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ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 
 
A. Project Title: Calimesa Creek Stage III  
 
B. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Calimesa  

 908 Park Avenue 
 Calimesa, CA 92320 

 
C. Contact Person and Phone Number: Michael Thornton, City Engineer (909) 795-9801 
       Email: mthornton@cityofcalimesa.net  
 
D. Project Location: The Calimesa Creek Stage III Project (project) is located in the City of Calimesa 

and the City of Yucaipa as shown in Figure 1, Regional Map.  More specifically, 
the detention basin is generally located between County Line Road on the north, 
3rd Street on the east, Rogers Lane/Court on the south, and 4th Street on the west.  
The proposed storm drain system will be located along County Line Road between 
5th Street on the east and Interstate 10 on the west, as shown in Figure 2, Local 
Vicinity Map.  An aerial photograph of the project site and the surrounding land 
uses is shown in Figure 3, Aerial Photo.  The on-site topography is shown in Figure 
4, USGS Topo Map. 

 
E. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: City of Calimesa 
       Public Works Department 

908 Park Avenue  
Calimesa, CA 92320 
909-795-9801 

 
F. General Plan Designation: The land use designations for the project site as designated by the Calimesa 

General Plan include CC – Community Commercial (FAR 50:1) for the proposed detention basin.  For 
the proposed storm drain system, it will be primarily located in County Line Road public right-of-way with 
downstream connection being within property zoned as DVC – Downtown Village Commercial Park and 
upstream connection being RH – Residential High (14-20 DU/AC), and DVC – Downtown Village 
Commercial Park.  The project would not require a general plan amendment. 

 
G. Zoning: The proposed detention basin is zoned C-C (Community Commercial).  Calimesa Creek is 

included in the Downtown Business District and zoned D-V-C Downtown Village Commercial with the 
Calimesa Creek Overlay.  The proposed underground storm drain in County Line Road is within a public 
roadway in both the City of Calimesa and the City of Yucaipa.  The project would not require a zone 
change. 

  
H. Description of Project: The proposed Calimesa Creek Stage III project is a component of and the 

continuation of the Calimesa Channel “Stage I” and “Stage II” projects that were completed by the 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFC&WCD) in 2002.  The project 
consists of a 53-acre-foot detention basin and variable size storm drain system along County Line Road.  
Each are discussed in greater detail in the following paragraphs and are shown on Figure 5 (Calimesa 
Creek Stage III Site Plan): 

 
  
 
 

mailto:mthornton@cityofcalimesa.net
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 Detention Basin 
 

• Basin – The scope of work consists of site grading,  35,000 CY of material export, maintenance 
road construction, site drainage system improvements, site access improvements, and site 
fencing.  The basin site is 4.5 acres. 
 

• Inlet Improvements – Within the existing Calimesa Creek Channel, a diversion facility will be 
constructed to divert channel flows to the detention basin.  The existing Trapezoidal Channel will 
be connected to a new 96” reinforced concrete pipe.  The pipe will release flows to the basin 
through an energy dissipation structure (including head and wing walls, and rip rap). 
 

• Outlet Improvements – Includes a low flow system and a spillway.  The low flow pipe will cause 
attenuation – runoff will be maintained in the basin and released over a longer period of time.  It 
includes concrete walls and rip rap.  The spillway will convey larger storm event flow back into 
the trapezoidal channel. 

 
 Storm Drain System 
 

• Transition Structures – Include connection to the existing I-10 drainage system using a manhole 
structure and a connection to the existing trapezoidal channel near 5th Street.  Transition 
structures will be reinforced concrete. 
 

• Storm Drain System – Storm drain system includes 18” thru 78” reinforced concrete pipe, 
manholes, and inlet structures (e.g., catch basins). 

 
• Low Flow Diversion – To maintain small flows along the natural creek, a low flow diversion system 

will be constructed near 5th Street. 
 
 Once completed, the Calimesa Creek Project III project would provide 100-year flood protection to 

existing and future development along County Line Road and Calimesa Creek from basin on the east to 
Interstate 10 on the west.     
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The project would provide the following objectives:   
  
• Reduce peak 100-year flow rate to downstream facilities;  
• Eliminate flooding from the basin to the west side of I-10 including the Calimesa Fire Station, City 

Hall, and Downtown Business District 
 
Existing Calimesa Creek consists of a concrete lined trapezoidal channel beginning at County Line Road, 
approximately 500 feet west of California Street. The existing trapezoidal channel, with a base width of 4 
feet and a depth of 5 feet, meanders westerly through existing residential neighborhoods and outlets on 
the west side of 5th Street.  At 5th Street, Calimesa Creek extends west as an unimproved earthen 
channel to an existing inlet near Interstate 10.  A 6’ x 6’ reinforced concrete box (RCB) extends under I-
10 and connects with the Calimesa-Avenue L east of the freeway and continues west and southwest 
where it empties into San Timoteo Creek.   

 
 The project includes the design, engineering and construction of a 4.5-acre detention basin on the north 

side of Calimesa Creek approximately 150 feet west of 3rd Street, 18”, 24”,54”, 72” and 78” underground 
storm drains, box culverts, roadway crossings and pipe.   

 
 The Calimesa Creek system operates under the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 

(SRWQCB) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  The permit requires that 
any hydromodification to a watercourse within its jurisdiction be considered as part of a project’s analysis.  
Hydromodification is the change in rainfall-runoff relationships resulting from impervious areas on a 
site/project.  In some stream systems, excessive hydromodification can cause erosion of stream banks 
and beds, transport of fine sediments, and disruption of aquatic habitat.  The project must incorporate 
hydromodification management to reduce degradation of the physical structure of the creek downstream 
of the proposed improvements.   

 
 The preliminary engineering analysis and design indicates the need for the construction of a detention 

basin adjacent to and on the north side of Calimesa Creek west of 3rd Street.  The preliminary analysis 
and design also identifies the need for a low-flow channel and active floodplain dimensions that are 
characteristic for this reach of Calimesa Creek.   

   
 The basin portion of the project includes a 53-acre foot detention basin on a 4.5-acre parcel of vacant 

land that is adjacent to and north of the creek and approximately 150 feet west of 3rd Street.  The detention 
basin would capture upstream high storm water flows in Calimesa Creek.  Project export is estimated at 
35,000 cubic yards of materials associated with the excavation of the detention basin.  All export material 
would be hauled to the San Timoteo Landfill that is located approximately 11 miles southwest of the 
project in the City of Redlands.   

 
 The conveyance portion of the project includes connections to the existing trapezoidal storm channel 

near 5th Street and the existing I-10 conveyance storm drain where a low-flow diversion structure 
underground 72” reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) and related facilities.  The existing drainage patterns of 
Calimesa Creek would generally be maintained, with the exception of the underground storm drain that 
would be constructed in County Line Road.  Maintaining the existing on-site drainage pattern along with 
the proposed detention basin would reduce existing flooding impacts associated with Calimesa Creek 
downstream of the proposed detention basin.  Once completed, the project would provide 100-year flood 
protection for the Calimesa Channel watershed upstream from the basin to Interstate 10.  
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 In order to convey the 100-year runoff from both the Calimesa Creek watershed and the Calimesa-
Avenue L watershed westerly across Interstate 10, the existing sump and 6’ x 6’ RCB at the freeway 
would require additional modifications, replacement, or construction of an additional drainage facility 
crossing under the freeway as a component of a regional drainage plan. This would involve coordination 
with Caltrans, the City of Calimesa, the City of Yucaipa, and RCFC&WCD.  However, the proposed 
project would significantly decrease the flooding potential at this existing crossing with the construction 
of the proposed detention basin.  Therefore, the project does not include improvements to the drainage 
system under I-10. 

  
The project would comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 which requires the 
application of standard best management practices during construction and operation activities and 
includes the application of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils, manage haul road dust by the 
use of water, cover haul vehicles, restrict vehicle speeds on on-site unpaved roads to 15 mph, sweep 
loose dirt from paved site access roadways, stop construction activity when wind speeds exceed 25 mph 
and establish a permanent ground cover on finished areas.   
 
The project is scheduled to be constructed in two phases.  The first phase includes the construction of 
the storm drains and junction structures that would start in October 2023 and completed in March 2024.  
The second phase includes the construction of the detention basin and is scheduled to start construction 
in December 2023 and completed in August 2024.  The proposed site plan is shown in Figure 5, Site 
Plan.  
 
The discretionary action required from the City of Calimesa is approval of the project and adoption of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
 

I. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The existing land uses surrounding the proposed detention basin 
include single-family detached residential homes to the east, south and west and a retail shopping center 
in the City of Yucaipa to the north, north of County Line Road.  The existing land uses adjacent to the 
proposed storm drain improvements from 5th Street on the east to Interstate 10 on the west include vacant 
land and single-family detached residential units to the south and multi-family to the north in the City of 
Yucaipa, north of County Line Road.  The land uses from Park Avenue to Calimesa Boulevard include 
the City of Calimesa city hall and single-family residences south of the creek and commercial use to the 
north.  The land uses from Calimesa Boulevard west to Interstate 10 include a single-family residence 
and commercial use to the south and commercial use to the north.  The existing land uses adjacent to 
the underground storm drain proposed for County Line Road include commercial uses in the City of 
Yucaipa to the north and commercial uses in the City of Calimesa to the south.  County Line Road forms 
the city boundary between the cities of Yucaipa and Calimesa.  Figures 6 and 7 show photographs of the 
on-site land uses and Figure 7 shows the surrounding land uses.  Figure 8 is a photo orientation map 
showing the location of the on-site and surrounding land use photos.     

 
J. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:  The City of Yucaipa will issue an encroachment 

permit for work along the north side of County Line Road.  The project also requires a Notice of Intent to 
comply with the General Construction Activity NPDES Permit from the California State Water Resources 
Control Board – Santa Ana Region and an encroachment permit from the Riverside County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District. If jurisdictional waters are impacted as a result of project 
implementation, appropriate permits shall be obtained pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a Water Quality Certification pursuant to Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
from CDFW pursuant to Sections 1600–1616 of the California Fish and Game Code.      
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Source: Keystone Development, Construction Services Figure 10
Typical Building Elevations

CALIMESA CREEK STAGE III

E. Calimesa Fire Station south of the creek at Park Avenue F. Looking at the businesses along County Line Road

G. Looking at the existing residences east of the proposed
detention basin

H. Existing businesses along south side of County Line Road
west of Park Avenue

Figure 7
Surrounding Photographs
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K. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area 
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1?  If so, is there a 
plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to 
tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?  Tribal letters were mailed 
November 25, 2019 to five Native American tribes pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB52).  The tribes that 
were contacted by the city include: 

 
1. Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
2. Pechanga Band of Lusieño Indians 
3. San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
4. Soboba Band of Lusieño Indians 
5. Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians  
 
The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) are the only tribe that formally invited consultation 
with the City in compliance with 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code, Division 13, 
Environmental Quality.  Consultations with SMBMI will continue throughout environmental compliance 
processing.  The results of the consultation are provided in Sections V and XVIII of this MND. 
 
Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project proponents to 
discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce 
the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process (see Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2).  
Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public 
Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California 
Office of Historic Preservation.  Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3 (c) contains provisions specific 
to confidentiality.  
 
 

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

   Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities/Service Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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M. 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 impact on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant impact 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 an earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but 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. 

 
 
  
 Signature: Date 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts: 
 

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

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

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

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

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, 
or less than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that 
an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 
4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 

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

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

 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the 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 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. 

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

 
9. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 

    
N. ISSUES:  
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS: Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 
 
 a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
 b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including 

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

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

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

 
II. AGRICULTURE and FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural 

resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agricultural farmland.  In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and 
the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

 
III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 

management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

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

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

 c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?     

 d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely 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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     

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

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, filing, hydrological interruption, or 
other means?     

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

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

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

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
     

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?      

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

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

 
VI.       ENERGY: Would the project: 
 a) Result in potentially significant environmental 

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

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

     
VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS:  Would the project: 
 a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving:     
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

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

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?     
iv. Landslides?     

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

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

 
 

    
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

 
 

    
     

VIII.     GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Would the project: 
 a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 

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

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

     
IX.       HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:  Would the project: 
     
 a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

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

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

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

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

 e) 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, will the project 
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people working or residing in the project area?     

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

 g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires?     
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X.        HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 
 a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality?     

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

 c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces in a manner, which 
would:      
(i)  result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-

site;     
(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; 
or     

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 

release of pollutants due to project inundation?     
e)   Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan?     

 
XI.       LAND USE AND PLANNING:  Would the project: 
 a) Physically divide an established community?     
 b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 

conflict with any land use plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an 
environmental effect?     

 
XII. MINERAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

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

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

     
 
XIII. NOISE:  Would the project result in: 
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 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?     

 b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?     

 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, will the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels?     
 

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING:  Would the project: 
 a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in 

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

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

 
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES: 
 a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 

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

    Fire protection?     
   Police protection?     
   Schools?     
   Parks?     
   Other public facilities?     

 
XVI. RECREATION: 
 a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

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

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

 
XVII. TRANSPORTATION:  Would the project: 
 a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?     

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?      

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

 d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      
 

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

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

    

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

    

 
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:  Would the project: 
 a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 

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?     

 b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years?     

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     
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project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

 d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals?     

 e) Comply with federal, state and local management 
and reduction statues and regulations related to 
solid waste?     

 
XX. WILDFIRE: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 

severity zones, would the project: 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?     
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 

exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from 
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?     

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that 
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment?     

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result or runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes?     

     
XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 
 a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 

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, substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory?     

 b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.)     
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 c) Does the project have environmental effects that will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly?     

     
 
O.  Explanation of Issues 
 

I.  AESTHETICS:  Would the project:  
 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? No Impact. There are no state or County 
designated scenic vistas either within the boundary of the project, adjacent to or within direct view of the 
project that would be impacted by the project.  Furthermore, neither the City of Calimesa nor the City of 
Yucaipa general plans designate any scenic resources or scenic corridors either on or adjacent to the 
project.  The project would have no scenic vista impacts.   

 
b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a state scenic highway? No Impact. There are no state designated scenic 
highways and no scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway that are either adjacent to or visible from the project that would be removed or altered by 
the project.  The closest state designated scenic route to the project is the section of State Route 38 that 
is located south of State Route 18 in the San Bernardino Mountains that is approximately twenty miles 
north of the project.  The project is not visible from this section of State Route 38 due to the elevation of 
the existing topography between State Route 18 and the project that prevents direct views of the site.  
The project would have no state scenic resource impact.    

 
c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public 

views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? Less Than Significant Impact. 
The project is located in an urbanized area.1  The project meets and complies with the existing City of 
Calimesa R-L-M Residential Low/Medium (4-7 DU/AC) zoning for the detention basin.  The project also 
complies with the Calimesa D-V-C Downtown Village Commercial zone and Calimesa Creek Overlay for 
the proposed storm drain improvements and the proposed underground storm drain improvements in the 
City of Calimesa.  The underground storm drain improvements proposed in the City of Yucaipa are 
located within the County Line Road right-of-way.  The construction of the underground storm drain 
improvements in County Line Road would not have any visual impacts once the improvements are 
completed.   

 
The project would change the visual character of the vacant land that is proposed for the construction of 
the detention basin.  The project proposes to construct a fully improved detention basin that is 
approximately 25’ deep on vacant land that is currently flat.  The detention basin would be connected 
with the adjacent improved open storm channel with an inlet at the southeast corner and an outlet at the 
southwest corner of the basin.  The basin itself measures approximately 430 feet wide and 300 feet long.  
An earthen berm would be constructed around the perimeter of the basin to increase its capacity with a 
maintenance road on the top of the berm for maintenance vehicle access.  A 200’ wide spillway is 
proposed at the south end of the basin adjacent to Calimesa Creek to allow water in the basin above a 
specific level to flow into the existing open storm drain channel.  The bottom of the basin is approximately 

 
1 https://gis-portal.data.census.gov/arcgis/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=7a41374f6b03456e9d138cb014711e01 
 

https://gis-portal.data.census.gov/arcgis/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=7a41374f6b03456e9d138cb014711e01
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25’ feet lower than the existing surface elevation.  The sides of the basin would have slopes at of 2.5:1.  
A ramp at the northeast corner of the detention basin would provide access to the bottom of the basin for 
inspection and maintenance.  An 8’ chain link fence with barbed wire at the top is proposed along the 
project boundary to enclose the basin for security and safety purposes.   
 
A water diversion structure is proposed within Calimesa Creek adjacent to and west of 5th Street. This 
concrete structure would allow low flow water in Calimesa Creek to be diverted west into the Calimesa 
Creek to maintain existing low water flows in the creek.  The proposed water diversion structure also 
includes the proposed construction of a 78” underground storm drain that would extend to County Line 
Road and continue west to approximately 50’ west of the intersection of County Line Road and Calimesa 
Boulevard where the underground storm drain would extend south to Calimesa Creek.  The proposed 
diversion structure measures 6 feet wide, 6 feet deep and 30 feet in length.  The diversion structure outlet 
measures 3 feet by 4.5 feet.  The outlet is four feet in length transitions into a 36” reinforced concrete 
pipe (RCP) that would allow low flows in the creek to continue down the stream past the diversion 
structure.  The diversion structure would be visible from both County Line Road and 5th Street.  The top 
of the structure would not extend above the creek bank of Calimesa Creek.   
 
The proposed underground storm drain would be out of public view once construction is completed.  
There would be short-term aesthetic impacts associated with the construction of both the detention basin 
and the underground storm drain with the presence of construction equipment, piles of excavated dirt, 
construction materials that are stored at the site, construction worker vehicles, etc.  While the construction 
activities would impact the existing aesthetics of the area for approximately 120 days during construction 
of the detention basin and 60 days for the storm drain, the construction period is relatively short-term.  
Once construction is completed the construction equipment, storage of equipment and supplies, 
presence of construction workers and their vehicles, etc. would be removed from the site.  All of the 
construction equipment, materials, etc. associated with the construction of the proposed storm drain 
facilities would be removed once construction is completed, the proposed fence around the detention 
basin would remain after construction is completed.         
   
