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ACTION

® Board of Directors
Executive Committee

June 12, 2001 Board Meeting

8-10
Subject

Adopt final resolutions for annexation and to impose water standby charges for 70" Fringe Area to Eastern
Municipal Water District and Metropolitan

Description

Eastern Municipal Water District (Eastern) has requested formal terms and conditions for the 70" Fringe Area
annexation, concurrently to Eastern and The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan).
Metropolitan’s Board granted informal (conditional) approval on November 16, 1999. The development plan for
the uninhabited 9.6-acre territory is for a business park. Prior to completion of this annexation, Eastern will pay
in full a fee of $32,441. The projected water demand on Metropolitan is 9.8 acre-feet per year. (Attachment 1.)

Policy

Territory may be annexed to Metropolitan upon terms and conditions fixed by the Board and in accordance with
Chapter 1, Article 1, Sections 350 through 356 of Metropolitan’s Act and Division III of its Administrative Code.

CEQA

Pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Rancho California Water
District, acting as lead agency, approved a Mitigated Negative Declaration and issued a Notice of Determination
(NOD) on April 15, 1999 for the development of the proposed annexation parcel. Metropolitan, as responsible
agency under CEQA, is required to certify that it has reviewed and considered the information contained in the
Mitigated Negative Declaration and NOD (Attachment 2), and adopt the lead agency’s findings prior to approval
of the formal terms and conditions for the 70" Fringe Area annexation.

Option #1: CEQA determination

Review and consider information provided in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and adopt the lead agency's
findings related to the annexation.

Board Options/Fiscal Impacts

Option #1: Adopt the CEQA determination and

a) Adopt a resolution granting Eastern’s request for approval of the 70™ Fringe Area annexation,
concurrently to Metropolitan and Eastern, by establishing Metropolitan’s terms and conditions for this
annexation, conditioned upon approval by the Local Agency Formation Commission of Riverside County
(Attachment 3); and

b) Adopt the resolution to impose water standby charge at a rate of $6.94 per acre or per parcel of less than
one acre within the proposed annexation (Attachment 4).

Fiscal Impact: Receipt of annexation fee ($32,441) and water sales revenue from annexed territory.

Option #2
Decline Eastern 70™ Fringe Area annexation
Fiscal Impact: Unrealized fees and water sales revenue from non-annexed territory.
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Attachment 1 - Detailed Report
Attachment 2 - Mitigated Negative Declaration and Notice of Determination
Attachment 3 - Resolution Fixing Terms and Conditions

Attachment 4 - Resolution Fixing and Adopting Water Standby Charge
BLA #1025
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Detailed Report — Eastern 70" Fringe Area Annexation

The Eastern Municipal Water District (Eastern) Board of Directors has requested formal terms
and conditions for the 70™ Fringe Area annexation, concurrently to Eastern and The
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) by Resolution No. 3466,
dated April 4, 2001 (Attachment 5). On November 16, 1999, Metropolitan’s Board granted
conditional (informal) approval and adopted a resolution of intent to impose water standby
charges upon the annexing territory. On March 22, 2001, the Local Agency Formation
Commission of Riverside County approved this annexation by its Resolution 07-01
(Attachment 6). All 70" Fringe Area annexation attachments are available for review in the
Executive Secretary's office.

Metropolitan’s resolution fixing the terms and conditions for the annexation is attached as
Attachment 3. Completion of the 70" Fringe Area annexation will be subject to such terms and
conditions as may be fixed by Metropolitan’s Board in granting formal consent to such
annexation.

The Board adopted a resolution of intention to impose water standby charges within the proposed
70™ Fringe Area annexation territory at its meeting on November 16, 1999. Pursuant to
Resolution No. 8654, the Board held a public protest hearing. The hearing was held January 11,
2000. Interested parties presented their views regarding the proposed charges and the Engineer’s
Report. Also pursuant to Resolution No. 8654 and in accordance with the requirements of
Article XIII D, Section 4, of the California Constitution, the Executive Secretary provided
written notice, by mail, of such hearing to the owner of record of the parcel identified in the
Engineer’s Report. Enclosed in the mailed notice was an assessment ballot whereby the owner
could indicate either support or opposition to the proposed water standby charge. Since no
majority protest (as defined in Article XIII D, Section 4 of the California Constitution) was
found to exist upon conclusion of the hearing, it will be requested that Metropolitan’s Board
consider and act upon the recommendation to adopt a second resolution (see Attachment 4 --
Resolution Fixing and Adopting Water Standby Charge), which imposes a Metropolitan water
standby charge in the amount of $6.94 per acre, or per parcel less than one acre, within the
territory of the 70" Fringe Area annexation for fiscal year 2000/2001.

