




















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

Aesthetics Hazards & Hazardous Public Services 
Materials 

Agriculture Resources Hydrology/Water Quality Recreation 
Air Quality/GHG/Energ,, Land Use/Planning Transportation/Traffic 
Biological Resources Mineral Resources Utilities/Service Systems 
Cultural Resources Noise Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
Geology/Soils Population/Housing 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency). On the basis of this initial 
evaluation: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, 
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or 
potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier 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. 

Signatur~ Date 

Alex Jauregui Senior Planner 

Printed Name Title 

X 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in its explanation following each question. A

"No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the

impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault

rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors

as well as general standards (e. g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based

on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational

impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with

mitigation incorporated, 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.

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a

"Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly

explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section

17, "Earlier Analysis," may be cross-referenced).

5) 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.

Section 15063 (c) (3) (D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

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

(b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the 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.  

(c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,"

describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 

document and the extent to which they address the site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for

potential impacts (e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside

document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is

substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead

agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's

environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to

evaluate each question; and (b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than

significant.
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1. Aesthetics: Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

The project site is not located next to a state scenic highway and the area is not considered a scenic 
resource.  The project site is situated next to existing industrial development. 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

   X 

There are no trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings on the project site.  Caltrans information 
indicates there are no designated scenic highways in the City of Victorville (Caltrans 2022). 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

   X 

The proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
or its surroundings.  This project site has been fully graded, developed, and used as a parking lot in the 
past.  The area to the south and east are developed with industrial facilities.  The project site is bounded 
on the north and south by paved roads.   
d) Create a new source of substantial light or 

glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

    X 

The project will be developed in compliance with Victorville municipal codes intended to prevent 
substantial light or glare.  This project is situated within an industrial use area. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Page 15 of 179   05/22/2022



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

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

No.  This is non-agricultural land (Department of Conservation 2022) 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 

use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
 

   X 

No.  This project site is zoned heavy industrial and has been previously graded and used for  
tractor-trailer parking. 
 
c) Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 
 

   X 

This project would have no impacts on farmland.  The area, both project site and adjacent sites, are 
zoned heavy industrial and commercial. 
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3. Air Quality: Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied 
upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

Development and operation of this project will comply with all applicable district rules and     
regulations, and proposed control measures as required by the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management 
District (MDAQMD).  By complying with these rules, regulations, and measures the project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the air quality plan.  This project is located within an 
appropriately zoned area (M2 – Heavy Industrial).  The mitigation measures required by the MDAQMD 
are listed within the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) (Appendix E). 
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)? 

   X 

An Air Quality Study was accomplished and findings indicated “The estimated emissions of criteria 
pollutants and greenhouse gases for each year of construction and the total operational emissions are 
well below the applicable MDAQMD Significant Emissions Thresholds; therefore, this project does not 
have a significant air quality impact on the environment (Appendix A).  In addition, this project is not 
expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Since the construction 
and operational emissions are below the significance thresholds, emissions mitigation measures are not 
required” (MS Hatch Consulting 2021).  Emission thresholds applicable to this project have been set by 
the MDAQMD and are contained within the Air Quality Study (MS Hatch Consulting 2021).  The Air 
Quality Study was based on an approximately 50,000 square foot facility whereas the project has been 
scaled done to an 18,600 square foot facility making the emissions even less than projections. 

 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations? 
   X 

The proposed project is not considered one of the project types that the MDAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
require to be evaluated for potentially exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations (MS Hatch Consulting).  As such, hazardous air pollutants (HAP) emissions were not 
calculated, and the project was not evaluated for potential health risks to sensitive receptors (MS Hatch 
Consulting 2021). 
d) Result in other emissions (such as those 

leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

   X 

Typical construction odors would be expected and temporary not affecting a substantial number of 
people in this industrial/commercial area.  Objectionable odors of the nature expected to affect 
substantial number of people would be those such as landfills, and sewage treatment facilities.  This 
facility will be operating a beverage distribution center which would not be expected to produce highly 
odiferous emissions. 
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4. Biological Resources 
Would the project? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