One of the goals of the Resource Management element of the Calimesa General Plan is to conserve and 
protect significant landforms and hillside areas.2  The proposed detention basin is not on or adjacent to 
a hillside, therefore the site is not required to be protected and meet specific slope and visual design 
criteria. 
 
Construction equipment would be visible during the construction of the detention basin, diversion 
structure, underground storm drain and creek bank improvements.  To reduce potential impacts, Cities 
(both Calimesa and Yucaipa) will restrict work hours to 7:00am to 5:00pm, Monday thru Friday, except 
Holidays.  The construction equipment that would be used to construct the project includes excavators, 
backhoes, bulldozers, and other construction equipment that is typical for the construction of underground 
storm drain improvement and detention basin projects.  The project does not propose the use of cranes 
or any other large pieces of construction equipment.  While the construction equipment would have short-
term aesthetic impacts associated with the use of construction equipment during construction, the 
aesthetic impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  The short-term aesthetic construction 
impacts would not be significant.     
 
Overall, the construction of the detention basin and other storm drain improvements in the City of 
Calimesa would comply with the Resource Element of the Calimesa General Plan and have less than 
significant visual impacts.  The construction of the storm drain in County Line Road would be underground 

 
2 City of Calimesa 2014 General Plan, Chapter 6: Resource Management, Goal RM-1, page 6-9.  
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and not visible once construction is completed.  While the proposed detention basin is in the City of 
Calimesa, the basin would not be visible to motorists on County Line Road.  The site is located more than 
250’ from County Line Road and is not visible from any other street.  Overall, the project would not conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, and would have less than  
significant aesthetic impacts.     
 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that will adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? Less Than Significant Impact. The project does not propose any short- or long-term 
outdoor lights or structures that would generate light.  Glare would be generated by the construction 
equipment and construction materials that would be used during project construction.  However, any 
glare generated during construction would be short-term and cease upon completion of the construction 
of the project.  The project would have less than significant light or glare impacts.   
 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? No Impact. The 4.5-acre site that is proposed 
for construction of the detention basin site is vacant and undeveloped.  The detention basin is surrounded 
by single-family detached residences adjacent to and east, south and west of the site.  Vacant land is 
located adjacent to and north of the proposed detention basin.  The land uses adjacent to Calimesa 
Creek where the creek channel improvements are proposed include single-family detached residences 
and commercial uses west of 5th Street in the City of Calimesa.  The land uses adjacent to County Line 
Road where the underground storm drain is proposed includes commercial uses in both the cities of 
Calimesa to the south and Yucaipa to the north.  There are no agricultural uses either on or adjacent to 
the site.   

 
The areas proposed for construction are designated “Urban and Built-Up Land” by the State of California 
Department of Conservation Riverside County Important Farmland 2016 map and the State of California 
Department of Conservation San Bernardino County Important Farmland 2016 map, respectively.3  
Because there are no agricultural uses either on or adjacent to the areas proposed for construction, the 
project would not convert prime, unique, or farmland of statewide importance to non-agricultural use and 
impact farmland.  
 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? No Impact. None 
of the properties that are proposed for construction are in a Williamson Act contract.  The project would 
not conflict with any existing agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.    

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

Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? No 
Impact. There is no timber land or forests in the City of Calimesa or Yucaipa.  Therefore, the project 
would not impact any forest or timber production.  

 
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact. See 

Response to Section “II.c)” above.  
   

 
3 ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2016/riv16_w.pdf, ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2016/sbd16_so.pdf 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2016/riv16_w.pdf
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e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or nature, could 
individually or cumulatively result in the loss of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? No Impact. 
There is no farmland either on or adjacent to the project. Therefore, the project would not result in the 
loss of or have any impact to farmland, either individually or cumulatively. 

   
III. AIR QUALITY: Would the project: 

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

Impact.  An air quality and greenhouse gas report 4 was prepared for the project.  A copy of the report is 
attached in Appendix A.  The report references the City of Calimesa’s Climate Action Plan.  The purpose 
of the plan was to integrate local planning efforts to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
improve the quality of life in the community. 

 
The City of Calimesa is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).  The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) is the agency principally responsible for comprehensive air pollution 
control in the SCAB.  As a regional agency, SCAQMD works directly with the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), county transportation commissions, and local governments and 
cooperates actively with all federal and state agencies regarding air emissions. 

 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 
The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations, establishes permitting requirements for stationary 
sources, inspects emission sources, and enforces such measures through educational programs or fines 
and is directly responsible to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources.  It has 
prepared a sequence of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) and on June 30, 2016 released its Draft 
2016 AQMP, which is a regional blueprint to achieve federal air quality standards and healthful air.  On 
March 23, 2017 the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved the 2016 AQMP.  The primary goal 
of the AQMP is to meet clean air standards and protect public health, including ensuring benefits to 
environmental justice and disadvantaged communities.  The approved Plan has been forwarded to the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for review. If approved by EPA, the plan becomes federally 
enforceable.   
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires a discussion of any inconsistencies 
between a proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans and regional plans (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(d)).  The regional plan that applies to the project includes the SCAQMD Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  A discussion of the project’s consistency with the Calimesa General 
Plan is provided in Section XI. Land Use of this document.  This section discusses any potential 
inconsistencies of the project with the AQMP.  The project must comply with and meet all applicable rules 
and regulations of the AQMP.  
 
The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook states that "New or amended General Plan Elements (including land 
use zoning and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed for 
consistency with the AQMP".  Strict consistency with all aspects of the plan is usually not required.  A 
project should be considered to be consistent with the AQMP if it furthers one or more policies and does 
not obstruct other policies.  The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook identifies two key indicators of consistency: 
 

 
4 Air Quality and GHG Impact Analysis, Calimesa Creek Stage III Project, Giroux & Associates, February 15, 2022. 
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(1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards 
or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP. 

 
(2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP in 2016 or increments based on the 

year of project buildout and phase. 
 

Both criteria are evaluated below. 
 
CRITERIA 1 – INCREASE IN THE FREQUENCY OR SEVERITY OF VIOLATIONS 
 
Based on the air quality modeling analysis contained in the air quality report that was prepared for the 
project (see Appendix A) the short-term construction impacts would not have any significant air emission 
impacts based on the SCAQMD regional and local thresholds of significance.  The project includes the 
implementation of fugitive dust control and exhaust emissions control measures during construction.  The 
project would have negligible operational emissions associated with the operation of routine storm drain 
and detention basin maintenance equipment once the project is constructed.  Negligible operational 
emissions would be generated by the project.  Therefore, the project would not contribute to the 
exceedance of any air pollutant concentration standards and is consistent with the AQMP for Criteria 1. 

 
CRITERIA 2 – EXCEED ASSUMPTIONS IN THE AQMP 
 
Consistency with the AQMP assumptions is determined by performing an analysis of the project with the 
assumptions in the AQMP.  The emphasis of this criterion is to ensure that the analyses conducted for 
the project are based on the same forecasts as the AQMP.  The 2016-2040 Regional 
Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy prepared by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) (2016) includes chapters on: the challenges in a changing region; creating a plan 
for our future; and the road to greater mobility and sustainable growth. These chapters currently respond 
directly to federal and state requirements placed on SCAG.  Local governments are required to use these 
as the basis of their plans for purposes of consistency with applicable regional plans under CEQA.  For 
this project, the City of Calimesa’s General Plan Land Use Plan defines the assumptions that are 
represented in the AQMP. 
 
The proposed detention basin site is designated CC – Community Commercial (FAR 50:1) by the 
Calimesa General Plan and zoned C-C (Community Commercial).  Calimesa Creek, which is proposed 
for improvements, is designated RH – Residential High (14-20 DU/AC), CR – Regional Commercial (FAR 
75:1) and LI – Light Industrial land use by the City of Calimesa and zoned R-L-M Residential Low/Medium 
(4-7 DU/AC).  The underground storm drain proposed within County Line Road is a public roadway.  
Calimesa Creek, which is proposed for a diversion structure, creek bank restoration and an underground 
storm drain is designated D-V-C Downtown Village Commercial with the Calimesa Creek Overlay.   
 
The project would not require a general plan amendment or zone change.  According to SCAQMD, a 
project is considered to be consistent with the AQMP if the project furthers one of more policies of the 
AQMP and does not obstruct other AQMP policies.  In the case of the proposed project, the proposed 
storm drain improvements would reduce flooding and improve public safety in the project area.  Generally, 
project compliance with SCAQMD emissions thresholds, reductions and control requirements, which the 
project meets, act to reduce project air emissions.  The project’s compliance with all applicable SCAQMD 
air quality standards during construction allows the project to meet and comply with the AQMD.  The 
proposed detention basin and other flood-control improvements would also not generate emissions in 
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exceedance of the aforementioned allowed uses.  Therefore, the project would not exceed the AQMP 
assumptions for the project site and is consistent with the AQMP for Criteria 2.  The project would have 
no impact to the AQMP.    

 
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants for which the project 

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? Less 
Than Significant Impact.  Cumulative projects include local development as well as general growth 
within the project area.  However, as with most development, the greatest source of emissions is from 
mobile sources that travel well out of the local area.  Therefore, from an air quality standpoint, the 
cumulative analysis would extend beyond any local projects and when wind patterns are considered, 
would cover an even larger area.   

 
The project site is located within the SCAB, which is non-attainment for ozone and PM10 particulate 
matter.  The emissions generated with the construction and operation of cumulative projects would further 
degrade the local air quality, as well as the air quality of the SCAB.  The greatest cumulative impact on 
the regional air quality is the incremental addition of pollutants in the SCAB mainly from increased traffic 
by residential, commercial, and industrial development and the use of heavy equipment and trucks to 
construct these projects.  Air quality would be temporarily degraded during construction activities that 
occur separately or simultaneously.  However, in accordance with the SCAQMD methodology, projects 
that do not exceed the SCAQMD criteria or can be mitigated to less than criteria levels are not significant 
and do not add to the overall cumulative impact.   

 
As stated in section “III.c)” below, the project would not generate any short-term air emissions that exceed 
SCAQMD emission thresholds.  Therefore, the project would not have any significant cumulative criteria 
pollutant impacts. 

 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? Potentially Significant 

Unless Mitigation Incorporated.  A sensitive receptor is a person in the population who is particularly 
susceptible to health effects due to exposure to an air contaminant.  The following are land uses (sensitive 
sites) where sensitive receptors are typically located: 
 
• Schools, playgrounds and childcare centers 
• Long-term health care facilities 
• Rehabilitation centers 
• Convalescent centers 
• Hospitals 
• Retirement homes 
• Residences5 

 
The closest sensitive receptors to the detention basin are the residents adjacent to and east, south and 
west of the site.  There are also residents in close proximity to the proposed underground storm drain 
improvements proposed for County Line Road and Calimesa Creek.   
 
 
 
 

 
5 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local 
Planning, Chapter 2, page 2-1.  
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Criteria Pollutants, Health Effects, and Standards 
 
Under the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), the U.S. EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for six major pollutants; ozone (O3), respirable particulate matter (PM10), fine 
particulate matter (PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead.  
These six air pollutants are often referred to as the criteria pollutants.  The NAAQS are two tiered: primary, 
to protect public health, and secondary, to prevent degradation to the environment (i.e., impairment of 
visibility, damage to vegetation and property).   
 
Under the California Clean Air Act, the California Air Resources Board has established California Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) to protect the health and welfare of Californians.  State standards have 
been established for the six criteria pollutants as well as four additional pollutants; visibility reducing 
particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.   
 
Table 1 presents the state and national ambient air quality standards.  A brief explanation of each 
pollutant and their health effects is presented in the Table 1 footnotes. 

 
Monitored Air Quality 

 
Long-term air quality monitoring is carried out by the SCAQMD at various monitoring stations.  The 
SCAQMD has divided the South Coast Air Basin into 38 air‐monitoring areas with a designated ambient 
air monitoring station representative of each area.  The closest air monitoring station to the project is the 
Redlands air monitoring station that is less than one mile west of the proposed detention basin.  However, 
this station only monitors ozone and large particulates.  The closest station that monitors the full spectrum 
of pollutants is the Central San Bernardino station that is located approximately eighteen miles northwest 
of the project.  Table 2 summarizes the last four years of published data from the Redlands and Central 
San Bernardino monitoring stations.   
 
As shown in Table 2, ozone and particulates are the two most significant air quality concerns.  Ozone is 
the primary ingredient in photochemical smog.  Slightly less than 16 percent of all days exceed the 
California one-hour standard.  The 8-hour state ozone standard has been exceeded an average of 26 
percent of all days in the past four years.  The federal 8-hour standard is exceeded 17 percent of all days.              

 
Air Emission Thresholds 
 
The SCAQMD has developed significance thresholds based on the volume of pollution emitted rather 
than actual ambient air quality because the direct air quality impact of a project is not quantifiable on a 
regional scale.  The SCAQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Handbook states that any 
project in the South Coast Air Basin with daily emissions that exceed any of the identified significance 
thresholds should be considered as having an individually and cumulatively significant air quality impact.  
For the purposes of this air quality impact analysis, a regional air quality impact would be considered 
significant if emissions exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds shown in Table 3. 
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Table 1 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 6 

 

 

 
6 Appendix A – Air Quality and GHG Impact Analysis, Calimesa Creek Stage III Project, Cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa, California, 
dated February 15, 2022, Page 3. 
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Table 2 
Air Quality Monitoring Summary (2017-2020)7 

 
Pollutant/Standard 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Ozone     
1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 79 53 73 104 
8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 114 94 109 141 
8- Hour > 0.075 ppm (F) 60 66 88 127 
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.156 0.136 0.137 0.173 
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.135 0.114 0.117 0.136 
Carbon Monoxide     
8- Hour > 9. ppm (S,F) 0 0 0 0 
Max 8-hour Conc. (ppm) 2.3 2.5 1.1 1.4 
Nitrogen Dioxide      
1-Hour > 0.18 ppm (S) 0 0 0 0 
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.065 0.057 0.059 0.054 
Inhalable Particulates (PM-10)     
24-hour > 50 µg/m3  (S) 2/59 2/59 0/59 1/40 
24-hour > 150 µg/m3 (F) 0/59 0/59 0/59 0/40 
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (µg/m3) 77. 74. 44. 57. 
Ultra-Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)     
24-Hour > 35 µg/m3  (F) 1/116 0/114 0/97 0/115 
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (µg/m3) 38.2 30.1 34.8 25.7 

Source:  South Coast AQMD Air Monitoring Station Data Summary 
Redland Monitoring Station: Ozone, PM-10 
San Bernardino 4th Street Monitoring Station: CO, NOx, PM-2.5 
 

 
 
 

Table 3 
SCAQMD Daily Emissions Thresholds of Significance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November, 1993 Rev. 
  

 
7 Appendix A – Air Quality and GHG Impact Analysis, Calimesa Creek Stage III Project, Cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa, California, 
dated February 15, 2022, Page 8. 
 

Pollutant Construction Operations 
ROG 75 55 
NOx 100 55 
CO 550 550 

PM-10 150 150 
PM-2.5 55 55 

SOx 150 150 
Lead 3 3 
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Additional Indicators 
 
In its CEQA Handbook, the SCAQMD also states that additional indicators should be used as screening 
criteria to determine the need for further analysis with respect to air quality.  The additional indicators are 
as follows:  

  
• A project could interfere with the attainment of the federal or state ambient air quality standards 

by either violating or contributing to an existing or projected air quality violation 
• A project could result in population increases within the regional statistical area which would be 

in excess of that projected in the AQMP and in other than planned locations for the project’s build-
out year. 

• A project could generate vehicle trips that cause a CO hot spot. 
 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 
 
Construction activities necessary to develop the project, including the construction of the retention basin, 
18”, 24”, 54”, 72” and 78” underground storm drains, box culverts, roadway crossings and grade the creek 
bank slopes of Calimesa Creek to protect adjacent properties from a 100-year storm event would 
generate air emissions, toxic air contaminant emissions, and odors during construction.  The project 
construction activities include grading for the detention basin, removal of pavement and excavation in 
County Line Road for the construction of the underground storm drain, and other storm drain 
improvements.   

 
CalEEMod was developed by the SCAQMD to provide a model to calculate construction emissions and 
operational emissions for a variety of land use projects.  It calculates both the daily maximum and annual 
average emissions for criteria pollutants as well as total or annual greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
Although exhaust emissions would result from the operation of on- and off-site motorized equipment, the 
exact types and numbers of equipment would vary among contractors such that emissions cannot be 
quantified with certainty.  Project construction emissions were estimated by using CalEEMod2016.3.2 
computer model to identify the maximum daily emissions for each pollutant during project construction 
based on the type and number of pieces of construction equipment necessary to develop the project and 
the estimated time to construct the project.  The estimated construction fleet required to construct the 
project is shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4 
Construction Activity Equipment Fleet 

 
 

Detention Basin 
120 days 

Export 31,000 CY earthworks 
  

1 Excavator 
1 Dozer 
 1 Scraper 
1 Loader 
1 Water Truck 

 
Storm Drain Installation 

60 days 
 

2 Excavators 
1 Loader 
1 Backhoe 
1 Water Truck 

Tie-Ins 
30 days 

1 Excavator 
1 Loader 
1 Backhoe 

Low-Flow Diversion Structures 
60 days 

1 Mixer 
1 Pump 
1 Excavator 
1 Loader/Backhoe 

 
Referencing the construction equipment fleet and durations shown in Table 4, the worst-case daily 
construction emissions were calculated by CalEEMod2020.4.0 and are shown in Table 5. 
 