The annexation charge has been calculated pursuant to Section 3300 of Metropolitan’s
Administrative Code. Utilizing the current rate of $3,460 per acre and the sum of $5,000 for
processing costs, the annexation charge is $32,441, if completed by December 31, 2001. The
$5,000 processing charge has been paid. The annexation fee will be paid in cash. Completion of
the annexation will be subject to such terms and conditions as may be fixed by the Board in
granting formal consent to such annexation.

Approval of Metropolitan’s water standby charge in the amount noted above, which is equal to
the amount of Metropolitan’s water standby charges imposed elsewhere within Eastern’s
territory, is a condition to complete this annexation. Pursuant to the terms of the attached
Resolution, if said annexation is not completed by July 1, 2001, Metropolitan may levy standby
charges at the rate stated in this resolution beginning in a subsequent fiscal year.
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NOTICE OF DETERMINATION
TO: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors FROM:  Rancho California Water District
X _ County Clerk 42135 Winchester Road
County of Riverside Post Office Box 9017

Temecula, CA 92589-9017

Office of Planning and Research (If the project requires state approval)
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in Compliance with Section 21152
of the Public Resources Code.

Project Title: Annexation No. 70

Project Location: City of Murrieta, County of Riverside

Project Description: ~ The proposed annexation consists of approximately 8.81 acres to be
concurrently annexed into the Rancho California Water District.

This is to certify that Rancho California Water District approved the above-described
project on April 8, 1999 and made the following determinations:

1. The project ____ will _X will not have a significant effect on the environment.

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared and certified for this project pursuant to
the provisions of CEQA and reflects the independent judgment of the Lead Agency.

A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of
CEQA and reflects the independent judgment of the Lead Agency.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA and reflects the independent judgment of the Lead Agency.

———e,

3. Mitigation measures ___ were ___ were not made a condition of the approval of the project.
4. A Statement of Overriding Considerations __ was ___ was not adopted for this project.
5. Findings __ were __ were not made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
6. The location and custodian of the documents which comprise the record of proceedings for the

Negative Declaration are specified as follows:

Custodian: Rancho California Water District

Location: 42135 Winchester Road

" Temecula, CA 92590
IO'Z/L /S 1999 /ﬁf&/ﬁu 7L /\f/'{ ‘

Date Signature/

Title: D EVELOINE ~ i~ é_.v¢' PVEES I ™ #¢E

Date Received for Filing

1 L E @ - COUNTJM CISERK )
Neg Deciaration/Nte ermination
, E RIVERSIDE COUNTY g Filed pg{o g&% 21152
\SBILW: N = .
99\SB:L.W:mr095\A DM-[06bb&ck APR 15 1999 APR }_5 1999 @
GARY L. ORSO Bemoved:

¥ o WA&/ % " Beouty o Deat
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION

1. Name, if any, and a brief description of project:

Annexation No. 70: Jefferson Avenue / Omdahl, Ferguson, Sears
to the
Rancho California Water District

The proposed annexation consists of approximately 8.81 acres to be concurrently
annexed into the Rancho California Water District, Eastern Municipal Water
District, and Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

2. Location:

The proposed annexation is located within the City of Murrieta and the County of
Riverside, as follows: South of Jefferson Avenue, between Fig Street and Elm
Street (Assessor’s Parcel Number 910-220-001)

3. Entity or person undertaking project:

Rancho California Water District
42135 Winchester Road

Post Office Box 9017

Temecula, California 92589-9017

The Board of Directors, having reviewed the Initial Study of this proposed project and
having reviewed the written comments received prior to the public meeting of the Board
of Directors, including the recommendation of the District’s staff, does hereby find and
declare that the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment. A
brief statement of the reasons supporting the Board of Directors’ findings are as follows:

The proposed annexation is required for providing domestic and water
sewer service to customer’s property located within the Rancho California
Water District’s service area. No potential environmental impacts were
identified in the Initial Study for this project. The Environmental Impact
Assessment concludes that no mitigation measures are required for this
project.
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Negative Declaration
Annexation No. 70
Project No. AX070
Page Two

