSE LEUCOPHYLLUM F. TEXAS RANGER', TEXAS RANGER R
1GAL. SIZE @ 24" O.C. L 5 GAL. SIZE.

MUHLENBERGIA RIGENS, DEER GRASS LIGUSTRUM JAPONICA, WAX-LEAF PRIVET R
5GAL. SIZE @ 42" O.C. L 5 GAL. SIZE.

HYPTIS EMORYI, DESERT LAVENDER PITTOSPORUM TOBIRA, MOCK ORANGE R
5GAL. SIZE @ 42" O.C. L 5 GAL. SIZE

‘SALVIA CLEVELANDII, CLEVELAND SAGE RHAPHIOLEPIS INDICA, INDIAN HAWTHORN R
5GAL. SIZE @ 48" O.C. L 5 GAL. SIZE

DIETES, FORTNIGHT LILY

5GAL. SIZE @ 36" O.C. L

OENOTHERA SPECIOSA, MEXICAN EVENING PRIMROSE "

Mesa Linda Street Warehouse

City of Hesperia

Figure 3-3
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

4.1 BACKGROUND

Project Title:
Mesa Linda Street Development

Lead Agency:

City of Hesperia
9700 Seventh Avenue
Hesperia, CA 92345

Lead Agency Contact:
Ryan Leonard, Senior Planner
(760) 947-1651

Project Location:

The Project site is located within the northwestern portion of the City of Hesperia, northwest of
the Poplar Street and Mesa Linda Street intersection. Additionally, the site is located within
Section 22, Township 4 North, Range 5 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian (SBB&M) of
the Baldy Mesa United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle.
Regional location and local vicinity maps are provided in Figure 2-1, Regional Location, and
Figure 2-2, Local Vicinity, respectively.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Newcastle Partners

4740 Green River Road, #110
Corona, CA 92878

General Plan and Zoning Designation: The Project site has a General Plan designation of Main
Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan (MSFC-SP) and an MSFC-SP zoning designation of
Commercial /Industrial Business Park (CIBP). The CIBP designation would allow for development
of light manufacturing industrial development at a FAR of 0.5.

Project Description: The Mesa Linda Street Development would include development of a one-
story 408,997 SF warehouse building on an 18.16-acre site. The proposed building would have
a building footprint of 402,997 SF and a mezzanine of 6,000 SF. Additional improvements
would include landscaping, sidewalks, utility connections, implementation of stormwater facilities,
and pavement of parking areas and driveways.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

North: Vacant and undeveloped land.

West: Vacant and undeveloped land.

South: Vacant and undeveloped land and industrial uses.

East: Vacant and undeveloped land, Interstate-15. Project proposed for development of two
industrial buildings (I-15 Industrial Park).

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Regional Water Quality Control Board

United States Army Corps of Engineers

23



Mesa Linda Street Development

City of Hesperia Initial Study

4.2

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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

Aesthetics L1 | Agriculture & Forest Air Quality
Resources
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy
Geology /Soils Greenhouse Gas [l | Hazards & Hazardous
Emissions Materials
Hydrology / Water [ | Land Use / Planning 1 | Mineral Resources
Quality
Noise L1 | Population / Housing L1 | Public Services
L1 | Recreation Transportation Tribal Cultural
Resources
Utilities / Service Systems | L1 | Wildfire Mandatory Findings of
Significances
4.3 DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation

O

O

| 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 DECLARACTION will be prepared.

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

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier analysis 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.
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L] | find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed Project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date

Name and Title Lead Agency
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4.4  EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

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

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

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

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

Earlier analysis 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. (Guidelines
Section 15063 (c¢)(3)(d)). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following, as provided
by CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:

Paragraph 5(a): Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

Paragraph 5 (b): Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

Paragraph 5(c): Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined
from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

Paragraph 6: Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to
a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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Paragraph 7: Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other
sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

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

Paragraph 9: The analysis of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or threshold
used to evaluate each question; and (b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the
impact to less than significance.
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5 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This section provides evidence to substantiate the conclusions in the environmental checklist.

| 5.1 AESTHETICS

Would the Project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O O
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not O O O

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway?