Table 5 
Construction Activity Emissions  

Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 
 

Maximal Construction Emissions ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 
2022       
Detention Basin 2.4 25.9 18.0 0.1 4.0 2.4 
Storm Drain 1.2 10.7 12.3 0.0 0.5 0.4 
Tie-Ins 0.5 1.7 5.8 0.0 0.2 0.2 
Diversion Structures 0.6 1.7 6.9 0.0 0.3 0.3 

Total 4.7 40.0 43.0 0.1 5.0 3.3 
       

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
 

As shown in Table 5, peak daily construction activity emissions are calculated to be below SCAQMD 
CEQA thresholds without the need for air emission reduction mitigation measures.  The only mitigation 
measure that was included in the CalEEMod2020.4.0 air model program was watering exposed dirt 
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surfaces two times a day to minimize the generation of fugitive dust during grading activities as required 
by SCAQMD.  
 
Construction equipment exhaust emissions contain carcinogenic compounds within the diesel exhaust 
particulates.  The toxicity of diesel exhaust is evaluated relative to a 24-hour per day, 365 days per year, 
70-year lifetime exposure.  The SCAQMD does not generally require the analysis of construction-related 
diesel emissions relative to health risk due to the short period for which the majority of diesel exhaust 
would occur.  Health risk analyses are typically assessed over a 9-, 30-, or 70-year timeframe and not 
over a relatively brief construction period due to the lack of health risk associated with such a brief 
exposure as is the case with the proposed project.  
 
As shown in Table 5 the project would not exceed and would be below ozone precursor thresholds for 
ROG and NOx.  However, because the region is non-attainment for photochemical smog, the use of 
reasonably available for diesel exhaust emission control measures are recommended as shown below: 
 
Mitigation Measure No. 1 All engine powered construction equipment shall implement the following 

exhaust emission control measures throughout construction: 
 

• Utilize well-tuned off-road construction equipment. 
• Establish a preference for contractors using Tier 3 or better rated heavy 

equipment. 
• Enforce 5-minute idling limits for both on-road trucks and off-road 

equipment. 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 2 Fugitive Dust Control: 
 

• Apply soil stabilizers or moisten inactive areas. 
• Water exposed surfaces as needed to avoid visible dust leaving the 

construction site (typically 2-3 times/day). 
• Cover all stock piles with tarps at the end of each day or as needed. 
• Provide water spray during loading and unloading of earthen materials. 
• Minimize in-out traffic from construction zone. 
• Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose material and require all 

trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 
• Sweep streets daily if visible soil material is carried out from the 

construction site. 
 
Localized Significance Thresholds  
 
The SCAQMD has developed analysis parameters to evaluate ambient air quality on a local level in 
addition to the more regional emissions-based thresholds of significance.  These analysis elements are 
called Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs).  LSTs were developed in response to Governing 
Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative 1-4 and the LST methodology was provisionally 
adopted in October 2003 and formally approved by SCAQMD’s Mobile Source Committee in February 
2005.   
 
For the project, the primary source of a possible LST impact would be during project construction only 
since the project would not generate any operational emissions once the project is constructed.  LSTs 
are applicable for a sensitive receptor where it is possible that an individual could remain for 24 hours 
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such as a residence, hospital or convalescent facility, which in this case the existing residents adjacent 
to the project are considered sensitive receptors   
 
LSTs are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide 
(CO), and particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5).  LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project 
that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that 
pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. 
 
LST screening tables are available for 25, 50, 100, 200 and 500-meter source-receptor distances.  For 
the proposed project the nearest sensitive receptors are the residences adjacent to and east and south 
of the detention basin and south of the diversion structure, therefore the most conservative 25-meter 
distance was modeled. 
 
The SCAQMD has issued guidance on applying CalEEMod to LSTs. LST pollutant screening level 
concentration data is currently published for 1, 2 and 5-acre sites for varying distances.  Because 
construction of a storm drain is linear, equipment only operates in front of any single residence for a short 
period of time (progress rate is estimated to be 100 linear feet per day).  The most stringent thresholds 
for a 1-acre site were applied for the construction of the storm drain.  Because the detention basin is 
larger, a threshold for a 4-acre site was referenced.  Table 6 shows the estimated LST emissions and 
thresholds for the construction of the proposed detention basin, 18”, 24”, 54”, 72”, and 78” underground 
storm drains, box culverts, roadway crossings and grade the slopes of Calimesa Creek to protect adjacent 
properties from a 100-year storm event.   
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Table 6 
LST and Project Emissions (pounds/day) 

 
Storm Drain LST 

 
LST  1 acre/25 meters 
Hemet/San Jacinto Valley CO NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 

LST Threshold  750 162 4 3 

Max On-Site Emissions 12 11 1 1 
 

Detention Basin LST 
 

LST  4 acre/25 meters 
Hemet/San Jacinto Valley CO NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 

LST Threshold  1,677 325 11 7 

Max On-Site Emissions 18 26 4 2 
 

Tie-Ins LST 
 

LST  1 acre/25 meters 
Hemet/San Jacinto Valley CO NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 

LST Threshold  750 162 4 3 

Max On-Site Emissions 6 2 1 1 
 

 
Diversion Structures LST 

 
LST  1 acre/25 meters 
Hemet/San Jacinto Valley CO NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 

LST Threshold  750 162 4 3 

Max On-Site Emissions 7 2 1 1 
 

The project LSTs were compared to the maximum daily construction activities.  As shown in Table 6, 
project construction emissions would be less than the LST construction thresholds.  Therefore, the project 
LSTs are less than significant.   
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SCAQMD’s Rule 403 
 
The project would be required by SCAQMD to comply with rules to reduce fugitive dust emissions during 
project construction.  Specifically, project compliance with Rule 403 is achieved through the application 
of standard best management practices during construction and operation activities, which include the 
application of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils, manage haul road dust by the use of water, 
cover haul vehicles, restrict vehicle speeds on on-site unpaved roads to 15 mph, sweep loose dirt from 
paved site access roadways, stop construction activity when wind speeds exceed 25 mph and establish 
a permanent ground cover on finished areas.   
 
Operational Air Emission Impacts 
 
Once constructed, the proposed detention basin would require minimal maintenance such as periodic 
clearing silt and/or debris from the basin.  As a result, the long-term operational air emissions associated 
to inspect and maintain the detention basin would be negligible.  Similarly, once constructed the proposed 
diversion and tie-in structures would require minimal maintenance during the life of the project.  The long-
term operational air emissions associated to inspect and maintain the diversion and tie-in structures 
would be negligible.  The operational emissions associated with the project would be less than significant. 
 
As shown in the above tables, the project would not generate any air emissions during project 
construction that would exceed SCAQMD thresholds.  Because the project would not generate any 
construction air emissions that exceed adopted construction emission thresholds, sensitive receptors 
adjacent to the project would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Project construction 
emissions would be less than significant and not significantly impact any sensitive receptors adjacent to 
or in the project vicinity.    
 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? Less Than Significant Impact.  Potential sources for odors during project 
construction include the application of materials such as asphalt pavement and diesel exhaust emissions 
from the operation of diesel-powered construction equipment.  The objectionable odors that would be 
generated during the construction process would be short-term and any odor emissions would cease 
upon the drying or hardening of the odor producing materials (asphalt pavement) or ceasing operation of 
the diesel construction equipment.  Diesel exhaust and VOCs would be emitted during construction of 
the project, which are objectionable to some.  However, emissions would disperse rapidly from the project 
site and therefore would not reach an objectionable level at the nearest sensitive receptors.  Due to the 
short-term nature and limited amounts of odor producing materials being utilized, no significant odor 
impacts are anticipated during project construction. 
Once project construction is completed the project would not generate any emissions or odors and impact 
area residents or commercial uses.  The project would not have any significant odor impacts.   
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project: 
 

a) Have substantial adverse effects, 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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? Less Than Significant With Mitigation.  A biological report8 and a aquatics resources 
delineation report9 were prepared for the project and copies are included in Appendix B. 

 
The project includes both a detention basin and drainage conveyance facilities.  The proposed detention 
basin site is vacant and has been disturbed by mowing, tilling and disced for weed abatement and fire 
prevention.  Calimesa Creek, between 3rd and I-10 is an ephemeral drainage feature.  Project surface 
elevations range from approximately 2,485 feet above mean sea level at the detention basin to 
approximately 2,385 feet above mean sea level where Calimesa Creek passes underneath I-10. 
  
Based on the biological site survey that was conducted on September 20, 2019, there were no federally 
or state listed special-status plant species identified.  One non-listed special-status species, southern 
California black walnut (Juglans californica), which has a California Rare Plant Rank of 1B.1, was 
observed along the bank of Calimesa Creek within the project site.  However, this species is covered in 
the County of Riverside Multi Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP).  No federally or state listed 
or other special-status plant species have a moderate or high potential to occur within the project site.10   

 
Five bird species were detected within the study area.  No active bird nests were observed during the 
project site reconnaissance.  However, the ornamental vegetation and native vegetation (i.e., Fremont 
cottonwood forest) within the study area provides habitat for nesting birds and raptors.  No amphibian 
species were observed, and no amphibian species are expected to occur.  One reptile species was 
observed during the survey that included the common side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana).  Three 
mammal species were detected during the survey including the California ground squirrel (Spermophilus 
(Otospermophilus) beecheyi), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), and domestic dog (Canis lupus 
familiaris).11  
 
The survey was conducted outside of the nesting season.  However, the study area provides potential 
nesting habitat for commonly occurring birds such as Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna) or house finch.  
The study area does include large trees (e.g., eucalyptus, tree of heaven, black locust, coast live oak) 
suitable for raptor nesting.12  
 
While the survey area included habitat potentially suitable for Riverside fairy shrimp, the proposed project 
has been designed to avoid that area.  The biological site survey  did not identify any federally or state 
listed wildlife species within the proposed construction area.  In addition, no other special-status wildlife 
species with a moderate or higher potential to occur on the site were identified.13  However, thirteen 
special-status wildlife species have a low potential to occur within the study area, including the state fully 

 
8 Biological Resources Letter Report and MSHCP Consistency for the Calimesa Creek Stage III Project, City of Calimesa, Riverside 
County, Dudek, October 18, 2019. 
9 Calimesa Creek Stage III Project Aquatics Resources Delineation Report, City of Calimesa, Riverside County, Dudek, November 
2020 
10 Ibid, page 9. 
11 Ibid, page 9. 
12 Ibid, page 10. 
13 Ibid. 
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protected white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus).  The white-tailed kite has a low potential to nest and forage 
within the study area and this species is covered under the MSCHP.   
 
Because wildlife species could be impacted by the project the following mitigation measures are 
recommended. 
 
Mitigation Measure No. 3 To maintain compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California 

Fish and Game Code, if ground-disturbing and/or vegetation clearance 
activities are scheduled to occur during the avian nesting season (typically 
February 15 through August 31), the City of Calimesa shall require that a 
pre-construction nesting bird survey be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within the project impact footprint and a 500-foot buffer where legal access 
is granted around the disturbance footprint within 3 days prior to initiation 
of activity.  

 
If an active nest is detected during the nesting bird survey, avoidance 
buffers shall be implemented as determined by a qualified biologist.  The 
buffer shall be of a distance to ensure avoidance of adverse effects to the 
nesting bird by accounting for topography, ambient conditions, species, 
nest location, and activity type.  All nests shall be monitored as determined 
by the qualified biologist until nestlings have fledged and dispersed or it is 
confirmed that the nest has been unsuccessful or abandoned.  The 
qualified biologist shall halt all construction activities within proximity to an 
active nest if it is determined that the activities are harassing the nest and 
may result in nest abandonment or take.  The qualified biologist shall also 
have the authority to require implementation of avoidance measures 
related to noise, vibration, or light pollution if indirect impacts are resulting 
in harassment of the nest. 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 4   If suitable potential fairy shrimp habitat exists and cannot be avoided, the  
City of Calimesa shall conduct protocol-level focused surveys (i.e., two 
seasons) pursuant U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Survey Guidelines for the 
Listed Large Branchiopods (May 31, 2015) to determine 
presence/absence.  If focused-protocol level survey results are positive, 
and the project cannot permanently avoid fairy shrimp habitat, a 
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation report 
shall be required to propose mitigation that demonstrates equivalent or 
superior function and value.  In accordance with MSHCP Table 9-2, 
Objective 4 for vernal pool fairy shrimp and Objective 3 for Riverside fairy 
shrimp, if the survey results are positive, at least 90% of the area with long-
term conservation value shall be conserved on-site. 
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b) Have substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.  An 
aquatic resources delineation report14 was prepared for the project and a copy is included in Appendix 
B. 

 
  Based on the aquatic resources delineation report, there are approximately 3.1-acres of California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife and RWQCB jurisdictional resources and 2.7-acres of non-riparian (i.e. 
riverine) streambed within the project site.15  The riparian habitat consists of Fremont cottonwood forest 
alliance and includes a greater than 5% absolute cover of Fremont cottonwoods.  The Freemont 
cottonwood riparian vegetation is narrow and small in its extent and lacks understory or closed-canopy 
features.  However, this community also includes a high cover of the tree of heaven, scattered emergent 
coast live oaks and eucalyptus trees.  The understory is sparse and includes non-native grasses, 
including brome species.16  This riparian habitat also lacks continuity with higher quality habitat, and is 
not contiguous; therefore, it is not sufficient to support riparian bird species such as least Bell’s vireo 
(Vireo bellii pusillus), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), or yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus).17       
 
The MSHCP defines riparian/riverine areas as “lands which contain habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, 
persistent emergent, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or which depend upon soil 
moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or a portion of the 
year.”  The MSHCP further clarifies those areas “demonstrating characteristics as described above which 
are artificially created are not included in these definitions” (County of Riverside MSHCP 2003).   
 
There are approximately 3.31 acres of MSHCP riparian/resources within the project site that includes 
2.94 acres of riverine resources and 0.37 acres of riparian habitat.  Calimesa Creek conveys water 
ultimately connecting to Temescal Canyon Wash west of the project, west of Interstate 10, that ultimately 
flows to the Santa Ana River approximately fourteen miles northwest of the project site.  Because 
Calimesa Creek conveys water to downstream resources it is considered riverine resources as defined 
by the MSHCP.  Additionally, the associated Fremont cottonwood forest would be considered a riparian 
resource as defined by the MSHCP. 
 
The project may have potential impacts to jurisdictional resources.  The following mitigation measures 
are recommended to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.  
 
Mitigation Measure No. 5 If jurisdictional waters are impacted as a result of project implementation, 

the City of Calimesa shall obtain all appropriate permits pursuant to Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a Water 
Quality Certification pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act from 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from CDFW pursuant to Sections 1600–1616 of the California 
Fish and Game Code. 

  

 
14 Calimesa Creek Stage III Project Aquatics Resources Delineation Report, Dudek, November 2020.  
15 Ibid, page D-2. 
16 Ibid, pages D-2, D-3. 
17 Biological Resources Letter Report and MSHCP Consistency for the Calimesa Creek Stage III Project, City of Calimesa, Riverside 
County, Dudek, October 18, 2019, page 12. 
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All mitigation measures and conditions contained within the above permits 
shall be implemented.  At a minimum, the following shall be completed for 
mitigation for impacts to waters of the state and jurisdictional streambed: 
 
1. Compensation for Permanent Impacts: Permanent impacts to waters of 

the state and jurisdictional streambeds shall be offset by compensation 
at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio, or as otherwise required by the respective 
permits. 

 
2. Temporary Impacts: All areas temporarily impacted shall be restored to 

native grade and contour and revegetated with native species as 
determined by an adjacent reference site or through documentation of 
baseline conditions prior to impacts. 

 
3. Best Management Practices. Avoided jurisdictional waters shall be 

fenced or flagged as environmentally sensitive areas. Best 
management practices shall be implemented to avoid indirect impacts 
to jurisdictional waters, including the following: 

 
a. Vehicles and equipment shall not operate in ponded or flowing 

water except as described in the permits. 
 
b. Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from grading or other 

activities shall not be allowed to enter jurisdictional waters or placed 
in locations that may be subjected to high storm flows. 

 
c. Spoil sites shall not be located within 30 feet from the boundaries 

of jurisdictional waters or in locations that may be subject to high 
storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into drainages. 

 
d. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other 

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

 
e. No equipment maintenance shall occur within 150 feet of 

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

 
Mitigation Measure No. 6 If the project cannot demonstrate avoidance of MSHCP Section 6.1.2 

riparian habitat or riverine resources in perpetuity, a Determination of 
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Report shall be required 
and propose mitigation that demonstrates equivalent or superior function 
and value.  This document shall be reviewed, approved, and coordinated 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife prior to the start of construction.  
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The project will maintain flow to existing channel – larger flow will be conveyed through the storm pipe.  
The flow diversion will not impact habitat or wetlands. 

 
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, filing, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? No Impact. Based on the aquatic resources delineation report there are 
no wetlands within the project site.18  The project will not impact downstream waters.  The project detains 
flow and releases them over a longer duration and delivers flow to downstream areas using an alternative 
path.  

 
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? Less Than Significant Impact. Wildlife corridors are linear features that 
connect large patches of natural open space and provide avenues for the migration of animals.  Habitat 
linkages are small patches that join larger blocks of habitat and help reduce the adverse effects of habitat 
fragmentation; they may be continuous habitat or discrete habitat islands that function as stepping stones 
for wildlife dispersal.  The project site is not within any designated wildlife corridors and/or habitat 
linkages.  The project site is isolated from designated wildlife corridors/habitat linkages and other open 
spaces by substantial developed areas and heavily traversed roadways, including Interstate 10.  Although 
waters from Calimesa Creek flow into San Timoteo Creek, Calimesa Creek is an ephemeral drainage, 
with a relatively small watershed that is highly developed so native fish species are not expected to be 
present or use the creek within the project site for upstream or downstream movement. 