The Board of Directors hereby finds that the Negative Declaration reflects its independent
judgment. A copy of the Initial Study may be obtained at:

Rancho California Water District
42135 Winchester Road

Post Office Box 9017

Temecula, California 92589-9017
Phone: (909) 676-4101

The location and custodian of the documents and any other material which constitute the
record of proceedings upon which the District based its decision to adopt this Negative

Declaration are as follows:

Rancho California Water District
42135 Winchester Road

Post Office Box 9017

Temecula, California 92589-9017
Phone: (909) 676-4101

N Tkl

Steve Brannon, P.E.
Development Enginecring Manager

Date Received for Filing

9NSB:mcORNAXO70
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF DRAFT NEGATIVE DECLARATION/
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Notice is hereby given that Rancho California Water District has completed an Initial
Study of the Annexation of Murrieta Valley Property project in accordance with the District's
Guidelines implementing the California Environmental Quality Act. This Initial Study was
undertaken for the purpose of deciding whether the project may have a significant effect of the
environment. On the basis of such Initial Study, the District's Staff has concluded that the
project will not have a significant effect on the environment, and has therefore prepared a Draft
Negative Declaration. The Initial Study reflects the independent judgment of the District. The
Project site is not on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Copies of
the Initial Study and Draft Negative Declaration are on file at the District office, 42135
Winchester Road, Temecula, and are available for public review. Comments will be received
until April 7, 1999. Any person wishing to comment on this matter must submit such comments
in writing, to the District prior to this date. Comments of all Responsible Agencies are also
requested.

At its meeting on April 8, 1999 at 9:00 a.m., the Board of Directors will consider the
project anc the Draft Negative Declaration. If the Board of Directors finds that the project will
not have a significant effect on the environment, it may adopt the Negative Declaration. This
means that the Board of Directors may proceed to consider the project without the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report.

Date Received | ‘ .
for Filing: &N‘\ TR S S

Laurie Williams -

(Clerk Stamp Here) Engineering Services Supervisor
[E 0 L E @ | COUNTY CLIRK
RIVERSIDE COUNTY o Hag uggg!ggr;“’ﬂ‘ v o
"sosTEn T
© MAR 17 1999 sy e
LT S [
GARY L. ORSC Ratnoyan: - 6/"/ 7 -7 7
By ‘Qf } B. Herman . dl L
ey s CHIGTIES, L Lo I
DIST/1998/RVPUB/32073 = . FORM "D"

INLW:mr027 ~



June 12, 2001 Board Meeting 8-10 Attachment 2, Page 5 of 19

RANCHO CALIFORNIA WATER DISTRICT
42135 Winchester Road
Post Office Box 9017
Temecula, California 92589-9017

EXPLANATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

Source Reference:

City of Murrieta General Plan, June 1994

I. Aesthetics

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

II. Agricultural Resources

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
Industrial Zoning
References: None

M. Air

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

IV. Biological Resources

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

V. Cultural Resources

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

INLW:mc022c\AX070
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Explanation of Environmental Impacts
Environmental Checklist Form

Attachment 2, Page 6 of 19

March 25, 1999
Page Two
VI.  Geology and Soils

VIIL

XI.

XII.

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.

References: None

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.

References: None

Hydrology and Water Quality

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.

References: None

Land Use and Planning_

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.

References: None

Mineral Resources

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.

References: None'

Noise

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.

References: None

Population / Housing

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.

References: None

INLW:mc022c\AX070
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Explanation of Environmental Impacts
Environmental Checklist Form

March 25, 1999

Page Three

XII. Population / Housing

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

XIII. Public Services

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

XIV. Recreation

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
“References: None

XV. Transportation / Traffic

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

XVI. Utilities and Service Systems

a., f,, and g.: No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
 References: None

b., c., d, and e.: Future facilities are planned to provide satisfactory services
for all properties located within Rancho California Water District’s Sphere of

Influence.