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing O O O
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its

surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from

publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an

urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable

zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

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

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is currently vacant and undeveloped. The Project is
located in a partially developed area with light industrial uses and some commercial developments.
The Hesperia General Plan describes unique visual resources in the City as including the Mojave
River to the east, the San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains to the south and the surrounding
Victor Valley. Additional scenic features in Hesperia include unique topographic features, local
flora, and historic buildings. Dominant scenic views from the Project site include views of the San
Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains, located south, southwest and southeast of the site as well
as views of the Mojave Desert.

The proposed Project would develop the currently vacant site with a new 55-foot-tall, 408,997 SF
tilt up warehouse facility. The proposed building would be set back from adjacent streets and would
not encroach into the existing public long-distance views. The proposed Project includes setbacks of
50 feet from Sultana Street and 50 feet from Mesa Linda Street. All setbacks would be in
compliance with requirements of the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan. Long range
views of the surrounding foothills would continue to be available from public vantage points on
surrounding streets. However, development of the Project would replace background views of the
mountains across the Project site with new buildings that would be greater in size and scale. This
could result in blocking or diminishing the scenic quality of the views. As a result, impacts related to
scenic vistas are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
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No Impact. The Project site is not located within a scenic highway corridor. There are no officially
designated State scenic highways adjacent to the Project site. According to the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the closest State-eligible scenic highway is a portion of
Route 138, located approximately 7 miles south of the Project site. Accordingly, the Project site is
not located within a state scenic highway corridor and implementation of the proposed Project
would not have a substantial effect on scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway corridor. Therefore, the Project
would not result in any impacts to a scenic resource within a state scenic highway, and this topic will
not be evaluated in the EIR.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Views of the Project site include undeveloped land that contains
sparse ruderal vegetation, shrubs, and trees. Project site surroundings include open, unobstructed
distant views of the mountains, as shown in Figure 2-4. Implementation of the proposed Project
would result in the visual conversion of the site from an undeveloped site to a 408,997 SF warehouse
with driveways, parking areas, and landscaping. The site and the surrounding area are designated
by the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan (MSFC-SP) as Commercial/Industrial
Business Park (CIBP). The MSFC-SP includes land use policies, design guidelines and development
standards to encourage high-quality design and compatibility with the surrounding environment.
The Project could impact existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, and this
topic will be further addressed in the EIR.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is currently undeveloped; thus, the existing light and
glare generated from the site is limited. The proposed Project would introduce new sources of light
from new building security lighting, streetlights within the Project area, interior lights shining through
building windows, and headlights from nighttime vehicular trips generated from the Project. Thus,
the Project would increase lighting and could increase glare compared to the existing condition. The
proposed Project would be subject to Section 16.16.415 of the City’s Municipal Code and the
Guidelines and Development Standards included in the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific
Plan. As such, Project lighting would be required to be shielded, diffused or indirect to avoid glare
to both on and offsite residents, pedestrians and motorists. Thus, significant impacts are not
expected. However, the EIR will evaluate the proposed Project’s potential to produce substantial
amounts of light and/or glare during construction and operation and will evaluate its impact on the
existing sensitive receptors surrounding the Project site.
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5.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST

RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the Significant Significant with Significant
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Impact Mitigation Impact
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation Incorporated

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

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of O O O
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 O O O
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest O O O
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),

timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),

or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by

Government Code section 51104(g))?

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

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due O O O
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,

to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest

use?