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

 X    

Results noted here are from Hagan 2022, Appendix B.  This project is being developed on a previously 
developed site and is not expected to result in a significant adverse impact to biological resources.  No 
sensitive wildlife sign was observed within the project site.  There is no suitable habitat for sensitive plants 
within the site.  Vegetation within the site is unsuitable for nesting birds.  No migratory bird mitigations are 
necessary.  No burrowing owl cover sites were observed within the study site.  A few California ground 
squirrel burrows were observed on the constructed banks which make the south and east boundaries.  It is 
possible for burrowing owls to take up residence within these burrows at some time in the future.  A 
burrowing owl survey should be accomplished within 30 days prior to construction activities to ensure 
burrowing owls have not moved into the study area. If burrowing owls are discovered the guidance outlined 
in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife titled “Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation” will be 
used for addressing burrowing owl issues on the study site (California Department of Fish and Game 2012).  

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

   X 

There is no riparian habitat or sensitive natural community present on the project site. 
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? 

   X 

There are none of these features within the project site. 
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? 

   X 

There is no evidence of any movement corridors or nursery sites within this project area.  This project will 
not interfere with the movement of fish or wildlife species, migratory corridors, or wildlife nursery sites. The 
area is fenced on two sides with constructed banks on the other two sides. 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

   X 

There are no sensitive resources within the project site which could be impacted (Hagan 2022). 
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? 

   X 

This project site is not within any approved Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or any other local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
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5. Cultural Resources Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in § 15064.5? 

 X   

No adverse change would be expected.  A Cultural Resources Report was completed for the project site 
(Love 2022, Appendix C).  There was no observation of any historical resources on the project site.  The 
Records Search returned with a negative finding for cultural resources.  However, mitigation measures 
will be employed in the event resources or remains are discovered during construction.  These measures 
are listed in the MMRP (Appendix E). 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 

   X 

No archaeological resources are present within this project site (Love 2022).  No indication of human 
remains was observed on the project site. The site was completely graded and recontoured prior to 2005 
according to Google Earth historical aerials. 
c) Disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?   
 X    

No indication of human remains was observed on the project site.  The site was completely graded and 
recontoured prior to 2005 according to Google Earth historical aerials.  However, mitigation measures 
will be employed in the event resources or remains are discovered during construction.  These measures 
are listed in the MMRP (Appendix E). 
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6. Energy  
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

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

   X 

Energy use calculated during the Air Quality Study, Tables 3 and 4, were well below any significance 
level (MS Hatch Consulting 2021).  During construction and operation, this project will be required to 
comply with the latest Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) emissions standards as well as Title 24 Building Efficiency Standards.  Following these 
standards will ensure no significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources occur. 
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 

for renewable energy or energy efficient? 
   X 

Calculated energy use is well below significance and will not conflict or obstruct with state or local 
plans for renewable energy or energy efficient.  In addition to Title 24 and the EPA and CARB 
emissions standards compliance the City of Victorville has energy policies within the General Plan to 
promote energy sustainability (City of Victorville 2008).  Policy 7.2.1 requires sustainable building 
design and development.  Policy 7.2.1.3 requires drought tolerant landscaping.  Both of these further 
ensures compliance with state and local plans. 
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7. Geology and Soils: Would the project Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

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

 i)rupture of a known earthquake fault, as      
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of 
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines 
and Geology Special Publication 42. 
ii)Strong seismic ground shaking? 
iii)Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 
iv)Landslides? 