 
On a local level, the project site is located in an area that dominated with development that support 
minimal vegetation (particularly native vegetation).  Calimesa Creek bisects the study area; however, the 
natural portions of the creek west of I-10 are primarily limited to the project area.  Waters from Calimesa 
Creek flow downstream from the project site into underground culverts beneath Calimesa Boulevard and 
continue approximately 500 feet under Interstate 10.  The project site may provide local movement for 
some urban-adapted wildlife species (i.e., coyote, striped skunk, raccoon, opossum), but these species 
would be expected to be able to use similar urban habitat that is adjacent to the project site.19  Because 
the project site is not directly connected to any natural open space areas that are known to support wildlife 
and does not serve as a migratory wildlife corridor or a wildlife nursery, the project will have a less than 
significant impact on wildlife corridors or migratory wildlife species.    
 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?  Less Than Significant With Mitigation. Calimesa Municipal Code 
(CMC) Section 18.70.120 provides guidelines for the removal of all species of trees with the exception of 
oak trees, which are regulated by Chapter 18.80 of the Municipal Code.   
 
The biological resources report did not identify any oak trees on the project site.20  However, oak trees 
are known to exist within the immediate project vicinity and although the project does not propose and is 
not anticipated to remove any trees that would fall within CMC Section 18.70.120 or oak trees per Chapter 
18.80, any trees that would be removed by the project would be required to meet and comply with CMC 
Section 18.70.120 or Chapter 18.80.   

 
18 Calimesa Creek Stage III Project Aquatics Resources Delineation Report, Dudek, October 2019, page 2. 
19 Biological Resources Letter Report and MSHCP Consistency for the Calimesa Creek Stage III Project, City of Calimesa, Riverside 
County, Dudek, October 18, 2019, page 10. 
20 Ibid, Table 1, page 6.  
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The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce potential impacts with the removal of any 
oak trees to less than significant.  
 
Mitigation Measure No. 7  An oak tree survey shall be conducted 30-days prior to the start of any 

construction to determine if any oak trees would be removed.  If oak trees 
would be removed, their removal would have to be removed in compliance 
with Calimesa Municipal Code (CMC) Section 18.70.120. 

 
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? Less 
Than Significant With Mitigation. The City of Calimesa is located within the Western Riverside County 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan area, but is not located in a Criteria Cell. Therefore, a Joint 
Project Review process is not required, and no further discussion regarding Reserve Assembly is 
required. However, the project is still required to demonstrate consistency with the MSHCP. 
 
For Section 6.1.2 Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Resources, the project will implement avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to Riparian and Riverine resources, as required for 
Vernal Pools and Fairy Shrimp as shown in the Biological Study.  
 
For Section 6.1.3 Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area and Section 6.3.2 Additional Survey Needs 
and Procedures.  The project is not located within these Sections and no additional survey re+quirements 
for these biological resources apply. 

  
Section 6.1.4 Urban Wildlands Interface Guidelines.  Although the project is not located within an MSHCP 
Criteria Cell nor any conserved areas of the MSCHP, Calimesa Creek flows into Timoteo Creek west of 
Calimesa that is a conservation area.  Therefore, because Calimesa Creek has a connectivity to Timoteo 
Creek the project must comply with the Urban/Wildlife Interface Guidelines of the MSHCP.21  The 
following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce potential significant impacts to the MSHCP. 
 
 Mitigation Measure No. 8 As a signatory to the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan, the City of Calimesa shall pay a local development 
mitigation fee prior to the issuance of a grading or construction permit, 
whichever is issued first, at the rates applicable at the time of payment of 
the fee as set forth in the most recent fee schedule.   

 
Mitigation Measure No. 9 The project is not within any conserved areas; however, Calimesa Creek 

flows to San Timoteo Creek, which ultimately flows to the Santa Ana River. 
Due to the proposed project having connectivity to areas described for 
conservation, the Urban/Wildlife Interface Guidelines are applicable. Prior 
to the start of any construction, the City of Calimesa shall implement the 
following Urban Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP, Section 6.1.4) to 
minimize and avoid indirect effects from development adjacent to MSHCP 
Conservation Areas, where applicable:  

 
• Drainage: The project shall incorporate measures, including measures 

required through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements, to ensure that the quantity and quality of runoff 

 
21 Ibid, page 12. 
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discharged to the MSHCP Conservation Area is not altered in an 
adverse way when compared with existing conditions.  In particular, 
measures shall be put in place to avoid discharge of untreated surface 
runoff from developed and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation 
Area.  Stormwater systems shall be designed to prevent the release of 
toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant materials or other 
elements that might degrade or harm biological resources or 
ecosystem processes within the MSHCP Conservation Area.  This can 
be accomplished using a variety of methods including natural detention 
basins, grass swales or mechanical trapping devices.  Regular 
maintenance shall occur to ensure effective operations of runoff control 
systems. 

 
• Toxics: Land uses proposed in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation 

Area that use chemicals or generate bioproducts such as manure that 
are potentially toxic or may adversely affect wildlife species, Habitat or 
water quality shall incorporate measures to ensure that application of 
such chemicals does not result in discharge to the MSHCP 
Conservation Area.  Measures such as those employed to address 
drainage issues shall be implemented. 

 
• Lighting: Night lighting shall be directed away from the MSHCP 

Conservation Area to protect species within the MSHCP Conservation 
Area from direct night lighting. Shielding shall be incorporated in project 
designs to ensure ambient lighting in the MSHCP Conservation Area is 
not increased. 

 
• Noise: Proposed noise generating land uses affecting the MSHCP 

Conservation Area shall incorporate setbacks, berms or walls to 
minimize the effects of noise on MSHCP Conservation Area resources 
pursuant to applicable rules, regulations and guidelines related to land 
use noise standards. For planning purposes, wildlife within the MSHCP 
Conservation Area should not be subject to noise that would exceed 
residential noise standards. 

 
• Invasives: When approving a landscape plan for the detention basin 

the City of Calimesa shall consider the invasive, non-native plant 
species listed in [MSHCP] Table 6-2 and shall require revisions to 
landscape plans (subject to the limitations of their jurisdiction) to avoid 
the use of invasive species for the portions of the detention basin that 
are adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.  Considerations in 
reviewing the applicability of this list shall include proximity of planting 
areas to the MSHCP Conservation Areas, species considered in the 
planting plans, resources being protected within the MSHCP 
Conservation Area and their relative sensitivity to invasion, and barriers 
to plant and seed dispersal, such as walls, topography and other 
features. 
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• Barriers: For those land uses adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation 
Area the City of Calimesa shall incorporate barriers, where appropriate 
to minimize unauthorized public access, domestic animal predation, 
illegal trespass or dumping in the MSHCP Conservation Area.  Such 
barriers may include native landscaping, rocks/boulders, fencing, walls, 
signage and/or other appropriate mechanisms. 

 
• Grading/Land Development: Manufactured slopes shall not extend into 

the MSHCP Conservation Area. 
 
Mitigation Measure No. 10 The following best management practices, as applicable, shall be 

implemented for the duration of construction:  
 

• A condition shall be placed on grading permits requiring a qualified 
biologist to conduct a training session for project personnel prior to 
grading.  The training shall include a description of the species of 
concern and its habitats, the general provisions of the Endangered 
Species Act (Act) and the MSHCP, the need to adhere to the provisions 
of the Act and the MSHCP, the penalties associated with violating the 
provisions of the Act, the general measures that are being implemented 
to conserve the species of concern as they relate to the project, and 
the access routes to and project site boundaries within which the project 
activities must be accomplished. 

 
• Water pollution and erosion control plans shall be developed and 

implemented in accordance with RWQCB requirements.  
 
• The footprint of disturbance shall be minimized to the maximum extent 

feasible. Access to sites shall be via pre-existing access routes to the 
greatest extent possible. 

 
• The upstream and downstream limits of a project’s disturbance plus 

lateral limits of disturbance on either side of the stream shall be clearly 
defined and marked in the field and reviewed by the biologist prior to 
initiation of work. 

 
• Projects shall be designed to avoid the placement of equipment and 

personnel within the stream channel or on sand and gravel bars, banks, 
and adjacent upland habitats used by target species of concern. 

 
• Projects that cannot be conducted without placing equipment or 

personnel in sensitive habitats shall be timed to avoid the breeding 
season of riparian species identified in MSHCP Global Species 
Objective No. 7. 

 
• When stream flows must be diverted, the diversions shall be conducted 

using sandbags or other methods requiring minimal instream impacts.  
Silt fencing of other sediment trapping materials shall be installed at the 
downstream end of construction activity to minimize the transport of 
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sediments off site.  Settling ponds where sediment is collected shall be 
cleaned out in a manner that prevents the sediment from reentering the 
stream.  Care shall be exercised when removing silt fences, as feasible, 
to prevent debris or sediment from returning to the stream. 

 
• Equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas shall be located on 

upland sites with minimal risks of direct drainage into riparian areas or 
other sensitive habitats.  These designated areas shall be located in 
such a manner as to prevent any runoff from entering sensitive habitat.  
Necessary precautions shall be taken to prevent the release of cement 
or other toxic substances into surface waters.  Project related spills of 
hazardous materials shall be reported to appropriate entities including 
but not limited to applicable jurisdictional city, USFWS, CDFG, and 
RWQCB and shall be cleaned up immediately and contaminated soils 
removed to approved disposal areas. 

 
• Erodible fill material shall not be deposited into water courses.  Brush, 

loose soils, or other similar debris material shall not be stockpiled within 
the stream channel or on its banks. 

 
• The qualified project biologist shall monitor construction activities for 

the duration of the project to ensure that practicable measures are 
being employed to avoid incidental disturbance of habitat and species 
of concern outside the project footprint. 

 
• The removal of native vegetation shall be avoided and minimized to the 

maximum extent practicable.  Temporary impacts shall be returned to 
pre-existing contours and revegetated with appropriate native species. 

 
• Exotic species that prey upon or displace target species of concern 

shall be permanently removed from the site to the extent feasible. 
 
• To avoid attracting predators of the species of concern, the project site 

shall be kept as clean of debris as possible.  All food related trash items 
shall be enclosed in sealed containers and regularly removed from the 
site(s). 

 
• Construction employees shall strictly limit their activities, vehicles, 

equipment, and construction materials to the proposed project footprint 
and designated staging areas and routes of travel.  The construction 
area(s) shall be the minimal area necessary to complete the project and 
shall be specified in the construction plans. Construction limits will be 
fenced with orange snow screen.  Exclusion fencing should be 
maintained until the completion of all construction activities.  
Employees shall be instructed that their activities are restricted to the 
construction areas. 

 
• The City of Calimesa shall have the right to access and inspect the 

project site, including any restoration/enhancement area for 
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compliance with project approval conditions, including these best 
management practices. 

 
 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project: 
 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? No Impact. A cultural resource assessment22  was conducted for the project and a copy is 
attached as Appendix C.  In addition, Tribal consultation and required mitigation are also enclosed in 
Appendix C. 

 
There are no buildings on the project site.  Furthermore, there are no recorded National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), California Historical Landmarks (CHL) or California Points of Historical Interest 
(CPHI) properties within the project site, or within a one-mile radius of the site.   

 
There is, however, a concrete storm drain structure in Calimesa Creek that extends under Calimesa 
Boulevard south of County Line Road.  The storm drain was formed and poured with concrete with steel 
(rebar).  A header over the entrance to the storm drain has a cast date of “1930”.  This structure was 
constructed for the sole purpose to convey seasonal flows in Calimesa Creek under Calimesa Boulevard 
and constructed in 1930 using modern materials and techniques. 
 
The storm drain structure was evaluated for significance under criteria based on two separate, but 
overlapping legislative sources: (1) the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), which includes 
criteria for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and (2) CEQA that includes 
criteria for eligibility to the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).   
 
Research indicates the storm drain is not associated with any historic event that is important to the 
regional history of California or the United States.  As such, the storm drain structure is not considered a 
historical resource under Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Research also indicates the storm 
drain is not eligible for listing in either the NRHP or the CRHR. 
 
Based on the results of the records search and site surveys the project would not impact historical 
resources.   
 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource as 
defined in §15064.5? Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.  A records search was conducted 
at the Eastern Information Center at University of California at Riverside and the Archaeological 
Information Center at the San Bernardino County Museum.  Both records searches indicated that no 
prehistoric or historic archaeological sites have been recorded within the limits of Calimesa Creek and 
within the project site.   
 
Field reconnaissance of the creek channel and detention basin were conducted.  The results of the field 
surveys were negative and no prehistoric resources were discovered on the site.  Based on the results 
of the records search and site surveys the project would not have any significant cultural resource 
impacts. 
 

 
22 Update Cultural Resources Assessment of the Calimesa Channel, State 3 Project, City of Calimesa, Riverside County, California, 
Archaeological Associates, November 2019. 
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The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, as documented in the City of Calimesa letter dated March 25, 
2020, identified the potential for tribal cultural resources to be located within the project site and if present, 
the potential for tribal cultural resources to be impacted during construction.    As a result, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended.   
 
 

Mitigation Measure No. 11 Due to the heightened cultural sensitivity of the proposed project area, an 
archaeological monitor with at least 3 years of regional experience in 
archaeology shall be present for all ground-disturbing activities that occur 
within the proposed project area (which includes, but is not limited to, 
tree/shrub removal and planting, clearing/grubbing, grading, excavation, 
trenching, compaction, fence/gate removal and installation, drainage and 
irrigation removal and installation, hardscape installation [benches, 
signage, boulders, walls, seat walls, fountains, etc.], and archaeological 
work). A sufficient number of archaeological monitors shall be present 
each workday to ensure that simultaneously occurring ground disturbing 
activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage. A Monitoring 
and Treatment Plan that is reflective of the project mitigation (“Cultural 
Resources” and “Tribal Cultural Resources”) shall be completed by the 
archaeologist and submitted to the Lead Agency for dissemination to the 
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Cultural Resources Department 
(SMBMI). Once all parties review and approve the plan, it shall be adopted 
by the Lead Agency – the plan must be adopted prior to permitting for the 
project. Any and all findings will be subject to the protocol detailed within 
the Monitoring and Treatment Plan.  

 
With mitigation presented impacts will be less than significant. 
 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? No Impact. 
The project site is not presently used as a formal cemetery and is not known to have been used as a 
cemetery in the past.  In addition, the site is not known to have been used for any activities that have 
resulted in human remains being present on the site.  In the unexpected event human remains are 
encountered, activities would be required to comply with Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and Public 
Resources Code 5097.  Health and Safety Code requires construction or excavation be halted in the 
vicinity of any potential human remain discovery and the corner be contacted. In accordance with Public 
Resources Code, the corner would be required to notify the Native American Heritage Commission if the 
remains are potentially Native American to determine the most likely decedent to determine how to 
proceed. Adherence to these regulations ensure no impact would occur. The project would not impact 
human remains.    
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VI. ENERGY: Would the project: 
 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? Less Than 
Significant Impact. Information found in this section, as well as other aspects of the project’s energy 
implications, are discussed in greater detail in section “VII” (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of this MND.  
Considering the project consists of drainage improvements, project energy use would occur primarily 
during the construction phase and operational emissions would be negligible. As such, the following 
project impact analysis focuses on energy use during construction.   

 
Construction-Related Energy Consumption  
 
Estimated Energy Consumption 
 
Heavy-duty construction equipment associated with trenching, grading and the construction of the 
detention basin, diversion structure and storm drain facilities would include the operation of excavators, 
bulldozers, scrapers, front-end loaders, water trucks, etc.  The majority of the equipment would likely be 
diesel-fueled; however, smaller equipment, such as air compressors may be electric, gas, or natural gas-
fueled.  For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that the construction equipment would be 
diesel-fueled, due to the speculative nature of specifying the amounts and types of non-diesel equipment 
that might be used, and the difficulties in calculating the energy, which would be consumed by this non-
diesel equipment.   

 
The number of construction workers required to construct the project would vary based on the phase of 
construction and the activity taking place.  The transportation fuel required by construction workers to 
travel to and from the site would depend on the total number of worker trips estimated for the duration of 
construction activity.  A 2007 study by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) estimates 
the statewide average fuel economy for all vehicle types (automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles) in the 
year 2020 is 18.78 miles per gallon.23Assuming construction worker vehicles have an average fuel 
economy consistent with the Caltrans study and each construction worker commutes an average of 20 
miles a day to and from the site, the maximum 20 workers on-site during each phase of the project is 
estimated to consume approximately 21 gallons of gasoline a day.  Assuming all 20 construction workers 
are employed at the site for a total of 180 days, (120 days to construct the detention basin and 60 days 
to construct the underground storm drain), the fuel used by construction workers commuting to the site 
is approximately 96 barrels (3,834 gallons) of gasoline and represents less than 0.0003 percent of the 
statewide transportation gasoline consumption in 2016, which is the latest year that data is available.24 
Construction equipment fuels (e.g., diesel, gasoline, natural gas) would be provided by local or regional 
suppliers and vendors.  Electricity would be supplied by the local utility provider (e.g., Southern California 
Edison) via existing connections.  A temporary water supply, primarily for fugitive dust suppression and 
street sweeping, would also be supplied by the local water service provider. 
 
Electricity used during construction to provide temporary power for lighting and electronic equipment 
(e.g., computers, etc.) inside temporary construction trailers and for outdoor lighting when necessary for 
general construction activity would generally not result in a substantial increase in on-site electricity use.  
Electricity use during construction would be temporary and vary depending on the lighting needs of the 
project and the use of electric-powered equipment.  Most of the electricity that would be required would 

 
23 2007 California Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast, California Department of Transportation, Table 1, (2008). 
24 California 2015 Transportation gasoline consumption – 348,830 thousand barrels; 
https://www.eia.gov/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/pdf/fuel_mg.pdf 

https://www.eia.gov/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/pdf/fuel_mg.pdf
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be provided by portable on-site generators rather than provided the Southern California Edison.  As a 
result, the electricity consumed during project construction would be considered negligible. 
 