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

No Impact. The Project site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance by the California Department of Conservation. The Project site is identified
as “Grazing Land” by the California Department of Conservation’s California Important Farmland
Finder (FMMP, 2022). The Project site is currently zoned as Commercial/Industrial Business Park
(CIBP) by the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan. The implementation of the proposed
Project would not involve the conversion of any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance to urban uses. As a result, no impact would occur, and this topic will not be
evaluated in the EIR.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
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No Impact. The Project site is currently zoned as Commercial Industrial Business Park (CIBP). The
property is vacant and undeveloped. There are no agricultural uses located within the site or
adjacent to the site that would be affected by the Project’s implementation. According to the
California Department of Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection, the Project site is not
subject to a Williamson Act Contract!. Therefore, development of the Project would not result in the
cancellation of the contract, and impacts related to a Williamson Act contract would not occur.
Therefore, this topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

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

No Impact. The Project site is designated Commercial/Industrial Business Park (CIBP) and is not
zoned for forest land, timberland, or TPZ. Therefore, the Project would not result in impacts to forests
or timberlands. Therefore, this topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

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

No Impact. The Project site is not zoned for or utilized as forest land. The Project site is designated
Commercial /Industrial Business Park (CIBP). Consequently, the proposed Project would not result in
the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, this topic will not be evaluated in
the EIR.

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. The Project site is currently vacant and undeveloped. There are no agricultural activities
on or adjacent to the Project site. Additionally, neither the Project site nor its surroundings contain
forest land. Thus, the proposed Project would not convert existing farmland to nonagricultural uses,
nor convert forest land to non-forest uses. Therefore, no impact would occur, and this topic will not
be evaluated in the EIR.

! California Department of Conservation. State of California Williamson Act Contract Land. https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp /wa.
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5.3 AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
applicable air quality management or air pollution control Significant Significant with Significant

district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Impact Mitigation Impact

Would the project: Incorporated

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

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any O O O

criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant O O O
concentrations?

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

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the Mojave Desert Air Basin
(MDAB), in which the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District is responsible for
administration and implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Development of
the Project could result in the production of additional criteria air pollutants which may interfere
with, or obstruct, implementation of the AQMP. These potential impacts will be analyzed in an Air
Quality Impact Analysis prepared for the Project as part of the Draft EIR. These impacts will be
further analyzed in the EIR.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project involves construction and operational activities
that would generate both short-term and long-term criteria pollutant and other emissions. Further
analysis will be required to determine whether the Project would result in potentially significant air
quality impacts. These issues will be further analyzed in the EIR.

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project involves construction and operational activities
that would generate both short-term and long-term criteria pollutant and other emissions. Localized
concentrations of construction-source and operational-source emissions could adversely affect
sensitive receptors. Further analysis will be required to determine whether the Project would result
in potentially significant air quality impacts. These issues will be further analyzed in the EIR.

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?
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Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not emit other emissions, such as those
generating objectionable odors, that would affect a substantial number of people. The type of
facilities that are considered to result in other emissions, such as objectionable odors, include
wastewater treatments plants, compost facilities, landfills, solid waste transfer stations, fiberglass
manufacturing facilities, paint/coating operations (e.g., auto body shops), dairy farms, petroleum
refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing, and food manufacturing facilities. Odors
generated by the operation of the proposed Project are not expected to be significant or highly
objectionable and would be required to be in compliance with MDAQMD Rule 402, which would
prevent nuisances to sensitive land uses.

During construction, emissions from construction equipment, architectural coatings, and paving
activities may generate odors. However, these odors would be temporary, intermittent in nature,
and not expected to affect a substantial number of people. Additionally, noxious odors would be
confined to the immediate vicinity of the construction equipment. By the time such emissions reach
any residences, they would be diluted to well below any level of odor concern. Furthermore, short-
term construction-related odors are expected to cease upon the drying or hardening of the odor-
producing materials.