   X 

i)Based on the American Geosciences Institute California Earthquake Hazard Zones map this area and 
site are not within an Earthquake Fault Zone.  
ii)Strong seismic shaking could occur anywhere in Southern California.  The building would have to 
comply with the California Building Codes and the City of Victorville engineering requirements. 
iii)There are clay soils within the project site however they are primarily in the northern portion where 
the parking area is planned.  Liquefaction can be associated with clay soils.  The engineering plans and 
geo-technical studies will ensure the building is constructed with this issue in mind. 
iv)The project site is level and other than constructed banks in the general vicinity there are no areas of 
elevation around the project site.  Landslides would not be expected. 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
   X 

Grading and soil disturbance will create some soil erosion and loss of topsoil but due to requirements in 
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) which will be part of the construction these actions 
will not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

   X 

The project would comply with the California Building Code and incorporate recommendations from 
the geo-technical and soils report into the development of the project.     
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

   X 

According to the General Plan the expansion potential for most soils within the City of Victorville have 
a low expansion potential (City of Victorville 2008).  The soils within this project site have been graded 
and recontoured in the past for development.  No substantial risk to life or property is expected. 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 

the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of waste water? 

   X 

Septic tanks will not be used for this project. 
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f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

 X   

 

The project site is on a previously developed site which has been graded and recontoured, no 
paleontological resources or unique geologic features are present or expected.  However, mitigation 
measures will be employed in the event resources are discovered during construction.  These measures 
are listed in the MMRP (Appendix E). 
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8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

An Air Quality Study was accomplished and findings indicated “The estimated emissions of criteria 
pollutants and greenhouse gases for each year of construction and the total operational emissions are 
well below the applicable MDAQMD Significant Emissions Thresholds; therefore, this project does not 
have a significant air quality impact on the environment.  In addition, this project is not expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Since the construction and 
operational emissions are below the significance thresholds, emissions mitigation measures are not 
required” (MS Hatch Consulting 2021).  Emission thresholds applicable to this project have been set by 
the MDAQMD and are contained within the Air Quality Study (MS Hatch Consulting 2021).   
 
The Air Quality Study was based on an approximately 50,000 square foot facility, whereas the project 
has been scaled done to an 18,600 square foot facility making the emissions even less than the 
projection. 
 

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

 X   

Given that greenhouse gases were estimated to be well below the applicable MDAQMD Significant 
Emissions Thresholds no conflict could occur.  The San Bernardino County Regional Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan shall be applied and current GHG screening table shall be followed.  Mitigation 
measures are listed within the MMRP (Appendix E). 
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9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

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

   X 

Other than common hazardous materials used during construction such as petroleum-based fuels, oils, 
etc. no hazardous materials usage is planned during operations.  If there were any or if there are in the 
future Federal regulations rigorously regulate the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.  
Regulations would be followed in every aspect.   
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

   X 

Note a) above.   
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 

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

   X 

No schools are within one-quarter mile.  In addition, this project is located in an area zoned and already 
developed as heavy industrial.  
d) Be located on a site which is included on a 

list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

   X 

An Envirostor search was completed for the project site.  No hazardous materials sites were within 0.5 
miles of the project site (distance that was researched).  Only one previous operation has taken place on 
this project site and that was a parking lot.  Prior to construction of the parking lot the site was relatively 
untouched vacant land. 
e) For a project located within an airport land 

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

   X 

Based on review of Google Earth aerial photography no public airport or public use airport is located 
within two miles and therefore would not be within an airport land use plan. 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

   X 

This project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
 

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

   X 

Development of this project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  This project is in an appropriately zoned area 
where these issues were previously considered when zoned. 
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h) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
 

   X 

The project site is located within an urban area with facilities bordering the east and south, a major road 
to the west and north.  Vacant land with low growing vegetation is present for a short distance to the 
west and then residential housing.  Vacant land with low growing vegetation is present to the north.  
The context of the project site is such that a risk to wildland fires would be anticipated to be low to 
nonexistent.   
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10. Hydrology and Water Quality Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 X   

The project will apply National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) best management 
practices to ensure water quality standards and waste discharge requirements are met.  The required 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) further ensures no violations occur.  Mitigation 
measures to be applied are listed in the MMRP (Appendix E). 
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

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

   X 

The City of Victorville’s General Plan requires water conservation measures be applied to new development 
through their General Plan Resource Element Objective 1.1 (City of Victorville 2008).  Xerophytic 
landscaping and water conserving measures help to prevent depletion of ground water.  Groundwater 
impacts were evaluated within the General Plan Environmental Impact Report.  This development is 
consistent with those analyzed and determined to not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with recharge.  
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 

of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in:  
   i)substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? 
   ii)substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on or off site? 
   iii)create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 
  iv)impede or redirect flood flows? 