Energy Conservation:  Regulatory Compliance 
 
The project would utilize construction contractors who must demonstrate compliance with applicable 
CARB regulations governing the accelerated retrofitting, repowering, or replacement of heavy-duty diesel 
on- and off-road equipment.  CARB has adopted an Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit heavy-duty 
diesel motor vehicle idling in order to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter and other TACs.  
Compliance with the above anti-idling and emissions regulations would result in a more efficient use of 
construction-related energy and minimize or eliminate wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy.   
 
Solid Waste 
 
With respect to solid waste, CALGreen requires 65% of most construction and demolition waste be 
diverted from a landfill.  The project would generate various types of debris during project demolition and 
construction.  Concrete and asphalt that is removed from the site during trenching in County Line Road 
can either be ground and reused on the site as base material or sold to a recycler.  
 
The City of Calimesa follows the Riverside County Solid Waste Management Plan regarding solid waste 
collection and recycling.  In addition, as required by Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939) the solid waste generated 
by the project would be recycled and the materials that cannot be recycled would be hauled to the San 
Timoteo landfill that is located approximately 11 miles southwest of the project.  Project compliance with 
CALGreen and the County Solid Waste Management Plan would reduce and conserve energy 
consumption regarding solid waste recycling during both project construction.  The project would not 
generate any solid waste once the proposed improvements are constructed.    
 
The project would not result in wasteful or inefficient energy use and will comply with Calgreen Solid 
Waste Disposal requirements.  Therefore, the project will have less than significant impacts.     

 
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? No 

Impact. Once constructed, the project would not consume or require any energy.  Therefore, the project 
would not conflict with or obstruct state or local renewable energy or energy efficiency requirements.    
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project: 
 

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

 
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated.  A geotechnical report was 
prepared for the project.25  In addition, a supplemental geotechnical report was prepared to update the 
initial geotechnical report.26  A copy of both geotechnical reports is attached in Appendix D.   

 
The project site, like the majority of southern California, is located in a seismically active area.  The 
project is not located in a State of California Earthquake Fault Zone.27  The historical seismicity of the 
project site entails numerous small to medium magnitude earthquake events occurring around the site, 
predominately associated with the San Andreas and San Jacinto fault zones.  Any development at the 
site should anticipate that moderate to large seismic events could occur very near the site.28 –  
 
The Banning fault separates from the San Andreas fault north of the city of Indio and extends through 
the Banning-Beaumont pass area into the Calimesa area.  While some reports claim that the Beaumont 
fault has been inactive since earliest Pleistocene time (1.8 million years ago), the State of California 
has placed the Calimesa portion of the Banning fault within an Earthquake Fault Zone on their maps of 
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones of California.  At its closest approach, the Banning fault lies 
approximately 2,100 feet southwest of the project (Matti and Morton, 2010 and Matti, et al, 2003).29   
 
Another known active fault is the Chicken Hill fault that is located approximately 3.7 kilometers (2.3 
miles) northwest of the project.  The Chicken Hill fault is considered part of numerous faults collectively 
called the Crafton Hills Complex.  The Crafton Hills Complex is comprised of numerous intra faults 
created by the interaction of the San Andreas fault to the northeast and the San Jacinto fault to the 
southwest.  
 
While there are large earthquake faults within a 100-kilometer (62 mile) radius of the project, none of 
the faults are considered as relevant to the project as the Banning and Chicken Hill faults discussed 
above, due to their greater distance and smaller anticipated magnitudes.30 
 
Neither the geotechnical report nor the supplemental geotechnical report identified any potentially 
significant impacts to the project due to earthquake faulting.  Therefore, the project would not have any 
significant earthquake faulting impacts.          

 

 
25 Preliminary Soils Investigation, Calimesa Channel Basin, Stage III, Calimesa, California, LOR Geotechnical Group, Inc., December 20, 
2019.  
26  Supplemental Geotechnical and Geologic Information, Calimesa Channel Basin, Stage III, Calimesa, California, LOR Geotechnical 
Group, Inc., January 29, 2020. 
27 Ibid, page 4. 
28 Ibid, page 6. 
29 Supplemental Geotechnical and Geologic Information, Calimesa Channel Basin, Stage III, Calimesa, California, LOR Geotechnical 
Group, Inc., January 29, 2020, page 2. 
30 Ibid, page 5.31  Ibid, page 6. 
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ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? Less Than Significant Impact. Because the project site is located 
in southern California and a seismically active area, there is the potential for ground motion at the site 
as discussed in Section “VII.a) i” above.   

 
The historical seismicity of the site identifies numerous small to medium magnitude earthquake events 
occurring around the project site, predominately associated with the presence of the San Andreas and 
San Jacinto fault zones.  Future development at the project site should anticipate that moderate to large 
seismic events could occur very near the site.31   
 
A slope stability analysis was performed for the slopes proposed for the detention basin.  Based on the 
slope stability analysis, a seismic safety factor greater than 1.0 should be used for the construction of 
the slopes for the detention basin.32    
 
Project compliance with the seismic recommendation in the preliminary soils investigation for the 
construction of the detention basin slopes and all applicable faulting and seismic regulations required 
by the California Building Code (CBC) would reduce potential seismic ground shaking impacts to less 
than significant.   

 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less Than Significant Impact. The project 

is not located in a state designated Zone of Required Investigation for Liquefaction.  Based on the 
geotechnical report, the project site is underlain by relatively medium dense to dense older alluvial 
materials and the depth to groundwater is thought to be in excess of 50 feet.  Therefore, the possibility 
of liquefaction at the site is considered to be nil.33  As a result, the project would not be significantly 
impacted by liquefaction.         

 
iv. Landslides? No Impact. The project site and the area adjacent to and immediately surrounding the 

site is basically flat.  There are no hills or other topographic relief features either on or adjacent to the 
site that would impact the project due to a landslide.  The project site is not located within an area that 
is designated by the State of California as a Zone of Required Investigation for Earthquake-Induced 
Landslides.  Due to the low relief of the site and surrounding region the potential for landslides to occur 
at the site is considered nil.34  The project would not be exposed to or impacted by a landslide.  

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil? Less Than Significant Impact. The City would 

require the grading and construction contractor to install and maintain all applicable City required short-
term construction soil erosion control measures to reduce and minimize soil erosion impacts throughout 
project grading and construction.  The contractor would be required to submit a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to identify all Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would be incorporated 
into the project prior to the start of grading and maintained throughout project construction to reduce and 
minimize soil erosion.  The City has standard soil erosion protection measures that the contractor would 
be required to install and maintain throughout grading and construction to minimize off-site soil erosion.  
The requirement by the City for the contractor to install all applicable mandated soil erosion control 
measures into the project prior to the start of construction and maintain those soil erosion control 

 
31  Ibid, page 6. 
32 Preliminary Soils Investigation, Calimesa Channel Basin, Stage III, Calimesa, California, LOR Geotechnical Group, Inc., December 
20, 2019, page 5.33 Supplemental Geotechnical and Geologic Information, Calimesa Channel Basin, Stage III, Calimesa, California, 
LOR Geotechnical Group, Inc., January 29, 2020, page 6. 
33 Supplemental Geotechnical and Geologic Information, Calimesa Channel Basin, Stage III, Calimesa, California, LOR Geotechnical 
Group, Inc., January 29, 2020, page 6. 
34 Ibid, page 7. 
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measures throughout project construction would minimize and reduce potential soil erosion impacts to 
less than significant.    
 

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? Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the supplemental geotechnical 
investigation, there are no known unstable geologic or soil conditions, including liquefaction, on- or off-
site landslides, or seismic induced settlement, either on or adjacent to the site that would impact the 
project.35  Therefore, the project would not be significantly impacted by unstable soil conditions.           

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

creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? Less Than Significant Impact. 
Based on the geotechnical report, the majority of the site surficial soils consist of silty sands, minor units 
of well graded sand and poorly graded sand, and trace units of clayey sand and sandy silt.  The granular 
units of silty sand, well graded sand and poorly graded sand are considered to have a very low expansion 
potential.  The finer grained units of clayey sand and sandy silt are anticipated to have a very low to low 
expansion potential.36  As a result, the project would have a less than significant impact due to expansive 
soils.      

     
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 

disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? No Impact. The 
project does not propose the construction of septic tanks or any alternative wastewater disposal systems.  
The project would generate wastewater during project construction that would be served by portable 
toilets.  The portable toilets would be removed upon completion of construction.  The project would not 
require the construction of a septic tank or any other alternative wastewater disposal system.  The project 
would not have any wastewater disposal impacts. 
 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? Less Than Significant Impact. The Calimesa General Plan states that the potential for 
paleontological resources would occur in the San Timoteo formation.  Based on the geotechnical report 
the San Timoteo formation does not exist on the site   Most of the project site, with the exception of the 
proposed detention basin, has been disturbed either due to the construction of the existing underground 
utilities in County Line Road or erosion associated with Calimesa Creek.  Any paleontological resources 
that may have existed in County Line Road or Calimesa Creek where construction is proposed has in all 
likelihood been disturbed.  As a result, the project is not anticipated to have any significant paleontological 
resource impacts.   

 
VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project: 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? Less Than Significant Impact. A greenhouse gas report is included in 
the air quality report and included in Appendix A.  

 
“Greenhouse gases” (so called because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the earth) emitted 
by human activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly referred to as “global warming.”  
Greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the temperature of the earth’s atmosphere by 

 
35 Ibid, pages 6-7. 
36Supplemental Geotechnical and Geologic Information, Calimesa Channel Basin, Stage III, Calimesa, California, LOR Geotechnical 
Group, Inc., January 29, 2020, page 7. 
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transparency to short wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to outgoing terrestrial long wavelength 
heat radiation in some parts of the infrared spectrum.  The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) are 
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water vapor.  For purposes of planning and 
regulation, section 15364.5 of the California Code of Regulations defines GHGs to include carbon 
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride.    

 
Transportation is responsible for 41 percent of the State’s greenhouse gas emissions, followed by 
electricity generation.  Emissions of CO2 and nitrous oxide (NOx) are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion.  
Methane, a potent greenhouse gas, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and 
landfills.  Sinks of CO2, where CO2 is stored outside of the atmosphere, include uptake by vegetation and 
dissolution into the ocean.  
 
City of Calimesa 
 
The City of Calimesa prepared a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in September 2014.37 The purpose was to 
integrate local planning efforts to reduce GHG emissions and improve the quality of life in the community.  
There are no recommendations or action items to reduce construction GHG emissions in the Calimesa 
CAP that would apply to the proposed project.  Therefore, since the project results in GHG construction 
emissions below the SCAQMD 3,000 ton/year threshold, the project would not conflict with any applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation to reduce GHG emissions.   
  
Thresholds of Significance  
 
In response to the requirements of California SB 97, the California Natural Resources Agency developed 
guidelines for the treatment of GHG emissions under CEQA.  These new guidelines became state laws 
as part of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations in March, 2010.  The CEQA Appendix G 
guidelines were modified to include GHG as a required analysis element.  A project would have a 
potentially significant impact if it: 
 

• Generates GHG emissions, directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment, or 

• Conflicts with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted to reduce GHG emissions. 
 

Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines specifies how the significance of GHG emissions is to be 
evaluated.  The process is broken down into quantification of project-related GHG emissions, making a 
determination of significance, and specification of any appropriate mitigation if impacts are found to be 
potentially significant.  At each of step, the GHG guidelines afford the lead agency with substantial 
flexibility. 
 
On December 5, 2008 the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted an Interim quantitative GHG Significance 
Threshold for industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency (e.g., stationary source permit 
projects, rules, plans, etc.) of 10,000 Metric Tons (MT) CO2 equivalent/year. In September 2010, the 
SCAQMD CEQA Significance Thresholds GHG Working Group released revisions, which recommended 
a threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e for all land use projects. This 3,000 MT/year recommendation is used as 
a guideline for the GHG analysis for the proposed project.   In the absence of an adopted numerical 
threshold of significance, project related GHG emissions in excess of the guideline level are presumed 
to trigger a requirement for enhanced GHG reduction at the project level. 

 
37 City of Calimesa Climate Action Plan, September 2014. 
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Construction Activity GHG Emissions 
 
The CalEEMod2020.4.0 computer model that was used to calculate the annual CO2e construction 
emissions for the project are shown in Table 7.  SCAQMD policy for GHG construction emissions is to 
amortize the emissions over a 30-year lifetime.  As shown, the amortized CO2e construction emissions 
are less than significant.  

 
Table 7 

Construction Emissions (Metric Tons CO2e) 
 

Year 2022 CO2e 
Detention Basin 304.3 

Storm Drain 78.6 
Tie-Ins 15.6 

Diversion Structures 28.9 
Total 427.4 

Amortized 14.2 
 

      CalEEMod Output provided in Appendix A of Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas report 
 

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

 
In June 2005 the California Governor issued Executive Order S-3-05, GHG Emission that established 
the following GHG reduction targets: 
 

• 2010: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels 
• 2020: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels 
• 2050: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

 
In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006 that requires CARB to adopt rules and regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent 
to statewide levels in 1990 by 2020 through an enforceable statewide emission cap, which were phased 
in starting in 2012. 
 
As shown previously in Table 7 the project's estimated GHG emissions are estimated to be 395.2 
MTCO2e per year and below the 3,000 MT/year threshold for compliance with Executive Order S-3-05.  
Because the project meets the current interim emissions targets/thresholds established by SCAQMD the 
project would also meet the reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 mandated by SB-
32.  Furthermore, the majority of the post 2020 reductions in GHG emissions are addressed via regulatory 
requirements at the State level and the project would be required to comply with the regulations as they 
come into effect. 
 
At a level of 395.2 MTCO2e per year, the project's GHG emissions are below the SCAQMD screening 
threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year for both AB-32 and SB-32.  Therefore, project construction GHG 
emissions would not impact and conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulations to reduce GHG 
emissions. 



Environmental Checklist 
For CEQA Compliance 

 
 

Calimesa Creek Stage III Project  Page 58 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration – February 9, 2023 
 

 
Once constructed, the proposed detention basin would require minimal maintenance such as periodic 
clearing silt and/or debris from the basin.  As a result, the long-term operational GHG emissions 
associated to inspect and maintain the detention basin would be negligible.  Similarly, once constructed 
the proposed diversion and tie-in structures would require minimal maintenance during the life of the 
project.  The long-term operational GHG emissions associated to inspect and maintain the diversion and 
tie-in structures would be negligible.  The operational GHG emissions with the project would be less than 
significant. 
    

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project: 
 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? Less Than Significant Impact. A Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA)38 was prepared for the project site.  A copy of the Phase I ESA is attached in Appendix 
E. 

 
The Phase I ESA includes an environmental site assessment of the proposed 4.6-acre detention basin 
that is located approximately 150 feet west of 3rd Street and adjacent to and north of Calimesa Creek. 
The Phase I ESA does not include an investigation of any portions of Calimesa Creek that are proposed 
for construction or the construction of underground storm drains in Calimesa Road or County Line Road.  
 
Based on the Phase I ESA, there is no evidence of any recognized environmental conditions (RECs), 
historical recognized environmental conditions (HRECs), or controlled recognized environmental 
conditions (CRECs) indicative of releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances either on, at, 
in, or to the site.  However, two potential environmental concerns were noted during a review of historical 
aerial photographs that include: 
 

• The presence of agricultural grove in the central and southern portions of the subject site 
(approximate lower two-thirds) in 1938, gone by 1949. 

 
• In the 1950s, within the east portion of the subject site, particularly in the approximate east one-

third of the subject site, was natural vegetative growth, numerous smaller objects and possibly 
small piles of materials or disturbed soils, and some dirt drives or roads.  The nature of the 
activities associated with this portion of the subject site is undetermined.  Currently, there is no 
onsite evidence of these historical activities. 

 
The above potential environmental concerns are not anticipated to have had a significant environmental 
impact to the site.  However, the only way to confirm this conclusion is to perform soil sampling and 
analysis.  In order to confirm there are no hazardous materials such as herbicides and/or pesticides 
present on the former agricultural grove on the central and southern portion of the site or hazardous 
materials within the one-third eastern portion of the site is to conduct soil testing.  The following mitigation 
measures are recommended to mitigate potential hazardous soil impacts on the site.  
 

  

 
38 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Proposed Calimesa Channel Basin Stage III, 4.6+ Acres of Vacant Land, Portions of APNs 
410-030-049 Through -052, Calimesa, Riverside County, California, LOR Geotechnical Group, Inc., December 5, 2019. 
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Mitigation Measure No. 12 Prior to the issuance of any construction or grading permits for the former 
agricultural grove on the central and southern portion of the site or 
hazardous materials within the one-third eastern portion of the site soil the 
City shall take samples to determine if hazardous materials are present. If 
hazardous materials are present, the City shall remove or remediate in 
place all identified hazardous materials in compliance with all applicable 
local, County, State and Federal laws and regulations.   

 
The project does not propose the use of any hazardous materials, except those hazardous materials that 
are typically used during construction activities, including the storage and use of diesel fuel to power 
construction equipment, oil and other lubricants that are used to operate construction equipment.  The 
contractor would be required by all applicable state and local laws and regulations regarding the 
transportation, storage and use of diesel fuel, oil and other construction equipment lubricants during 
project construction.  Therefore, the project would not create any significant hazards through the 
transport, use or disposal of any hazardous materials.       

 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 

and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? No 
Impact. There are no short-term uses or activities associated with the construction of the project that 
would create or release hazardous materials into the environment.  The project would not have any 
hazard impacts to the public or environment involving the release of a hazardous material.    

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 

waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? No Impact. The closest existing 
school to the project is Calimesa Elementary School that is located at 13523 2nd Street in Yucaipa and 
approximately one-half mile northeast of the detention basin.  There are no other existing or proposed 
schools within one-quarter mile of the project. 
 