During operations, trucks and vehicles operating at the loading docks may emit odor. A southern
California study (Zhu, 2002) showed measured concentrations of vehicle-related pollutants,
including diesel exhaust, decreased dramatically (more than 90%) within approximately 300 feet.
There are no sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project site or within 300 feet of proposed loading
dock facilities. Therefore, by the time any diesel exhaust emissions reach the nearest receptor, they
would be diluted and not generate an objectionable odor. In addition, all Project-generated solid
waste would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with
solid waste regulations and would not generate objectionable odors. Therefore, impacts associated
with operation- and construction-generated odors would be less than significant, and no further
analysis is required in the EIR.
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5.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the Project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through O O O

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally O O O
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological

interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native O O O
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established

native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use

of native wildlife nursery sites?

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

ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O O O

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan2

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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is vacant, undeveloped, and vegetated. The
vegetation on the site could provide habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status plant or
wildlife species. As a result, a biological assessment will be prepared to evaluate whether the
Project has the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on candidate, sensitive, or special
status species. This topic will be analyzed in the EIR and mitigation measures will be recommended,
ds necessary.

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?

Potentially Significant Impact. A biological assessment will be conducted by a professional
biologist to determine if the site has the potential to contain a riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
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Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This topic will be addressed in
the forthcoming EIR, and mitigation measures will be recommended, as appropriate.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. A biological assessment will be conducted to determine if any
protected wetlands are present on the Project site that would be potentially impacted by Project
implementation. This topic will be addressed in the forthcoming EIR, and mitigation measures will be
recommended, as appropriate.

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?

Potentially Significant Impact. A biological assessment will be conducted by a professional
biologist to determine whether a migratory wildlife corridor exists on the site and if the Project has
the potential fo impact the corridor.

In addition, the Project site includes vacant undeveloped land and trees that could be used for
nesting by common bird species that are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
and the California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503.5, 3511, and 3515. Therefore, the Project’s

potential impact to migratory birds during construction and operation will be evaluated in the EIR.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources?

Potentially Significant Impact. A biological assessment will be conducted by a professional
biologist to determine whether the proposed Project has the potential to conflict with City of
Hesperia policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. This topic will be addressed in the
forthcoming EIR, and mitigation measures will be recommended, as appropriate.

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?

Potentially Significant Impact. A biological assessment will be conducted by a professional
biologist to determine whether the proposed Project has the potential to conflict with the provisions
of any local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. This topic will be addressed in the
forthcoming EIR, and mitigation measures will be recommended, as appropriate.
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5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the Project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a O O O

historical resource pursuant to §15064.52

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an O O O
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.52

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

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Section 15064.5 defines historic resources as resources listed or
determined to be eligible for listing by the State Historical Resources Commission, a local register
of historical resources, or the lead agency. Generally, a resource is considered “historically
significant” if it meets one of the following criteria:

e s associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

e |s associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

e Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction,
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values;

e Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The Project site could contain resources listed or eligible for listing to either the California Register
of Historical Resources (CRHR) or the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). A cultural resources
study will be conducted for the Project, which will identify any potential historic resources within or
surrounding the Project site. The Project would require clearing and excavation of the Project site,
which could result in potentially significant impacts to historic resources. This topic will be addressed
in the forthcoming EIR, and mitigation measures will be recommended, as appropriate.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site could contain known or unknown archeological
resources A cultural resources study will be conducted for the Project, which will identify any known
archaeological resources within or surrounding the Project site and the potential of the Project site
to contain unearthed or unknown archeological resources. The Project would require clearing and
excavation of the Project site, which could result in potentially significant impacts to archeological
resources. This topic will be addressed in the forthcoming EIR, and mitigation measures will be
recommended, as appropriate.

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
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Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site has been previously disturbed, as described above,
and has not been previously used as a cemetery. Thus, human remains are not anticipated to be
uncovered during Project construction. In addition, California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5, CEQA Section 15064.5, and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, included as Plan,
Program or Policy (PPP) CUL-1, mandate the process to be followed in the event of an accidental
discovery of any human remains. Specifically, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
requires that if human remains are discovered, disturbance of the site shall remain halted until the
coroner has conducted an investigation into the circumstances, manner, and cause of death, and
made recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains to the person
responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative, in the manner provided
in Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. If the coroner determines that the remains are not
subject to his or her authority and if the coroner has reason to believe the human remains to be
those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native
American Heritage Commission. Although soil-disturbing activities associated with the proposed
Project could result in the discovery of human remains, compliance with existing law would ensure
that significant impacts to human remains would not occur. This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR,
and no mitigation measures are required.
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5.6 ENERGY

Would the Project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to O O O

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources, during project construction or operation?