   X 

Best management practices as required by both NPDES and the SWPPP as overseen by Lahontan Water 
Quality Control Board ensures control of erosion and siltation during construction. The site plan and 
Hydrology Report show the drainage controls which are a part of the development of this project and would 
control surface runoff and flood flows to maintain pre-development hydrology (Figure 4, Duke Engineering 
2022, Appendix D). Mitigation measures to be applied are listed in the MMRP (Appendix E). 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 

release of pollutants due to project 
inundation?    

   X 

Not applicable. 
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 

water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

   X 

The proposed project is being developed within an already evaluated area zoned for heavy industrial.  
This development is small, normal construction, and normal operations fitting within the bounds 
expected within the General Plan for build out (City of Victorville 2008). 
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11.  Land Use and Planning Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?    X 
This is a previously developed site, no community would be divided. 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

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

   X 

No conflict with any applicable plan or regulation would occur.  The project site is zoned appropriately 
for the planned project. 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 

conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

   X 

Currently there are no habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans that cover this area.  
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12.  Mineral Resources Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

This project site is in an area that has already been developed, is small in nature, and is located within an 
already established area with major roads and facilities surrounding it.  No loss of known mineral 
resources would occur due to development of this site. 
c) 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? 

   X 

This project site is in an area that has already been developed, is small in nature, and is located within an 
already established area with major roads and facilities surrounding it.  No loss of known mineral 
resources would occur due to development of this site. 
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13.  Noise Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

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

   X 

Construction of the site would be required to follow established standards within the General Plan (City 
of Victorville 2008).  This area is within an industrial area where noise sensitive receptors are not 
present.  Construction noise would be considered normal conventional standard for this type of 
development. 
b) Generation of excessive groundborne 

vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
   X 

Normal conventional construction noise would be expected during development of this project.  
Operations would be consistent with an industrial area. 
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 

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

   X 

Not applicable 
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14.  Population and Housing Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

No new homes are being proposed.  This project is a relatively small business which would not generate 
substantial population growth. 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 

housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

No housing would be displaced due to development of this project site. 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   X 

No people would be displaced due to development of this project site. 
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15.  Public Services:  Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

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

   X 

 
            Fire Protection    X 
            Police Protection    X 
            Schools, parks, other public facilities    X 
The project is compatible with the City’s land designation and impacts on public services were 
evaluated within the General Plan (City of Victorville 2008).  Construction would be required to meet 
all current fire codes.  This facility is not expected to increase population levels that would impact or 
cause a need for new facilities.  Additionally, as noted in the General Plan, Policy 3.1.1, Implementation 
Measure 3.1.1.1, the City collects and applies a development impact fee to pay for infrastructure 
improvements. 
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16.  Recreation Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

This is a relatively small business that would not be expected to have a significant impact on parks or 
other recreational facility. 
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? 

   X 

No recreational facilities nor need for recreational facilities will occur due to development of this project 
site. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 32 of 179   05/22/2022



17.  Transportation Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

   X 

 
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 
 

   X 

The City Traffic Engineer (Victorville) determined this project would not require a traffic study 
provided no parking signs were posted along the east side of Enterprise Way and an adjacent curve was 
clear of any sight obstructions (Wagdy 2021).  These were listed as mitigations in Appendix E. 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 

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

   X 

Major roads already border the project site, no redesign of these roads is planned and no incompatible 
vehicle types will be used. 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access?    X 
Roads bordering the project site are sufficient to provide emergency access for this planned use.  The 
project is within an already evaluated land designation for heavy industrial use which has considered 
emergency access. 
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18. Tribal Cultural Resources: Would the
project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a Tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources
Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the
size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American Tribe, and
that is:

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

X 

There are no resources present on this site.  The site was previously developed.  Request for comment 
was made to appropriate Tribes on 9 March 2022 and ran through 7 April 2022.  No comments were 
received. 
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in

its discretion and is supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code section 5024.1. In applying
the criteria set forth in subdivision ( c) of
Public Resources Code section 5024.1 for the
purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource
to a California Native American Tribe.