The hazardous materials that would be used during project construction include diesel fuel and lubricants 
for the construction equipment.  Any construction equipment related hazardous materials that would be 
used on-site during project construction are required by law to be stored and locked in a safe area.  The 
project contractor would be responsible for the safe use and storage of all hazardous materials during 
project construction.  The storage and use of any hazardous materials to operate and maintain the 
construction equipment in compliance with all applicable state and local laws and regulations would not 
have any hazardous emission impacts to Calimesa Elementary School.   
 

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, will create a significant hazard to the public 
or environment? No Impact. Based on the Phase I ESA, the project site is not listed as a hazardous 
material site on the “Cortese” list pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  The project would not 
have a hazardous impact to the public or environment with the development of the site per Government 
Code Section 65962.5.  
 

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, will the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise 
for people working or residing in the project area? No Impact. The Redlands Municipal Airport is 
located at 1755 Sessums Drive in the City of Redlands is located approximately seventeen miles 
northwest of the project and the closest airport to the site.  Due to the distance of the project from the 
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Redlands Municipal Airport, the project construction workers would not be impacted by airport noise or 
exposed to any significant safety impacts.      

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

emergency evacuation plan? Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated. County Line 
Road serves as an emergency response route for both the cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa.  The proposed 
underground storm drain in County Line Road could impact the response times of emergency responders 
that would have to travel on County Line Road during project construction.  The Calimesa Emergency 
Response Plan (EOP) designates County Line Road as a primary emergency route.  Similarly, the City 
of Yucaipa also designates County Line Road as a primary emergency response route.  Emergency 
vehicles from both the City of Calimesa and Yucaipa that are responding to an emergency could be 
delayed if they have to travel along County Line Road where construction of the underground storm drain 
is proposed and have a significant impact.  The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce 
potential emergency evacuation impacts to less than significant.   
 
Mitigation Measure No. 13 Prior to the start of construction in County Line Road the project 

contractor shall submit an emergency response plan to the City of 
Calimesa Engineer and Fire Department and the City of Yucaipa that 
provides safe and unobstructed passage on County Line Road for 
emergency vehicles to pass safely along this section of roadway during 
under construction.  Both the City of Calimesa and the City of Yucaipa 
shall approve the emergency response plan prior to the start of any 
construction in County Line Road.       

 
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 

death involving wildland fires? No Impact. Based on the analysis in Section “XIX.a)” in this MND, the 
project site is not located within a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 
Responsibility Areas or State and Federal Responsibility Areas.  Therefore, the project would not be 
exposed to or be impacted by a wildland fire.  

 
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project: 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or ground water quality? Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
Silt would be generated from the site during site preparation, grading and the construction of the detention 
basin, diversion structure and underground storm drains, especially if construction occurs during the 
winter months when rainfall typically occurs.  The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
requires the contractor to implement Best Available Technology Economically Achievable measures to 
reduce and eliminate storm water pollution from all construction activity through the implementation of 
Best Management Practices (BMPs).  The City of Calimesa requires the project contractor to prepare a 
SWPPP in accordance with California State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), 
Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit No. CAS618033 (Permit) because the project is located in the Santa Ana MS4 
Permit for the portion of the Santa Ana River watershed located within Riverside County (Order No. R8-
2010-0033.   
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Mitigation Measure No. 14  Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project proponent shall have a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared pursuant to 
the statewide Construction General Permit by a Qualified SWPPP 
Developer (QSD). Also, a receipt of fees paid with the SWPPP Notice of 
Intent (NOI) to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) shall 
be provided to the City of Calimesa. The SWPPP shall be implemented 
onsite by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP). Project contractors 
shall comply with the SWPPP and allow inspection of the construction 
site by staff from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and Cities of 
Calimesa and/or Yucaipa or their designee(s) to confirm compliance. 

     
The installation of and the regular maintenance of the BMP’s required by the SWPPP would reduce storm 
water runoff pollutants generated from construction to less than significant.  

 
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 
No Impact. The project proposes to incorporate dust control measures during all construction activities 
in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 Fugitive Dust.  The amount of water that would be required to 
control dust during grading and construction would be minimal and not significantly impact existing 
groundwater supplies due to the small scale of the project.  Once completed, the project would not 
consume any water, including groundwater.   

 
The project proposes to construct a detention basin that would detain runoff during periods of high runoff 
flow in Calimesa Creek adjacent to the detention basin and allow runoff in the detention basin to percolate 
and recharge the local groundwater.  Based on the hydrology report the project is estimated to detain up 
to 53 acre-feet of stormwater in the detention basin to reduce downstream flows and future flooding in 
Calimesa Creek.  While detained, some of the stormwater would percolate into the soil and recharge the 
local groundwater.  The project would have a positive impact to local groundwater by recharging the local 
groundwater with stormwater in the detention basin and improve the sustained management of the 
groundwater basin.  
  

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

 
i  Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? Less Than Significant Impact. As 

discussed above, silt would be generated from the site during grading and construction of the 
detention basin, diversion structure and the underground storm drain improvements, especially if 
construction occurs during the winter months when rainfall typically occurs.  The implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 15 by the project contractor would reduce potential downstream erosion and/or 
siltation impacts to less than significant.   

 
ii Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 

flooding on-or off-site? No Impact.  The project proposes to construct a 4.6-acre detention basin 
adjacent to and north of Calimesa Creek and approximately 150 feet west of 3rd Street that would 
capture peak storm water flows in Calimesa Creek upstream of 3rd Street that currently flows 
downstream in Calimesa Creek and impact the existing storm drain facilities and property in and 
adjacent to Calimesa Creek from 3rd Street to Interstate 10.  The proposed detention basin is designed 
to contain a 100-year storm in Calimesa Creek of 812 cubic feet per second (cfs) and greater and 
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divert stormwater back into Calimesa Creek at a rate of 375 cfs.  A reduction of 437 cfs would reduce 
stormwater impacts to the existing storm drain facilities downstream of the detention basin, see 
Hydrology Study, Appendix F.39  In addition, the proposed low flow diversion structure in Calimesa 
Creek west of 5th Street and the construction of the proposed underground storm drain in County Line 
Road would reduce existing peak storm water flows in Calimesa Creek at Interstate 10 from 1,052 
cfs to 663 cfs.  The proposed detention basin, low flow diversion structure and underground storm 
drain in County Line Road would have a positive impact by reducing flooding that currently occurs in 
Calimesa Creek by reducing flows in the creek during periods of high stormwater flow.  The project 
would substantially decrease existing flooding impacts in Calimesa Creek from 3rd Street to Interstate 
10.  The project would have a positive impact to reduce flooding and high storm water flows in 
Calimesa Creek compared to the existing condition.    

 
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? No 
Impact. As discussed above, the project would have a positive impact by reducing existing flooding 
impacts that occur in Calimesa Creek and the local storm drain system from 3rd Street on the east to 
Interstate 10 to the west.  The proposed detention basin, low flow diversion structure and underground 
storm drain in County Line Road collectively would reduce 100-year storm water flows in the existing 
storm drain facilities in Calimesa Creek and have a positive impact to the existing storm drain facilities.     

   
The project would not generate additional sources of polluted water.  As discussed in Section “X.a)” 
above, a SWPPP would be prepared as required by State law that would identify BMPs that would 
be installed prior to the start of any construction to remove and prevent stormwater pollutants 
upstream of 3rd Street that are diverted into the detention basin from reentering Calimesa Creek.  The 
installation and long-term maintenance of the BMPs in compliance with the SWPPP would reduce 
and filter most storm water runoff pollutants from exiting the detention basin.  The project would have 
a positive impact on the capacity of the existing storm water drainage system downstream of the 
project by reducing storm water flow into the existing storm drain facilities and improve the water 
quality of the storm water in Calimesa Creek downstream of the proposed detention basin.  Overall, 
the project would have a positive impact on the existing Calimesa Creek storm drain system from 3rd 
Street to Interstate 10 and the quality of the runoff downstream of the proposed detention basin.       

 
iv Impede or redirect flood flows? No Impact. The project would have a positive impact on storm 

water flows in Calimesa Creek downstream of 3rd Street to Interstate 10 by directing storm water flows 
upstream of 3rd Street into a proposed detention basin west of 3rd Street that would control and reduce 
existing stormwater flows in Calimesa Creek downstream of the proposed detention basin.  A 
reduction in stream flows downstream of the detention basin by up to 437 cfs would significantly 
reduce existing flooding in Calimesa Creek from 3rd Street to Interstate 10.      

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

No impact. There are no bodies of water adjacent to or in close proximity to the project site that could 
impact the project due to a seiche.  The site is more than 50 miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean and 
approximately 2,400’ above mean sea level. Thus, the project site would not be impacted by a tsunami.  
The proposed storm drain improvements would reduce existing flooding impacts to properties and storm 
drain facilities downstream of the detention basin due to a 100-year storm.  While there are no known 
pollutants in or adjacent to Calimesa Creek, the construction of the proposed storm drain improvements 
would reduce potential flooding to downstream properties and indirectly reduce and minimize the future 

 
39 Calimesa Channel Storm Drain Improvement Project Stage III, Hydrology Study, Calimesa, California 92320, TKE Engineering, April 
2019. 
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risk of the release of any pollutants that may be present adjacent to Calimesa Creek downstream of the 
project.  The project would not be impacted by a seiche or tsunami and would not risk the release of 
pollutants.   

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

groundwater management plan? No Impact. The construction of the proposed detention basin would 
temporarily detain high storm water flows in Calimesa Creek at 3rd Street.  The proposed detention basin 
would allow high stormwater flows in Calimesa Creek that currently flow downstream to be detained and 
allowed to percolate into the soil and recharge the local groundwater in greater amounts that allowed with 
the current conditions.  Once directed into the detention basin from Calimesa Creek, stormwater could 
percolate and further recharge local groundwater and improve groundwater management.  The project 
would not have conflict with or obstruct the implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan.     
 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project: 
 

a) Physically divide an established community? Less Than Significant Impact. The project is an infill 
site surrounded by residential, commercial and public uses in the cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa.  The 
detention basin is proposed to be constructed on private property and the underground storm drain, 
diversion structure and other storm drain improvements are proposed to be constructed within Calimesa 
Creek and public streets.  The project would not significantly impact the established communities of the 
cities of Calimesa or Yucaipa.  

 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? Less Than 
Significant Impact. The Calimesa General Plan land use map designates the detention basin as CC – 
Community Commercial (FAR 50:1).  The section of Calimesa Creek between 3rd Street on the east and 
Interstate 10 on the west is within the RH – Residential High (14-20 DU/AC), CR – Regional Commercial 
(FAR 75:1) and DVC – Downtown Village Commercial Park land use designations.  County Line Road is 
a public roadway with the southern half of the road and in the City of Calimesa and the northern half of 
County Line Road is in the City of Yucaipa.  The proposed detention basin is zoned C-C (Community 
Commercial).  Calimesa Creek from 3rd Street to Interstate 10 is included in the Downtown Business 
District and zoned D-V-C Downtown Village Commercial with the Calimesa Creek Overlay.  The 
underground storm drain that is proposed in County Line Road is within a public roadway.  Both cities 
allow the construction of utilities, including underground storm drains, in County Line Road.   The 
proposed storm drain improvements are consistent with the land use and zoning designations for the 
areas that are proposed for construction.  The project would not require a general plan amendment or 
zone change.       
 
The following goals, policies and action items of the Calimesa Infrastructure and Public Services Element 
of the General Plan are applicable to the project: 
 
Goal IPS-3 - Ensure that adequate flood control facilities are provided prior to or concurrent with 
development.   
 
Policy IPS-4 - Require the designation, preservation, maintenance, and acquisition of land and 
improvements necessary for flood control facilities, in accordance with the City’s Master Flood Control 
and Drainage Plan.   
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Action Item IPS-4.4 for Policy IPS-4 - Where possible, preserve drainage courses in their natural condition 
to provide adequate safety and protection of residents and property.   
 
In addition, the Safety Element of the General Plan provides goals, policies and action items for safety 
hazards associated with flooding.  The following Safety Element goals and policies are applicable to the 
project: 
 
Goal SAF-1 - Minimize injury, loss of life, property damage, and other impacts caused by safety hazards 
of all types. 
 
Policy SAF-6 - All development shall comply with the flood control requirements of the City, as well as of 
the county, state, and federal governments. 
 
Action Item SAF-6.5 of Policy SAF-6 - Provide drainage improvements according to the City’s Master 
Flood Control and Drainage Plan to reduce the threat of inundation to developed areas of the city.  
 
The proposed storm drain improvements meet and are consistent with applicable goals, policies and 
action items of the Calimesa Public Service and Safety elements of the General Plan.  The proposed 
storm drain improvements would provide safety and protection to city residents and property and provide 
drainage improvements consistent with the City’s Master Flood Control and Drainage Plan while 
preserving some of the existing natural drainage of Calimesa Creek.       
 
The project will have less than significant land use impacts.    

 
XII. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project: 

 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 

and the residents of the state? No Impact. The Calimesa General Plan and the Yucaipa General Plan 
do not identify any locally important minerals either on or adjacent to the area proposed for construction.  
There are no mining activities either within or adjacent to the area proposed for the storm drain 
improvements.  The project would not result in the loss of or impact any locally important mineral 
resources. 

 
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? No Impact. See Response to Section 
“XII.a)” above.  
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XIII. NOISE: Would the project result in: 
 

a) Generation of 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? Less Than Significant Impact.  A noise report40 was 
prepared for the project and a copy is attached in Appendix G.   

 
Regulations 
 
Federal  
 
The U.S. EPA Office of Noise Abatement and Control was originally established to coordinate federal 
noise control activities.  After its inception, EPA’s Office of Noise Abatement and Control issued the 
Federal Noise Control Act of 1972, establishing programs and guidelines to identify and address the 
effects of noise on public health, welfare, and the environment.  In response, EPA published Information 
on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate 
Margin of Safety (Levels of Environmental Noise).  The Levels of Environmental Noise recommended 
the Ldn should not exceed 55 dBA outdoors or 45 dBA indoors to prevent significant activity interference 
and annoyance in noise-sensitive areas. 
 
In addition, the Levels of Environmental Noise identified five (5) dBA as an “adequate margin of safety” 
for a noise level increase relative to a baseline noise exposure level of 55 dBA Ldn (i.e., there would not 
be a noticeable increase in adverse community reaction with an increase of five dBA or less from this 
baseline level).  The EPA did not promote these findings as universal standards or regulatory goals with 
mandatory applicability to all communities, but rather as advisory exposure levels below which there 
would be no risk to a community from any health or welfare effect of noise. 
 
In 1981, EPA administrators determined that subjective issues such as noise would be better addressed 
at lower levels of government.  Consequently, in 1982 responsibilities for regulating noise control policies 
were transferred to State and local governments.   
 
State 
 
State of California General Plan Guidelines 2017 
 
Though not adopted by law, the State of California General Plan Guidelines 2017, published by the 
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) (OPR Guidelines), provides guidance for 
the compatibility of projects within areas of specific noise exposure.  OPR Guidelines identify the 
suitability of various types of construction relative to a range of outdoor noise levels and provide each 
local community some flexibility in setting local noise standards that allow for the variability in community 
preferences.  The OPR Guidelines include a Noise and Land Use Compatibility Matrix that identifies 
acceptable and unacceptable community noise exposure limits for various land use categories.    
 
California Environmental Quality Act 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (Appendix G) establishes thresholds for noise 
impact analysis.  Two of these standards apply to what is referred to as a "substantial increase" in ambient 
noise levels.  The City does not have a definition of a substantial increase, nor does CEQA establish a 

 
40 Acoustical Impact Analysis, Calimesa Creek Stage III Project, City of Calimesa, October 8, 2019.  
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numerical value for this threshold.  Noise generated by transportation sources propagates differently than 
noise generated by point sources.  Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, the following thresholds were 
used to evaluate the project's potential to result in substantial increases in ambient noise levels. 
 
City of Calimesa Noise Standards 
 
The City of Calimesa provides noise exposure limits in Section 8.15.040 of the Calimesa Municipal Code 
for stationary noise sources in close proximity to noise sensitive uses and are shown in Table 8. 

 
Table 8 

Calimesa Sound Level Limits 
 

Zone 
Applicable Limit One-Hour Average 

Sound Level 
(In Decibels) 

R-1, R-T, R-2, R-R and S-P regulations with a 
density of five dwelling units or less per acre 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 40 
7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 50 

R-3, S-P and PRD regulations with a density of six 
or more dwelling units per acre 

7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 55 
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 50 
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 45 

C-P-S, C-P, C-O 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 60 
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 55 
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 55 

M 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 70 
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 50 

 
Noise from the operation of construction equipment is exempt from the regulations in Table 8.  However, 
construction noise is required to adhere to noise standards as stated in Section 8.15.080 of the Calimesa 
Municipal Code as stated below: 

 
“It is unlawful for any person, including the city, to operate any single or a combination of powered 
construction equipment at any construction site before 7:00 a.m. or after 7:00 p.m. In addition, it is 
unlawful for any person, including the city, to operate any single or a combination of powered 
construction equipment at any construction site before 10:00 a.m. or after 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays 
and Sundays, January 1st, the last Monday in May, known as “Memorial Day,” July 4th, the first 
Monday in September, Thanksgiving Day and December 25th. When January 1st, July 4th, or 
December 25th fall on a Sunday, it is unlawful for any person to operate any single or a combination 
of powered construction equipment at any construction site before 10:00 a.m. or after 5:00 p.m. on 
the following Monday” 

 
In addition to the daytime construction requirements, the Calimesa Municipal Code also requires that 
construction related noise not exceed a level of 75 dBA for more than 8 hours during a 24-hour period 
when measured at or within the property lines of any property which is developed and used either in part 
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or in whole for residential purposes.41 There are permissible deviations to this standard if construction 
only occurs sporadically as shown in Table 9. 