References: Rancho California Water District Water & Wastewater Facilities
Master Plan Update, August 1997

XVII. Mandatory Findings at Significance

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of this project.
References: None

INLW:mc022c\AX070
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APFPENDIX G
Environmentai Checklist Form

Project title: Annexation of Murrieta Valley property within existing Rancho California Water
District Sphere of Influence

Lead agency name and address: Rancho California Water District
42135 Winchester Road
Post Office Box 9017
Temecula, CA 92583-3017

Contact person and phone number: Laurie Williams (903) 676-4101

Project location: Jefferson Avenue '
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 910-220-001
City of Murrieta
Southwestern portion of Riverside County

Project sponsor’'s name and address: Ferguson/ Sears
Howard Omdah
24374 Echo Ridge Drive
Murrieta, CA 92562

General plan designation: Business Park

Zoning: Industria|

. Description of project: Undetermined, property annexation

Surrounding land uses and setting: Business park and general industrial

2. Other public agencies whose approval is required:

e FEastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
* Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD)
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The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving &

least one impact that s a “Potentially Significant Impact’ as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

[] Aesthetics (] Agriculture Resources L] Air Quality

D Biological Resources ’ [:] Cultural Resources D Geology /Soils

D Hazards & Hazardous Materials [] Hydrology / Water Quality D Land Use / Planning
D Minerai Resources [:] Noise D Population / Housing
D Public Services D Recreation D Transportation/Traffic
[:] Utilities / Service Systems D Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

Jn the basis of this initia| evaluation:

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

:] I find that aithough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a

ignificant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
+ MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

1 1find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
nitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document;
wursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis’

IS described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the.
ffects that remain to be addressed.

| find that aithough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
tentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an eariier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
rsuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE

:CLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
required. . ‘

é‘ - N ! M
S\e‘;-ww N NN \C\C\Q\
inature Date -
1ted name For
INLW:me022g Appendix (G: Environmental Checklist Page 20f ]2
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2)

3)

4)

)

i

v s vimGUINMICIN L AL IVIFACT S

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

All answers must take account of the whole action invoived, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 5.
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 thar
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, ar
EIR is required. ,

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant impact” to a "Less Than Significant
Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect
to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVIi, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-
referenced). 5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
15063(c)(3)(D). in this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. [dentify and state where they are available for review.

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 ieggi standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

¢) 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.

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.

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

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

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each questioni; and

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

N :me022a Appendix (i Environmental Checklist Page 3 of 10 @
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Issues:*

Potentially

Significant
Impact

L. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:

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

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

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

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area? :

Il AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining [
whether impacts to agriculturai resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the

California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site

Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the Catifornia

Dept. of Conservation as an optional mode! t6 use in

assessing impacts on agriculture and farmiand. Would
the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmiand, Unique Farmiand, or ]
Farmiand of Statewide Importance (Farmiand), as shown

on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping

and Monitoring Program of the California Resources

Agency, to non-agricultura) use?

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

») Involve other changes in the existing environment
vhich, due to their jocation or nature, could result in
;onversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Il AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance
riteria established by the applicable air quality
1anagement or air pollution controf district may be
zlied upon to make the following determinations.

Vould the project:

) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ]
oplicable air quality plan?

9NLW:mc022a Appendix (3: Environmental Checklist

Attachment 2, Page 11 of 19

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporation

[
O

Less Than
Significant No
Impact Impact

L]
] 4

X

X

i X

Page 4 of 10 @ 2
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute

substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

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

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project::

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service?

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

3) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
rotected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
>lean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
rernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
iydrological interruption, or other means?

}} Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
ssident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
stablished native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
rimpede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

) Contflict with any local policies or ordinances
rotecting biologicat resources, such as a tree
reservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
onservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

lan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
nservation plan?

8-10

Paotentially
Significant
impact

SO W me022a Appendix G: Environmental Checklist
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Less Than
Significant

With Less Than
Mitigation Significant
Incorporation Impact

]

O O

Page5of 12

No
impact
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V. CULTURAL RESQURCES -- Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
015064.57 x

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
a15064.57

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

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

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

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 fauilt? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

0) Result in substantiai soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? -

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

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

5 Havg soils incapable of adequately supporting the use

f septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
‘here sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
‘ater?

8-10

Potentiaily
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Significant
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

Vil. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS --

" Would the project:

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] D X
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials into the environment?