X 

There are no resources present on this site.  The site was previously developed.  Request for comment 
was made to appropriate Tribes on 9 March 2022 and ran through 7 April 2022.  No comments were 
received. However, after the close of the required tribal noticing period, the City received comments 
from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians that have been included as Cultural and Tribal 
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-3 and TCR-1 and TCR-2 accordingly.
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19.  Utilities and Service Systems Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction or new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

   X 

The project will connect to existing utilities and not require any new or expanded facilities or 
infrastructure to operate. 
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years? 

   X 

The City of Victorville 2020 Urban Water Management Plan indicates sufficient water supply exists to 
meet the needs of this project (City of Victorville 2020).  Given this heavy industrial area was within 
the General Plan normal conventional water usage would be expected during the original planning 
decisions for the City (City of Victorville 2008). 
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project's projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

   X 

During initial review of the project it is subject to review by the City Engineer to determine adequate 
sewer capacity.  This project is conventional use, has a small staff, and relatively small operation.  The 
wastewater treatment facility has adequate capacity to service this project. 
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 

local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impact the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

   X 

Based on CalRecycle the estimated closure date of the Victorville Sanitary Landfill is 2047.  Sufficient 
landfill space is available for the project.  This project is not anticipated to impact attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals.  Recycling protocols are part of normal operating functions. 
e) Comply with federal, state, and local 

management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

   X 

This new development would have to implement recycling programs with a 50% diversion of solid 
waste based on Assembly Bill 939 and the County Integrated Waste Management Plan.  The project 
will comply with all federal, state, local management and reduction statutes/regulations for solid waste. 
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20.  Mandatory Findings of Significances Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

No, there are no valuable habitats, plants, or wildlife within this project site and no examples of 
California history or prehistory.  This site was previously developed into a parking lot.  It was 
completely graded and recontoured.  No native or natural features exist within the site. 
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)? 

   X 

No cumulatively considerable impacts are expected from this project.  The project has a small footprint, 
is within an already zoned heavy industrial area which had been planned and evaluated within the 
General Plan (City of Victorville 2008).   
c) Does the project have environmental effects 

which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

   X 

As noted in the individual elements of this checklist there are no significant impacts any of the 
categories.  There is nothing unusual or large about this project.  This is a conventional straightforward 
project that will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings directly or indirectly. 
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M. S. Hatch Consulting, LLC. 

11440 West Bernardo Court Suite 300, PMB #: 281 
San Diego, CA 92127 

(949) 892-9515 

 

Date: November 12, 2021 

To: Ms. Jenni Duke, Duke Engineering 

From: M. S. Hatch Consulting, LLC 

Subject: Air Quality Study – Warehouse & Office Facility APN 3090-431-07 – Ottawa 
Street and Enterprise Way, Victorville, CA 

M. S. Hatch Consulting, LLC (MSHC) appreciates the opportunity to prepare the air quality study for the 

proposed construction and operation of a warehouse and office facility for Duke Engineering (Duke). The 

project consists of a warehouse, an office, and a parking lot on 7.49 acres in the City of Victorville. This 

air quality study includes the estimated criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions from the 

construction and operation of the proposed project.  

Executive Summary  

Table 1 and Table 2 compare the estimated annual and daily emissions summaries from the construction 

and operation of the proposed warehouse and office facility to the significant emission thresholds described 

in the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and Federal Conformity Guidelines, dated February 2020, included in Attachment A. The 

estimated emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases for each year of construction and the total 

operational emissions are well below the applicable thresholds. Greenhouse gas emissions are presented 

in units of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e). The proposed project is not considered one of the project 

types that the MDAQMD CEQA Guidelines require to be evaluated for potentially exposing sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.1 As such, hazardous air pollutants (HAP) emissions were 

not calculated, and the project was not evaluated for potential health risks to sensitive receptors. 