 
Table 9 

Construction Noise Levels Adjustments 
 

Total Duration in 24 Hours Decibel Level 
Allowance 

Total Decibel 
Level 

Up to 15 minutes +15 90 
Up to 30 minutes +12 87 

Up to 1 hour +9 84 
Up to 2 hours +6 81 
Up to 4 hours +3 78 
Up to 8 hours 0 75 

 
City of Yucaipa Noise Standards 

 
Yucaipa Municipal Code Section 87.0905 outlines the noise standards applicable to projects within its 
jurisdiction.  Table 10 shows the City of Yucaipa noise standards.   
 

Table 10  
Yucaipa Noise Standards 

 

Affected Land Use Applicable Sound Level  
(In Decibels) 

Residential Anytime 55 
Professional Services Anytime 55 
Other Commercial  Anytime 60 
Industrial Anytime 70 

 
Yucaipa Municipal Code Section 87.0905(e), exempts noise from temporary construction, repair, or 
demolition activities between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., except Sundays and Federal holidays from noise 
standards.  The City of Yucaipa also has a vibration standard in Municipal Code Section 87.0910. 
However, construction is exempt from this requirement if it occurs between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., except 
Sundays and Federal holidays. 
 
Temporary Noise 
 
The existing noise levels on the site and the noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the site would 
increase temporarily during project construction.  Short-term construction noise would be generated due 
to the operation of construction equipment during grading and construction of the detention basin, 
removal of pavement, trench excavation, grading and the construction of the underground storm drains 

 
41 City of Calimesa Municipal Code, 8.15.080 B. 
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and storm water diversion structure.  Noise would also be generated by construction workers commuting 
to and from the site and the delivery of materials and supplies to the site.    
   
Construction noise represents a short-term impact on the ambient noise levels both on the site and the 
adjacent surrounding communities.  Noise generated by the equipment that would be used to grade and 
construction the storm drain improvements include the operation of trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete 
mixers and portable generators can reach high levels.   
 
Sensitive Noise Receptors 
 
There are residences adjacent to and west, south and east of the proposed detention basin with the 
closest residences approximately 50-feet east of the detention basin.  Once the detention basin is 
constructed the top of the basin would be at ground level and similar elevation as the adjacent residential 
units.  The bottom of the detention basin would be approximately 25 feet below grade.  When the 
construction equipment is operating at the lower elevations of the detention basin the noise levels to the 
residents closest to the detention basin would be less than the noise levels at the ground level because 
of the shielding of the detention basin slopes.  Therefore, the noise sensitive land uses adjacent to the 
retention basin would experience progressively lower construction noise as construction progresses to 
the bottom of the detention basin. 
 
The low-flow water diversion structure proposed at Calimesa Creek and County Line Road is within 
Calimesa Creek and adjacent to and west of 5th Street.  The closest noise sensitive land uses at this 
location are the residences approximately 75-feet to the south.   
 
There are scattered residences along the alignment of the proposed underground storm drain in County 
Line Road.  The residences south of County Line Road are the closest residents to the proposed 
underground storm drain and approximately 50-feet from the roadway centerline.  The residents closest 
to the storm drain tie-ins have similar setback distances.  Because the two activities have similar 
construction sequences they are analyzed as a single noise event.  Figure 9 shows the sensitive noise 
receptors in proximity to the project. 
 
Construction Noise Impacts 
 
Construction noise levels would vary at any given receptor depending on the construction phase, the 
type of construction equipment in operation, the duration of use of the construction equipment, the 
distance the construction equipment is from the noise receptor, and the presence or absence of any 
barriers between the noise source and receptor that may reduce noise levels.    
 
Noise measurements were taken September 3, 2019 to document the existing ambient baseline noise 
levels in the project area.  No significant changes in land uses have occurred.  Noise measurements 
were taken between 1:00 and 2:30 p.m. at locations representative of both the underground storm drain 
and detention basin activities.  Figure 10 shows the three noise measurement locations.  The results of 
the noise measurements are shown in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Baseline Noise Levels 
 

Meter Location Leq Lmax Lmin 
1 County Line Road by Holiday 

Rancho Mobile Home Park 62 74 41 

2 NE Corner Proposed Basin 
Site by County Line Rd 54 68 47 

3 NW Corner Proposed Basin 
Site by County Line Rd 56 79 40 

 
Monitoring experience has shown that 24-hour weighted CNELs are typically 2 to 3 dB higher than mid-
day Leq readings (Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement, 2009).  This equates to existing CNELs in the 
64-65 dBA range at the front of the noise sensitive land uses adjacent to the proposed underground 
storm drain proposed in County Line Road.  The existing CNELs at the single-family detached residences 
adjacent to the proposed detention basin equates to 56-59 dBA CNEL. 
Figure 9 Noise Sensitive Receptors 
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The construction noise analysis shows that the residential units closest to construction would experience 
a temporary/periodic increase above the existing ambient noise levels.  Construction noise would be 
temporary and limited to the hours of construction allowed by Calimesa Municipal Code Section 8.15.080 
and Yucaipa Municipal Code Section 87.0905(e).  The temporary construction noise impacts would cease 
upon the completion of construction of the detention basin, diversion structure and the underground storm 
drain.   
 
In 2006, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published the Roadway Construction Noise Model 
that includes a national database of construction equipment reference noise emissions levels.  In 
addition, the database provides an acoustical usage factor to estimate the fraction of time each piece of 
construction equipment is operating at full power during a construction phase.  The usage factor is a key 
input variable that is used to calculate the average Leq noise levels. 
 
Table 12 identifies the highest (Lmax) noise levels associated with each type of equipment identified for 
use during project construction and the percentage of its use (Usage Factor), which is represented as 
Leq, and then adjusts the noise level for a reference 50-foot distance, which is a distance to the closest 
sensitive receptors to the construction area.  

 
Table 12 

Construction Noise Impact 
Reference Noise Levels 

 
Equipment Usage 

Factor 
Reference Noise 
Level 50 ft (dBA) 

Average Noise 
50 ft (dBA) 

Excavators 40% 81 77 
Loader 40% 79 75 

Backhoe 37% 78 74 
Water Truck* 40% 76  72 

Scraper 40% 84 80 
Dozer 40% 82 78 

Concrete Pump 20% 81 74 
Concrete Mixer 40% 79 75 

*Used noise levels for dump truck as no data for water truck available 
 

Project noise impacts would be significant if they caused a violation of any adopted standards, which for 
the project is 75 dBA Leq.  The calculated construction noise levels for the detention basin are shown in 
Table 13.  As shown, construction equipment at the center of the detention basin with the understanding 
that some equipment may be farther from the center would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq noise standard 
even if 2-3 pieces of equipment were operating simultaneously.  In addition, there would be a 3 to 3.5-
foot masonry wall along the project perimeter that would attenuate construction noise.  As construction 
of the detention basin progresses the construction equipment would be below ground level. The 
equipment operational height in conjunction with the 3 to 3.5-foot masonry wall along the detention basin 
boundary would provide an effective 28-foot height differential at the basin bottom.  This would provide 
at minimum 15 dBA noise attenuation (reduction) for the adjacent residences. Therefore, at the start of 
construction, when the construction equipment would operate directly at the property line the noise levels 
could be slightly in excess of the 75 dBA Leq goal.  However, as construction progresses, the noise 
attenuation due to the elevation differential would reduce to a noise level of 44-52 dBA Leq to the closest 
sensitive noise receptor. 
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Table 13 
Construction Noise Impact 

Detention Basin (Noise at Closest Receiver) 
 

Equipment Average Noise 
at Site Edge (dBA) 

Average Noise at 
Center Site (dBA)* 

Excavator 77 49 
Dozer 78 50 

Scraper 80 52 
Loader 75 47 

Water Truck 72 44 
*Attenuated for distance and below grade elevation 

` 
The low-flow diversion structure is approximately 75 feet from the closest noise sensitive land uses to 
the site, which are the two single-family residences to the south.  The noise levels to these two residences 
associated with the construction of the low-flow diversion structure would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 
goal as shown in Table 14.  The multi-family units to the north, north of County Line Road, are 
approximately 150-feet from the proposed low-flow diversion structure.  The noise levels to the residents 
of the multi-family units north of County Line Road would not experience and be impacted by noise levels 
greater than 75 dBA. 
 

Table 14 
Construction Noise Impact 

Diversion Structure (Noise at Closest Receiver) 
 

Equipment Average Noise 
Closest Receptor (dBA) 

Excavator 74 
Concrete 

Pump 70 

Concrete 
Mixer 71 

Loader 71 
 
At the closest residential setback of 50 feet, noise levels along the alignment of the underground storm 
drain and tie-ins are estimated to range between 72 and 78 dBA (Leq).  The noisiest construction activities 
would occur during pavement excavation.  The maximum noise levels are limited to the time it takes to 
remove the pavement, when necessary, and dig the storm drain trenches.  The project engineer 
estimates the linear progress rate for the underground pipeline is approximately 100 feet per day.  The 
operation of construction equipment in close proximity to a residence would be brief.  In these brief 
periods while the noise levels would be noticeable, the exceedance would be sporadic (not continuous), 
limited in duration, and only occur when the construction equipment is typically operated within 50 feet of 
a receptor.  At 75 feet the noise levels would be below 75 dBA Leq.  Additionally, as shown in Table 8, 
the Calimesa Noise Code allows for upward adjustment of the noise standard when equipment operates 
less than 8 hours.  Although it is difficult to estimate and speculative, any single piece of heavy equipment 
would only operate within 50 feet of a residence for a short period of time and would not operate for 8 
straight hours.  For example, for 2 hours of continuous noise, the construction threshold is adjusted 
upward by +6 dBA that results in a noise threshold increase to 81 dBA and construction noise by the 
project would not exceed that standard. 
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According to the City of Calimesa Municipal Code, permissible hours of construction are between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays or Sundays 
or holidays.  The City of Yucaipa allows construction between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on 
weekdays and Saturdays with no construction on Sundays or holidays.  Although the City of Yucaipa 
does not have any regulations on construction noise levels, compliance with the Calimesa requirements 
would provide assurance that construction noise levels in both the cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa are 
not intrusive.   
 
Although no construction noise levels are anticipated or have been identified, the following measure is 
recommended to minimize construction noise levels to adjacent noise sensitive land uses.  
 
Mitigation Measure No. 15 The following construction noise level reduction measures shall be 

implemented prior to and throughout project construction: 
 

• All construction equipment shall use properly operating mufflers; 
• Stockpiling and staging activities shall be located as far as practicable 

from dwellings; and  
• All mobile equipment shall have properly operated and maintained 

mufflers. 
 

b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? Less Than 
Significant Impact. Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium and the motion’s amplitude 
can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration is normally associated with 
activities such as railroads or vibration-intensive stationary sources, but can also be associated with 
construction equipment such as jackhammers, pile drivers, and hydraulic hammers.  Vibration 
displacement is the distance that a point on a surface move away from its original static position.  The 
instantaneous speed that a point on a surface move is described as the velocity and the rate of change 
of the speed is described as the acceleration.  Each of these descriptors can be used to correlate vibration 
to building damage, and acceptable equipment vibration levels.  
 
During construction, the operation of construction equipment can cause groundborne vibration.  This type 
of vibration is best measured in terms of velocity or acceleration.  The peak particle velocity (PPV), or the 
root mean square (RMS) velocity is usually used to describe vibration amplitudes.  The units for PPV 
velocity are normally inches per second (in/sec).  PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of 
the vibration signal and is considered appropriate for evaluating potential building damage. Typically, 
groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of 
the vibration. 
 
Vibration Impacts 
 
Ground-borne vibration occurs when heavy equipment travels over unpaved surfaces or when it is 
engaged in soil movement.  The effects of ground-borne vibration include discernable movement of 
building floors, rattling of windows, shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls, and rumbling sounds.  
Vibration related problems generally occur due to resonances in the structural components of a building 
because structures amplify groundborne vibration.  Within the “soft” sedimentary surfaces of much of 
Southern California, ground vibration is quickly damped.  Groundborne vibration is almost never annoying 
to people who are outdoors (FTA 2006).   
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Groundborne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that can damage structures.  
Because vibration is typically not an issue, very few jurisdictions have adopted vibration significance 
thresholds.  Vibration thresholds have been adopted for major public works construction projects, but 
these relate mostly to structural protection (cracking foundations or stucco) rather than to human 
annoyance. 
 
The vibration descriptor commonly used to determine structural damage is the PPV, which is defined 
as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration signal, usually measured in 
in/sec.  The range of such vibration is shown in Table 15. 
 

Table 15 
Human Response To Transient Vibration 

 
Average Human Response ppv (in/sec) 
Severe 2.000 
Strongly perceptible 0.900 
Distinctly perceptible 0.240 
Barely perceptible 0.035 

                 Source: Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, 2013. 
  
According to Caltrans, the threshold for structural vibration damage for modern structures is 0.5 in/sec 
for intermittent sources, which include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 
equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.  The American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) (1990) identifies maximum vibration levels for 
preventing damage to structures from intermittent construction or maintenance activities for residential 
buildings in good repair with gypsum board walls to be 0.4–0.5 in/sec.  Below this level there is virtually 
no risk of building damage. Table 16 shows the predicted vibration levels that are generated by various 
types of construction equipment. 
 

Table 16 
Estimated Vibration Levels During Project Construction 

 
 

Equipment 
PPV 

at 10 ft 
(in/sec) 

PPV 
at 15 ft 
(in/sec) 

PPV 
at 25 ft 
(in/sec) 

PPV 
at 50 ft (in/sec) 

Large bulldozer 0.352 0.191 0.089 0.031 
Loaded trucks 0.300 0.152 0.076 0.027 
Jackhammer 0.138 0.070 0.035 0.012 
Small Bulldozer 0.012 0.006 0.003 0.001 

          Source: FHWA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 

 
As shown in Table 15, the construction equipment that would be operating on the project site near an 
adjacent residence would not cause damage although the vibration could be in the annoyance range.  
Regardless, is unlikely that a large bulldozer or loaded truck would ever operate 10 feet from an existing 
residential structure. Therefore, vibration levels generated by the project would not have any significant 
cosmetic damage or impacts. 
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The project would have less than significant ground borne or vibration impacts.   
 

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, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact. There are no 
public airports within the immediate project vicinity.  The Redlands Municipal Airport that is approximately 
twelve miles northwest of the project is the closest airport to the project.  The project is not located within 
the land use plan of the Redlands Municipal Airport.42  Because the project site is approximately twelve 
miles from the Redlands Municipal Airport and not within the land use plan of the airport, the project 
would not be impacted by noise levels at Redlands Municipal Airport.  

 
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project: 

 
a) Induce substantial unplanned 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)? Less Than Significant Impact. The project does not propose the development 
of any residential units.  Therefore, the project would not induce or increase a growth in the population of 
either Calimesa.  It is speculative at this time to estimate the potential for future development that could 
directly or indirectly occur and increase population growth in the area due to the construction of the 
proposed detention basin and storm drain improvements.  Any growth that may occur in the immediate 
area of the project would have to comply with and be consistent with the adopted general plan of the 
respective jurisdiction.  Therefore, any growth that would occur due to that development would be 
consistent with the planned growth of that jurisdiction.  The project would not directly or indirectly result 
in a substantial unplanned population growth in the project area and significantly impact unplanned 
population growth. 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? No Impact. There are no residential units within the project site that 
would be displaced by the project.  The project would not impact any existing housing.            

  
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES:   

 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 
 
i. Fire protection? No Impact. The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services 

to the City of Calimesa.  The fire station that serves the city is located at 906 S. Park Street and is 
located adjacent to and south of Calimesa Creek.  Due to historical flooding in Calimesa Creek, soil 
erosion and flooding in Calimesa Creek adjacent to the fire station poses safety concerns for the fire 
station.  The proposed storm drain improvements to Calimesa Creek adjacent to the fire station would 
significantly reduce on-going soil erosion in Calimesa Creek and future flooding at Park Street that 
impacts the fire station.  Therefore, the project would have a positive impact to the Calimesa Fire 
Station by significantly reducing on-going soil erosion to the banks of Calimesa Creek adjacent to the 
fire station.  The project would also eliminate flooding to Park Street, adjacent to the Calimesa Fire 

 
42 Redlands Municipal Airport Master Plan, November 18, 2008, Exhibit B,  
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Station that can impact emergency response times when Park Street and Calimesa Boulevard are 
flooded.  The project would have a positive impact to fire protection services in Calimesa by 
eliminating soil erosion impacts adjacent to the Calimesa Fire Station and eliminate flooding to Park 
Street and Calimesa Boulevard that delay fire emergency response times. 

 
ii. Police protection? No Impact. The City of Calimesa Police Department contracts with the Riverside 

County Sheriff’s Department for police protection services.  The project could require police protection 
services such as vandalism and/or theft of construction equipment and materials and traffic 
congestion during project construction.  Once construction is completed the potential demand for 
these types of police protection services would cease.  Eliminating the potential for future flooding at 
Park Street and Calimesa Boulevard would have a positive impact to police services by improving 
local access for the police to respond to calls for emergency and reduce or eliminate the need to 
close city roadways due to flooding.  The project would not have any impact to the Calimesa Police 
Department. 
 

iii. Schools? No Impact. The project does not propose any residential units.  Therefore, the project 
would not generate any students to area schools and would not impact schools.     

  
iv. Parks? No Impact. There are no existing or proposed parks either within or adjacent to the proposed 

project site that would be impacted by the project.  The project would not impact any existing or 
proposed parks.    

   
v. Other public facilities? No Impact. There are no public facilities or services that would be impacted 

by the project.   
 

XVI. RECREATION 
 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? No Impact. The project would not impact any existing recreation facilities.  Please see 
Public Services Section “XV.a.iv)” above. 