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

Potentially Significant Impact. During construction of the proposed Project, energy would be
consumed in three general forms:

e Petroleum-based fuels used to power off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the
project sites, construction worker travel to and from the project sites, as well as delivery
truck trips;

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

e Energy used in the production of construction materials, such as asphalt, steel, concrete,
pipes, and manufactured or processed materials such as lumber and glass.

Once operational, the warehouse would generate demand for electricity, natural gas, as well as
gasoline for motor vehicle trips. Operational use of energy includes the heating, cooling, and
lighting of buildings, water heating, operation of electrical systems and plug-in appliances within
buildings, parking lot and outdoor lighting, and the transport of electricity, natural gas, and water
to the areas where they would be consumed.

The EIR will quantify the amount of energy that would be used by both construction and operation
of the proposed Project to identify if wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources would occur from implementation of the Project. Mitigation measures will be included, as
necessary.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The State of California has established a comprehensive framework
for the use of efficient energy. This occurs through the implementation of the Clean Energy and
Pollution Reduction Act of 2015 (SB 350), Assembly Bill (AB) 1007 (Pavley 2007), Title 24 Energy
Efficiency Standards, and the California Green Building Standards. The proposed Project would
result in an increase in energy use. Therefore, the EIR will further evaluate the energy use by the
proposed Project and evaluate its consistency with the applicable plans and policies.
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5.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

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

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the O O O
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?2 Refer to Division of Mines and

Geology Special Publication 422

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? O O O
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? O O O
iv) Landslides? O O O
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil2 O (I (I
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that O O O
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially

result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,

liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of O O O
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or

indirect risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of O O O
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where

sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological O O O

resource or site or unique geologic feature?

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

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

No Impact. In 1972, the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act was signed into law. In 1994, it
was renamed the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (A-P Act). The primary purpose of the
Act is to mitigate the hazard of fault rupture by prohibiting the location of structures for human
occupancy across the trace of an active fault. The A-P Act requires the State Geologist (Chief of
the California Geology Survey) to delineate “Earthquake Fault Zones” along with faults that are
“sufficiently active” and “well-defined.” The boundary of an “Earthquake Fault Zone” is generally
about 500 feet from major active faults and 200 to 300 feet from well-defined minor faults. The
A-P Act dictates that cities and counties withhold development permits for sites within an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone until geologic investigations demonstrate that the site zones are not
threatened by surface displacements from future faulting.
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The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zone (California Geological
Survey 2021). The closest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zones are the Cleghorn fault zone and
the San Andreas fault zone, located approximately 9 miles and 10.5 miles from the Project site,
respectively. Due to the distance of the Project site from the closest fault zone, there is no potential
for the Project to be subject to rupture of a known earthquake fault. Impacts related to a fault zone
would not occur from implementation of the proposed Project. This topic will not be addressed in
the EIR.

ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site, like most of southern California, could be subject to
seismically-related strong ground shaking. Ground shaking is a major cause of structural damage
from earthquakes. The amount of motion expected at a building site can vary from none to forceful
depending upon the distance to the fault, the magnitude of the earthquake, and the local geology.

The closest active fault zones to the Project site are the Cleghorn fault zone and San Andreas fault
zone, located approximately 9 miles and 10 miles from the Project site, respectively. A major
earthquake along these faults or another regional fault could cause substantial seismic ground
shaking at the site. However, structures built in the City are required to be built in compliance with
the California Building Code (CBC) (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2) that provides
provisions for