Table 1. Annual Emissions Summary and Significance Thresholds 

Emissions Source 
Total Emissions (tons per year) 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2e 

Year 1 Construction Emissions (2022) 0.08 0.69 0.62 < 0.01 0.13 0.07 120 

Year 2 Construction Emissions (2023) 0.33 1.41 1.77 < 0.01 0.18 0.09 356 

Total Operational Emissions 0.29 0.11 0.65 < 0.01 0.13 0.04 243 

Significant Emissions Threshold 25 25 100 25 15 12 100,000 

 
1 Residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds and medical facilities are considered sensitive receptor land uses. The following project types 
proposed for sites within the specified distance to an existing or planned (zoned) sensitive receptor land use must be evaluated using significance 
threshold criteria number 4 (refer to the significance threshold discussion): any industrial project within 1000 feet; a distribution center (40 or 
more trucks per day) within 1000 feet; a major transportation project (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1000 feet; a dry cleaner using 
perchloroethylene within 500 feet; or a gasoline dispensing facility within 300 feet. 
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Table 2. Daily Emissions Summary and Significance Thresholds 

Emissions Source 
Total Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2e 

Year 1 Construction Emissions (2022) 3.24 33.12 21.58 0.05 9.43 5.46 4,834 

Year 2 Construction Emissions (2023) 15.53 16.49 21.03 0.05 2.21 1.08 4,764 

Total Operational Emissions 1.75 0.65 4.35 0.01 0.84 0.23 938 

Significant Emissions Threshold 137 137 548 137 82 65 548,000 

ROG: Reactive Organic Compounds, used interchangeably with Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC); NOX: oxides of nitrogen; CO: Carbon 
monoxide; SOX: Oxides of sulfur; PM2.5: particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PM10: particulate matter less than 10 
micrometers in diameter; CO2e: Carbon dioxide equivalent 

 
 

Project Description  

The proposed project includes the construction of a warehouse, an office, and a parking lot on 7.49 acres. 

The project site is currently a vacant lot2 located southeast of the intersection of Ottawa Street and 

Enterprise Way in Victorville, CA. The site location is included in Figure 1 and the proposed site plan is 

included in Figure 2. 

Figure 1. Regional Vicinity 

 

 
2 Located on assessor parcel number (APN) 3090-431-07. 

Site Location 
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Figure 2. Site Plan – Proposed Warehouse and Office Facility – APN 3090-431-07, Victorville, CA 

 

Sources of Emissions  

The emissions associated with the proposed project consist of construction and operational emissions from 

the warehouse and office facility. Construction emissions are temporary and include emissions of criteria 

pollutants and greenhouse gases from construction activities during site preparation, grading, building 

construction, paving, and the application of architectural coatings. Operational emissions consist of area 

sources (e.g., re-applying architectural coatings, consumer products, and landscaping equipment), energy 

use (i.e., electricity and natural gas), mobile sources (e.g., commuting), off-road equipment, solid waste 

disposal, and water and wastewater use (i.e., supplying and treating water and wastewater). 

Emissions Estimates  

Tables 3 and 4 present the annual and daily emissions summaries from the construction and operation of 

the proposed project, respectively. Emissions were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2020.4.0. The 

detailed emissions model outputs are included in Attachment B. 