 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? No Impact. 
As discussed in Section “XV.a.iv)” above, the project does not propose to construct or provide any on-
site recreational or park facilities.  The project would not impact recreational facilities.   

 
XVII. TRANSPORTATION: Would the project: 

 
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 

transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? No Impact..  
 

The project could export up to approximately 31,000 cubic yards of dirt associated with the excavation of 
the detention basin and the trenches to install the underground storm drain line.  All export material would 
be hauled to the San Timoteo Landfill that is located approximately 11 miles southwest of the project in 
the City of Redlands.  The proposed truck haul route to haul excavated material from the project site to 
the landfill is shown in Figure 11. 
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The transportation of approximately 31,000 cubic yards of dirt from the project site to the San Timoteo 
Landfill would have no impact to any program plan, policy, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle or pedestrian facilities.    
 
Figure 11 Proposed Truck Haul Route 
 

  
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 

(b)? No Impact. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) addresses project vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 a VMT analysis was prepared for the 
project.43   
 
The project proposes to export dirt from the Calimesa Channel detention basin to the San Timoteo Landfill 
during a two- to three-month construction period. The proposed truck haul route from the project site to 
the landfill is approximately 11 miles roundtrip.  SB 743 identifies VMT as the metric to identify CEQA 
transportation impacts.  To comply with SB 743, the City of Calimesa has defined the conditions for 
conducting CEQA VMT analysis.44  The City has identified project types that are local serving by nature 
as having the presumption of a less than significant traffic or transportation impact.  The City uses VMT 
per service population for its impact threshold.    
 
The project consists of truck trips to haul approximately 31,000 cubic yards of dirt from the detention 
basin to the San Timoteo Landfill during the construction period.  The truck haul route would be active 
only during the estimated two- to three-month construction period.  The approximately 11-mile roundtrip 
is considered to be local serving trips.  A VMT analysis is not applicable to temporary construction traffic, 
including the project.  Therefore, a VMT analysis is not required and the project would have no conflict 
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3. 
 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? Less Than Significant Impact.  The 
project does not propose the construction of any new roadways or intersections.  All project traffic would 
use the local and regional circulation system for access to and from the construction area.   Therefore, 
the project would not increase any hazards to area intersections or roadways.   
 
Local traffic would be delayed and/or rerouted during the construction of the underground storm drain in 
County Line Road.  The project contractor would be required to submit a traffic control plan to the City of 
Calimesa and the City of Yucaipa prior to the start of construction to show how local traffic would be 
controlled during construction of the underground storm drain in County Line Road.  The project 
contractor would be required, based on the approved construction traffic control plan, to implement the 
approved construction traffic plan throughout construction to control and minimize short-term construction 
traffic impacts.  Overall, the project would not have any significant traffic design or circulation hazards or 
impacts.  
 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? Less Than Significant Impact. The existing circulation 
system in the vicinity of the project would continue to provide adequate emergency vehicle access to the 
project site and the cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa for emergency purposes with the implementation of 
an approved traffic control plan by the Cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa prior to the start of construction.  

 
43 Truck Haul Route for Calimesa Channel Stage 3 Detention Basin Vehicles Traveled Assessment, Stantec, February 18, 2022. 
44 City of Calimesa, CA. May 2020. Final City of Calimesa Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and 
Level of Service Assessment. 
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Police, fire, paramedic/ambulance and other emergency vehicles would continue to have adequate 
access throughout the immediate project area to respond to on- and off-site emergencies.  The project 
would not significantly impact emergency access to the site. 

 
  



VILLA SERENA | CITY OF FOUNTAIN VALLEYPhil Martin & Associates, Inc.

Source: Keystone Development, Construction Services Figure 10
Typical Building Elevations

CALIMESA CREEK STAGE III

Figure 11
Proposed Truck Haul Route
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project: 
 

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). Potentially 
Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated. As required by AB 52, the City of Calimesa contacted five 
area Native American Indian Tribes that are on record with the city and may have tribal resources 
associated with the site.  The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians formally invited consultation with the 
City in compliance with 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code, Division 13, Environmental 
Quality.  The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians identified the potential for tribal cultural resources to 
be located within the project site and if present, a potential for tribal cultural resources to be impacted 
during construction.  The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians requested tribal monitoring prior to the 
start of any ground disturbance within the project boundary.  As a result, the following cultural and tribal 
mitigation measures are recommended.   
 

Mitigation Measure No. 16 Due to the heightened cultural sensitivity of the proposed project area, 
Tribal monitors representing the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians shall 
be present for all ground disturbing activities that occur within the 
proposed project area (which includes, but is not limited to, tree/shrub 
removal and planting, clearing/grubbing, grading, excavation, trenching, 
compaction, fence/gate removal and installation, drainage and irrigation 
removal and installation, hardscape installation [benches, signage, 
boulders, walls, seat walls, fountains, etc.], and archaeological work). A 
sufficient number of Tribal monitors shall be present each workday to 
ensure that simultaneously occurring ground disturbing activities receive 
thorough levels of monitoring coverage. A Monitoring and Treatment Plan 
that is reflective of the project mitigation (“Cultural Resources” and “Tribal 
Cultural Resources”) shall be completed by the archaeologist, as detailed 
within CUL-1, and submitted to the Lead Agency for dissemination to the 
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Cultural Resources Department 
(SMBMI). Once all parties review and agree to the plan, it shall be adopted 
by the Lead Agency – the plan must be adopted prior to permitting for the 
project. Any and all findings will be subject to the protocol detailed within 
the Monitoring and Treatment Plan. 

 
Mitigation Measure No. 17 If a pre-contact cultural resource is discovered during project 

implementation, ground disturbing activities shall be suspended 60 feet 
around the resource(s) and an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) 
physical demarcation/barrier constructed. A research design shall be 
developed by the archaeologist that shall include a plan to evaluate the 
resource for significance under CEQA criteria. Representatives from the 
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Cultural Resources Department 
(SMBMI), the archaeologist/applicant, and the Lead Agency shall confer 
regarding the research design, as well as any testing efforts needed to 
delineate the resource boundary. Following the completion of evaluation 
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efforts, all parties shall confer regarding the archaeological significance 
of the resource, its potential as a Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR), and 
avoidance (or other appropriate treatment) of the discovered resource.  

 
Should any significant resource and/or TCR not be a candidate for 
avoidance or preservation in place, and the removal of the resource(s) is 
necessary to mitigate impacts, the research design shall include a 
comprehensive discussion of sampling strategies, resource processing, 
analysis, and reporting protocols/obligations. Removal of any cultural 
resource(s) shall be conducted with the presence of a Tribal monitor 
representing the Tribe, unless otherwise decided by SMBMI. All plans for 
analysis shall be reviewed and approved by the applicant and SMBMI 
prior to implementation, and all removed material shall be temporarily 
curated on-site. It is the preference of SMBMI that removed cultural 
material be reburied as close to the original find location as possible. 
However, should reburial within/near the original find location during 
project implementation not be feasible, then a reburial location for future 
reburial shall be decided upon by SMBMI, the landowner, and the Lead 
Agency, and all finds shall be reburied within this location. Additionally, 
in this case, reburial shall not occur until all ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the project have been cataloguing and basic recordation 
of cultural resources have been completed, and a final monitoring report 
has been issued to Lead Agency, CHRIS, and SMBMI. All reburials are 
subject to a reburial agreement that shall be developed between the 
landowner and SMBMI outlining the determined reburial 
process/location, and shall include measures and provisions to protect 
the reburial area from any future impacts (vis a vis project plans, 
conservation/preservation easements, etc.).  
 
Should it occur that avoidance, preservation in place, and on-site reburial 
are not an option for treatment, the landowner shall relinquish all 
ownership and rights to this material and confer with SMBMI to identify 
an American Association of Museums (AAM)-accredited facility within the 
County that can accession the materials into their permanent collections 
and provide for the proper care of these objects in accordance with the 
1993 CA Curation Guidelines. A curation agreement with an appropriate 
qualified repository shall be developed between the landowner and 
museum that legally and physically transfers the collections and 
associated records to the facility. This agreement shall stipulate the 
payment of fees necessary for permanent curation of the collections and 
associated records and the obligation of the Project developer/applicant 
to pay for those fees.  
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All draft records/reports containing the significance and treatment 
findings and data recovery results shall be prepared by the archaeologist 
and submitted to the Lead Agency and SMBMI for their review and 
comment. After approval from all parties, the final reports and site/isolate 
records are to be submitted to the local CHRIS Information Center, the 
Lead Agency, and SMBMI. 

 
Mitigation Measure No. 18 In the event that any human remains are discovered within the project area, 

ground disturbing activities shall be suspended 100 feet around the 
resource(s) and an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) physical 
demarcation/barrier constructed. The on-site lead/foreman shall then 
immediately who shall notify SMBMI, the applicant/developer, and the Lead 
Agency. The Lead Agency and the applicant/developer shall then 
immediately contact the County Coroner regarding the discovery. If the 
Coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native American, 
or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, the 
Coroner shall ensure that notification is provided to the NAHC within 
twenty-four (24) hours of the determination, as required by California 
Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 (c). The NAHC-identified Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD), shall be allowed, under California Public Resources 
Code § 5097.98 (a), to (1) inspect the site of the discovery and (2) make 
determinations as to how the human remains and funerary objects shall be 
treated and disposed of with appropriate dignity. The MLD, Lead Agency, 
and landowner agree to discuss in good faith what constitutes "appropriate 
dignity" as that term is used in the applicable statutes. The MLD shall 
complete its inspection and make recommendations within forty-eight (48) 
hours of the site visit, as required by California Public Resources Code § 
5097.98. human remains or funerary rites) shall be accomplished in 
compliance with the California Public Resources Code § 5097.98 (a) and 
(b). The MLD in consultation with the landowner, shall make the final 
discretionary determination regarding the appropriate disposition and 
treatment of human remains and funerary objects. All parties are aware 
that the MLD may wish to rebury the human remains and associated 
funerary objects on or near the site of their discovery, in an area that shall 
not be subject to future subsurface disturbances. The 
applicant/developer/landowner should accommodate on-site reburial in a 
location mutually agreed upon by the Parties. It is understood by all Parties 
that unless otherwise required by law, the site of any reburial of Native 
American human remains or cultural artifacts shall not be disclosed and 
shall not be governed by public disclosure requirements of the California 
Public Records Act. The Coroner, parties, and Lead Agencies, will be 
asked to withhold public disclosure information related to such reburial, 
pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California Government Code 
§ 6254 (r).  

 
Reburial of human remains and/or funerary objects (those artifacts 
associated with any human remains or funerary rites) shall be 
accomplished in compliance with the California Public Resources Code § 
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5097.98 (a) and (b). The MLD in consultation with the landowner, shall 
make the final discretionary determination regarding the appropriate 
disposition and treatment of human remains and funerary objects. All 
parties are aware that the MLD may wish to rebury the human remains and 
associated funerary objects on or near the site of their discovery, in an area 
that shall not be subject to future subsurface disturbances. The 
applicant/developer/landowner should accommodate on-site reburial in a 
location mutually agreed upon by the Parties. 
 
It is understood by all Parties that unless otherwise required by law, the site 
of any reburial of Native American human remains or cultural artifacts shall 
not be disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure 
requirements of the California Public Records Act. The Coroner, parties, 
and Lead Agencies, will be asked to withhold public disclosure information 
related to such reburial, pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in 
California Government Code § 6254 (r). 

 
 

With implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce potential tribal cultural 
resource impacts to less than significant.  

        
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1.  In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in 
Section XVII. a) above, the project could have significant impacts to Native American tribal cultural 
resources.  Mitigation Measures No. 16-18 are recommended to reduce potential impacts to Native 
American tribal cultural resources, if found, to less than significant.   

 
XIX.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project: 
 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? Less Than Significant 
Impact. The project proposes to construct a detention basin, diversion structure and underground storm 
drain.  The project does not propose and would not require the construction of any new or the expansion 
of any other public utilities such as water lines, sewer lines, natural gas or electrical lines.  The site for 
the detention basin is vacant and its construction would not require the expansion of any existing or the 
construction of any new public utilities other than storm drain facilities to connect with Calimesa Creek 
adjacent to and south of the basin. The construction of the underground storm drain and diversion 
structure would not require the expansion of any public utilities or the extension of any existing facilities.  
Therefore, the project would not have any significant public utility impacts.    

 
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonable foreseeable future 

development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? No Impact. The project would require the 
consumption of potable water for dust control as required by SCAQMD Fugitive Dust Rule 403 during 
construction of the detention basin, diversion structure and underground storm drain.  The amount of 
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water that would be required to control dust would be minimal and cease once construction is completed.  
The project would not have an impact on future water supplies. 

 
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 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? Less Than Significant Impact. The construction of the proposed 
storm drain improvements would indirectly generate minimal quantities of wastewater associated with 
on-site portable toilets for the construction workers.  Once construction is complete the project would not 
generate any wastewater.  The project would not have any wastewater treatment impacts.    

 
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 

infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? Less Than 
Significant Impact. The project would generate solid waste due to various types of construction debris 
and waste during the construction of the proposed improvements.  Concrete and/or asphalt that is 
removed from the site can either be ground and reused on the site as base material for the detention 
basin and/or storm drains, or sold to a recycler.  Other types of debris such as rocks, metal, wood, etc. 
that cannot be recycled would be hauled to the Timoteo Landfill.  Due to the small scale of the project 
the construction debris that would be hauled to the landfill would be minimal and not significantly impact 
the capacity and life expectancy of the landfill.   Once construction is completed, the project would not 
generate any solid waste.  The project will have less than significant solid waste impacts.   
 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste? No Impact. The City of Calimesa would require the project contractor to comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  The project would not 
have any solid waste impacts because the project would generate a small amount of construction debris 
and all development in Calimesa is required to comply would all applicable solid waste statues and 
regulations.  

 
XX. WILDFIRE: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 

hazard severity zones, would the project: 
 

Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  The 
project will not impact emergency response or evacuation plans.  The project site is not within a 
designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Areas or State and Federal 
Responsibility Areas.45  The closest designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 
Responsibility Areas are more than a mile from the project site.  The project site is adjacent to the 
southern border of the City of Yucaipa.  The project site is not within a designated Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Areas or State and Federal Responsibility Areas of Yucaipa.46   
The closest designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Areas in the City 
of Yucaipa are generally along the perimeter of the city and approximately two miles from the project site.  
 
The project would not impair or impact any emergency response or emergency evacuation plan 
associated with an emergency response to a wildfire in the cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa that are 
designated as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or any other designated local, state or Federal fire 
hazard zones in the general project area. 

 

 
45 https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5908/calimesa.pdf 
46 https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5953/yucaipa.pdf 
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b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire?  Less Than Significant Impact.  As discussed in section “XX. a)” above, the project is not in 
a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Areas or State and Federal 
Responsibility Areas.  The project site and surrounding properties are generally flat with no significant 
topographic relief and expose project occupants to wildfire risks.  Prevailing winds and Santa Ana winds 
could expose construction workers to smoke and wildfire pollutants associated with wildfires located 
locally and regionally, however, that exposure would not be site specific because much of the city and 
general geographic area would also be exposed to smoke and wildfire pollutants and not the project site 
specifically.  Project construction workers would only be exposed to smoke and wildfire pollutants during 
the fire season and the time of project construction.  Once project construction is completed the exposure 
by construction workers to smoke and wildfire pollutants would cease.  The project would not significantly 
impact and expose project construction workers to smoke and wildfire pollutants or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire due to slopes or other factors from a wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds or other 
factors. 

 
c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 

emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? No Impact.  The construction of a 
detention basin, underground storm drain and diversion structure would not require the installation of any 
infrastructure, including roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities that 
could exacerbate a fire risk.  The project would not construct any utilities that would result in temporary 
or ongoing impacts to the environment.   

 
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 

landslides, as a result or runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? No Impact. As 
discussed in XX “a” above, the project is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Zone.  As also 
discussed in section XX “b” above, the project site and surrounding properties are generally flat with no 
significant topographic relief that would expose structures or project occupants to significant risks due to 
downslope or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.  Because the project is not located in a fire hazard zone 
or downstream of any hillsides of areas of topographic relief the project would not expose construction 
workers to significant risks due to downstream or downstream flooding or landslides due to post-fire slope 
instabilities.   

 
XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 
 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The 
project proposes to construct a detention basin, an underground storm drain and diversion structure to 
reduce flooding along Calimesa Creek from 3rd Street on the east to Interstate 10 on the west.  As 
identified in the biology report, there are fish and wildlife habitats that would be impacted with the 
construction of the proposed storm drain improvements.  Mitigation Measures No. 1-9 are recommended 
to reduce potential biological resource impacts to less than significant.   The project would impact one 
intersection associated with trucks hauling export material from the site to the Timoteo Landfill.   
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The project would not demolish any buildings. Therefore, there are no examples of California history or 
prehistory on the site or suspected to be found on the site that would be impacted by the project. 
Mitigation Measures No. 10-11 are recommended to reduce potential cultural resources impacts 
uncovered during project construction to less than significant.  The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
contacted the City of Calimesa and identified the potential for tribal cultural resources to be located within 
the project site and if present, a potential for tribal cultural resources to be impacted during construction.  
Mitigation measures No. 15-17 are recommended to reduce potential tribal cultural resources to less than 
significant.     

 
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.) No Impact. Cumulative projects include local 
development as well as general growth within the project area that, along with the proposed project, could 
result in cumulative impacts.  The Cities of Calimesa and Yucaipa has not identified any individual 
projects that, along with the proposed project, could have cumulatively considerable impacts.  Therefore, 
the project would not have any cumulatively considerable impacts.  

   
c) Does the project have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? Less Than Significant Impact. There are no significant 
impacts associated with the project that would cause substantial adverse effects and significantly impact 
human beings either directly or indirectly that cannot be mitigated to less than significant with the 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures.   
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