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

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of D D D X
1azardous materials sites compiled pursuant to '

sovernment Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,

vould it create a significant hazard to the public or the

snvironment? ‘

1) For a project located within an airport land use plan D D D
ir, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two

Ailes of a public airport or public use airport, would the

-roject result in a safety hazard for people residing or

‘orking in the project area?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, D D ' D X
ould the project result in a safety hazard for people
1siding or working in the project area?

« Impair implementation of or physically interfere with ] ] O]
1 adopted emergency response plan or emergency
racuation plan?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, D D D X
ury or death involving wildland fires, including where

Idlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where

sidences are intermixed with wildlands?

1. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the
ject:

X

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge D D D |
juirements?

INLW:mc022a Appendix (5: Environmental Checklist Page 7of 12 @
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Potentially
Slignificant
Impact

b) Substantiaily deplete groundwater supplies or interfere

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there

. would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of

the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production

rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level

which would not Support existing land uses or planned

uses for which permits have been granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattem of the L]
site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, in a manner which would

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the D
site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the

rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would

result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed D
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional sources of

solluted runoff? '

) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ]

1) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as U
napped on a federal Fiood Hazard Boundary or Flood

1surance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

nap?

) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures D
'hich would impede or redirect flood flows?

Expose peopie or structures to a significant risk of loss, D

jury or death involving flooding, inciuding flooding as a
isult of the failure of a levee or dam?

. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? D

. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Wouild the project::

Physically divide an established community?

L1 O

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
julation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
cluding, but not fimited to the general pian, specific
n, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)

opted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
vironmental effect?

ML me022a ' Appendix (G: Environmental Checklist
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

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

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

XI. NOISE ~ Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in ]
excess of standards established in the local general plan

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? ,

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

3) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise D

evels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
he project?

l) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in O
imbient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
'Xisting without the project?

) For a project located within an airport fand use plan ]
r, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two

viles of a public airport or public use airport, would the

roject expose people residing or working in the project

rea to excessive noise levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, D
ould the project expose people residing or working in
& project area to excessive noise levels?

| POPULATION AND HOUSING — Woulid the project:

Induce substantial population growth in an area, [l
‘her directly (for example, by proposing new homes and

sinesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension

roads or other infrastructure)?

INLWrme022a Appendix (i. Environmental Checklist

Attachment 2, Page 16 of 19
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b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

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

Xlll. PUBLIC SERVICES

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

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?.

Parks?

Other public facilities?

XIV. RECREATION

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

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

V. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC ~ Wouid the project:

1) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
elation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the

street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either

he number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio
n roads, or congestion at intersections)?

) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
ervice standard established by the county congestion
1anagement agency for designated roads or highways?

8-10

Potentiaily
Slgnificant
Impact

(|

O

O
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Less Than
Slgnificant
Potentially With Less Than
Slgnificant Mitigation Slgnificant No
Impact Incorpoeration Impact Impact
¢) Resuit in a change in air traffic pattemns, including D D D @
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature D D D Xl

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.q., farm equipment)?

Ll
1
[
X

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

[
[
[l
X

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs D ‘ D D E
supporting altemnative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -

Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [l U O X
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or D ] X D
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

¢} Require or resuit in the construction of new storm D D X D
wvater drainage facilities or expansion of existing

‘acilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

1) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the . O O X O
woject from existing entitlements and resources, or are
1ew or expanded entitlements needed?

) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment D D X O
rrovider which serves or may serve the project that it has

dequate capacity to serve the project’s projected

emand in addition to the provider's existing

ommitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted O O ] X

apacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
isposal needs?

IOLW:mec022a Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Page 110f12 @
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Potentiaily
Slignificant
impact

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and D
regulations related to solid waste?

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the - O
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below seif-sustaining levels, threaten

to eliminate a piant or animai community, reduce the

number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered piant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually ]
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a

project are considerable when viewed in connection with

the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

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

IILW:mc022a Appendix G: Environmental Checklist

Attachment 2, Page 19 of 19
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RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
CONSENTING TO EASTERN’S 70" FRINGE AREA ANNEXATION
AND FIXING THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF SAID ANNEXATION TO
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

A. WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Eastern Municipal Water District
(Eastern), a municipal water district, situated in the County of Riverside, State of California,
pursuant to Resolution No. 1256, adopted September 6, 2000, in accordance with the provisions of
the Metropolitan Water District Act, has applied to the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) for consent to annex thereto certain
uninhabited territory situated in the County of Riverside, particularly described in an attachment to
the Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission Resolution, concurrently with the annexation
thereof to Eastern, such annexation to Metropolitan to be upon such terms and conditions as may be
fixed by the Board of Directors of Metropolitan; and

B. WHEREAS, on March 22, 2001, the Local Agency Formation Commission of
Riverside County approved the proposed annexation, by Resolution No. 07-01; and

C. WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of Metropolitan has reviewed and considered the
information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Notice of Determination, prepared
and adopted by Rancho California Water District for the proposed 70™ Fringe Area annexation; and

D. WHEREAS, it appears to this Board of Directors that such application should be
granted, subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth.

E. NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of
Metropolitan, acting as a Responsible Agency, has reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Notice of Determination and adopted the Lead
Agency's findings; and subject to the following terms and conditions, does hereby grant the
application of the governing body of Eastern for consent to annex the 70™ Fringe Area to
Metropolitan and does hereby fix the terms and conditions of such annexation:

Section 1.

The annexation of said area to Eastern shall be made concurrently with the
annexation thereof to Metropolitan, and all necessary certificates, statements, maps, and other
documents required to be filed by or on behalf of Eastern to effectuate the annexation shall be filed
on or before December 31, 2002.
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Section 2.

Prior to filing a request for a Certificate of Completion of the annexation proceedings
with the Local Agency Formation Commission of Riverside County, Eastern shall pay to
Metropolitan, in cash the sum of $32,441, if the annexation is completed by December 31, 2001. If
the annexation is completed during the 2002 calendar year, the annexation charge will be calculated
based on the then current rate.

Section 3.

All necessary steps (including without limitation, pursuant to Article XIII D of the
California Constitution) for imposition of Metropolitan water standby charges in the amount of
$6.94 per acre or per parcel of less than one acre for fiscal year 2000/01 shall be completed.

Section 4.

a. Metropolitan shall be under no obligation to provide, construct, operate, or
maintain feeder pipelines, structures, connections, and other facilities required for the delivery of
water to said area from works owned or operated by Metropolitan.

b. Eastern shall not be entitled to demand that Metropolitan deliver water to
Eastern for use, directly or indirectly, within said area, except for domestic or municipal use therein.

c. The delivery of all water by Metropolitan, regardless of the nature and time of
use of such water shall be subject to regulations promulgated from time to time by Metropolitan.

d. Except upon the terms and conditions specifically approved by the Board of
Directors of Metropolitan, water sold and delivered by Metropolitan shall not be used in any manner
which intentionally or avoidably results in the direct or indirect benefit of areas outside
Metropolitan, including use of such water outside Metropolitan or use thereof within Metropolitan
in substitution for other water outside Metropolitan.

F. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Executive Secretary be, and she hereby is,
directed to transmit forthwith to the governing body of Eastern a certified copy of this resolution.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a
resolution adopted by the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California at its meeting held June 12, 2001.

Executive Secretary
The Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California
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RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
FIXING AND ADOPTING WATER STANDBY CHARGE
CONTINGENT UPON EASTERN
70" FRINGE AREA ANNEXATION

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution 8654, adopted by the Board of Directors
(the “Board”) of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (“Metropolitan”) at
its regular meeting held November 16, 1999, the Board gave notice to the public and to each
member public agency of Metropolitan of the intention of the Board to consider and take
action on the Chief Executive Officer’s recommendation to impose a water standby charge
for fiscal year 2000-01 on the property described in the Engineer’s Report, dated September
1999 (the “Engineer’s Report”), which was prepared by a registered professional engineer
certified by the State of California and was attached as Attachment A to Resolution 8654;

WHEREAS, the owner of the parcel identified in the Engineer’s Report has
applied for annexation into the Eastern Municipal Water District (“Eastern”) and
Metropolitan;

WHEREAS, upon annexation, Metropolitan water will be available to such
property and such parcel will receive the benefit of the projects provided in part with
proceeds of Metropolitan water standby charges, as described in the Engineer’s Report;

WHEREAS, Eastern has requested that Metropolitan impose water standby
charges on such property at the rate specified in the Engineer’s Report and provided herein,
following annexation of such property into Metropolitan;