This project is not considered one of the project types that the MDAQMD CEQA Guidelines require to be 

evaluated for potentially exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As such, HAP 

emissions were not calculated, and the project was not evaluated for potential health risks to sensitive 

receptors. 
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Table 3. Annual Construction and Operational Emissions Summary 

Emissions Source 
Total Emissions (tons per year) 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2e 

Construction Emissions        

Year 1 Construction Emissions (2022) 0.08 0.69 0.62 < 0.01 0.13 0.07 120 

Year 2 Construction Emissions (2023) 0.33 1.41 1.77 < 0.01 0.18 0.09 356 

Operational Emissions  

Area Sources 0.22 0.00 < 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 < 1 

Energy < 0.01 0.01 < 0.01 < 0.01 < 0.01 < 0.01 47 

Mobile 0.07 0.11 0.65 < 0.01 0.13 0.04 124 

Offroad (Electric Equipment) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 

Waste N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 24 

Water N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 48 

Total Operational Emissions 0.29 0.11 0.65 < 0.01 0.13 0.04 243 

Significant Emissions Threshold 25 25 100 25 15 12 100,000 
 

Table 4. Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Summary 

Emissions Source 
Total Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2e 

Construction Emissions        

Year 1 Construction Emissions (2022) 3.24 33.12 21.58 0.05 9.43 5.46 4,834 

Year 2 Construction Emissions (2023) 15.53 16.49 21.03 0.05 2.21 1.08 4,764 

Operational Emissions  

Area Sources 1.22 < 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.01 < 0.01 < 1 

Energy < 0.01 0.03 0.03 < 0.01 < 0.01 < 0.01 36 

Mobile 0.53 0.62 4.31 0.01 0.84 0.23 902 

Offroad (Electric Equipment) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 

Waste N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Water N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Total Operational Emissions 1.75 0.65 4.35 0.01 0.84 0.23 938 
Significant Emissions Threshold 137 137 548 137 82 65 548,000 

ROG: Reactive Organic Compounds, used interchangeably with Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC); NOX: oxides of nitrogen; CO: 
Carbon monoxide; SOX: Oxides of sulfur; PM2.5: particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PM10: particulate matter less than 
10 micrometers in diameter; CO2e: Carbon dioxide equivalent 

Emissions Calculation Methodology 

Construction and operational emissions were based on four CalEEMod land use types: Unrefrigerated 

Warehouse – No Rail, General Office Building, Parking Lot, and City Park. A discussion on the land use 

types that were used for the emissions modeling is included below.  
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CalEEMod Land Use Type: Unrefrigerated Warehouse – No Rail 

The Unrefrigerated Warehouse- No Rail land use type was used to model the emissions associated 

with the proposed facility’s warehouse. The building square footage (42,300 square feet) was 

provided by Duke.3 The warehouse acreage (0.97 acres) was calculated from the building square 

footage.  

CalEEMod Land Use Type: General Office Building 

The General Office Building land use type was used to model the emissions associated with the 

proposed facility’s office space. The office space square footage (7,700 square feet) was provided by 

Duke and the acreage (0.18 acres) was calculated from the square footage. 

CalEEMod Land Use Type: Parking Lot 

The Parking Lot land use type was used to model the emissions associated with the 97 parking spaces 

for the proposed facility. The parking lot acreage (4.12 acres) was provided by Duke. 

CalEEMod Land Use Type: City Park 

The City Park land use type was used to model the emissions associated with the proposed facility’s 

open space (e.g., natural detention basins, landscaped area, etc.). The acreage (2.23 acres) was 

provided by Duke.  

Construction Emissions 

Construction emissions were calculated using CalEEMod defaults and input provided by Duke. The 

construction equipment and the anticipated construction schedule was reviewed and verified by Duke. 

Table 5 provides the anticipated construction schedule. Duke provided the proposed start date (10/3/2022) 

for the project4 and indicated that work would be conducted five days per week. Apart from the Building 

Construction phase, all phase durations are based on CalEEMod default values. The Building Construction 

phase was shortened to meet the estimated construction timeline expected by Duke.5 

Table 6 provides the anticipated number of equipment that will be used during each construction phase, the 

hours per day the equipment will be operated, and the horsepower of the equipment. The values in Table 6 

are based on CalEEMod default values. 

Based on input from Duke, this project will not require any material import or export. For fugitive dust 

emissions, CalEEMod defaults do not include any control of fugitive dust from construction sites. 

 
3 Duke provided the total square footage of the warehouse via phone call on 11/8/21. 
4 The construction start date (10/3/2022) was provided by Duke via email on 11/8/21. 
5 Duke provided an initial timeline of one year for the project’s construction. 
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MDAQMD Rule 403 requires that “any person shall not cause or allow the emissions of Fugitive Dust from 

any transport, handling, construction or storage activity so that the Visible Fugitive Dust remains visible in 

the atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source”; to meet this requirement, it is assumed 

that the construction site will be watered three times per day. Although the addition of watering for dust 

control is listed as a mitigation measure in CalEEMod, within the MDAQMD this is a requirement, and is 

therefore included. 

For architectural coating operations, VOC emissions were calculated based on the assumption that the 

coatings would be compliant with the VOC content limits of MDAQMD Rule 1113.6 

Table 5. Construction Schedule 

Construction Phase Start Date End Date Days/week Workdays 
Demolition N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Site Preparation 10/3/2022 10/14/2022 5 10 
Grading 10/15/2022 11/11/2022 5 20 
Building Construction 11/12/2022 8/7/2023 5 191 
Paving 8/8/2023 9/4/2023 5 20 
Architectural Coating 9/5/2023 10/2/2023 5 20 

 

Table 6. Construction Equipment 

Construction Phase Equipment 
Number of 
Equipment 

Hours 
per day 

Horsepower 

Site Preparation 
Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 247 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8 97 

Grading 

Excavators 1 8 158 

Graders 1 8 187 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 247 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8 97 

Building Construction 
 

Cranes 1 7 231 

Forklifts 3 8 89 

Generator Sets 1 8 84 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 97 

Welders 1 8 46 

Paving 

Pavers 2 8 130 

Paving Equipment 2 8 132 

Rollers 2 8 80 

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6 78 

 
6 For building coatings, assumed to be 90% flat paints (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat paints (100 g/L). For the parking lot coatings, assumed to be 
compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category (100 g/L). VOC limits based on MDAQMD Rule 1113. Effective 1/1/2022, non-flat 
coatings will have a VOC limit of 50 g/L – for a conservative estimate (to account for the sell-through period) assumed that non-flat coatings will 
still have a VOC of 100 g/L. 
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Operational Emissions  

Operational emissions consist of area sources (e.g., re-applying architectural coatings, consumer products, 

and landscaping equipment), energy use (i.e., electricity and natural gas), mobile sources (e.g., commuting), 

off-road equipment, solid waste disposal, and water and wastewater use (i.e., supplying and treating water 

and wastewater). 

For architectural coating operations (i.e., re-applying coatings), VOC emissions were calculated based on 

the assumption that the coatings would be compliant with the VOC content limits of MDAQMD Rule 

1113.7 

For operational off-road equipment, Duke indicated that an electric air compressor, an electric welder, and 

an electric forklift are expected to be used at the facility. The emissions from the equipment were based on 

CalEEMod default factors.  

For mobile sources, it was assumed that there would not be any external vehicle trips to the project’s open 

space, modeled under the City Park land use type. All other operational emissions sources were calculated 

using CalEEMod default factors. 

Findings 

The estimated emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases for each year of construction and the 

total operational emissions are well below the applicable MDAQMD Significant Emissions Thresholds; 

therefore, this project does not have a significant air quality impact on the environment. In addition, this 

project is not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Since the 

construction and operational emissions are below the significance thresholds, emissions mitigation 

measures are not required. 

 
7For building coatings, assumed to be 90% flat paints (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat paints (100 g/L). For the parking lot coatings, assumed to be 
compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category (100 g/L). VOC limits based on MDAQMD Rule 1113. Effective 1/1/2022, non-flat 
coatings will have a VOC limit of 50 g/L – for a conservative estimate (to account for the sell-through period) assumed that non-flat coatings will 
still have a VOC of 100 g/L. 
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ATTACHMENT A – Mojave Desert AQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and Federal Conformity Guidelines 
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