WHEREAS, Resolution 8654 provides that the Board would meet in regular
session to hold a public protest hearing at which interested parties could present their views
regarding the proposed water standby charges and the Engineer’s Report;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the terms of Resolution 8654 the Executive Secretary
provided written notice in accordance with the requirements of Article XIII D, Section 4 of
the California Constitution of the proposed water standby charge by mail to the record owner
of the property identified in the Engineer’s Report of such public hearing, and the notice
included an assessment ballot whereby the owner could indicate his or her name, reasonable
identification of his or her parcel, and his or her support for or opposition to the proposed
water standby charge;

WHEREAS, the Board would conduct in conformance with Resolution
No. 8654, a public hearing. The hearing was held January 11, 2000, at which interested
parties were given the opportunity to present their views regarding the proposed water
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standby charge and the Engineer’s Report and to protest the charges, if they so desired, and
the Board will duly consider all such protests and other views presented to it at the public
hearing; and

WHEREAS, prior to the conclusion of the public hearing the Executive
Secretary reviewed the assessment ballot submitted at or before the hearing, and found that
no majority protest (as defined in Article XIII D, Section 4 of the California Constitution)
exIsts;

NOW THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California does hereby resolve, determine and order as follows:

Section 1. That the Board of Metropolitan, pursuant to the Engineer’s Report,
finds that the land described in said Engineer’s Report upon annexation to Metropolitan will
be benefited as described in such report and on that basis, hereby fixes and adopts a water
standby charge for fiscal year 2000-2001 on such lands to which Metropolitan water is made
available for any purpose, whether water is actually used or not.

Section 2. That the water standby charge per acre of land, or per parcel of
land less than an acre, as shown in the Engineer’s Report, shall be $6.94, which is equal to
the amount of Metropolitan’s existing water standby charge on other properties located
within the territory of Eastern.

Section 3. That no water standby charge on any parcel exceeds the reasonable
cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that parcel, as shown in the Engineer’s
Report. The Engineer’s Report separates the special benefits from the general benefits and
identifies each of the parcel on which a special benefit is conferred.

Section 4. That the water standby charge shall be collected on the tax rolls,
together with the ad valorem property taxes which are levied by Metropolitan for the payment
of pre-1978 voter-approved indebtedness. Any amounts so collected shall be applied as a
credit against Eastern obligation to pay its readiness-to-serve charge for fiscal year 2000-01.
After such member agency’s readiness-to-serve charge allocation is fully satisfied, any
additional collections shall be credited to other outstanding obligations of such member
agency to Metropolitan or future readiness-to-serve obligations of such agency.

Section 5. That the water standby charge is fixed and adopted contingent
upon completion of annexation of the land described in the Engineer’s Report. If such
annexation is not completed in time to permit imposition of standby charges for fiscal
year 2000-01, Metropolitan may levy standby charges at the rate stated in this Resolution
beginning in a subsequent fiscal year.

Section 6. That in the event that the water standby charge, or any portion
thereof, is determined to be an unauthorized or invalid fee, charge or assessment by a final
judgment in any proceeding at law or in equity, which judgment is not subject to appeal, or if
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the collection of the water standby charge shall be permanently enjoined and appeals of such
injunction have been declined or exhausted, or if Metropolitan shall determine to rescind or
revoke the water standby charge, then no further water standby charge shall be collected
within the territory described in the Engineer’s Report and Eastern shall pay its readiness-to-
serve charge obligation to Metropolitan in full, as if imposition of such water standby charges
had never been sought.

Section 7. That this Board finds that the water standby charge provided in this
Resolution is not subject to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4) as such action is not a project,
and such charges merely constitute the creation of government funding mechanisms which do
not involve commitment to any specific project which may result in a potentially significant
physical impact on the environment.

Section 8. That the Chief Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed
to take all necessary action to secure the collection of the water standby charges by the
appropriate county officials, including payment of the reasonable cost of collection.

Section 9. That the Chief Executive Officer and General Counsel are hereby
authorized to do all things necessary and desirable to accomplish the purposes of this
Resolution, including, without limitation, the commencement or defense of litigation.

Section 10. That if any provision of this Resolution or the application to any
member agency, property or person whatsoever is held invalid, that invalidity shall not affect
the other provisions or applications of this Resolution which can be given effect without the
invalid portion or application, and to that end the provisions of this Resolution are severable.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of a
Resolution adopted by the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, at its meeting held on June 12, 2001.

Executive Secretary
The Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California



