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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1. Project Title: East Valley Water District Well 129 Project 
 
2. Lead Agency Name: East Valley Water District 
 Address:  31111 Greenspot Road, Highland, CA 92346 
 
3. Contact Person:   Nathan Carlson 
 Phone Number:  (909) 888-8986 
 
4. Project Location:    The East Valley Water District (EVWD or District) service area is 

located in southern California within southwestern San Bernardino 
County. The District’s service area is shown on Figure 1. The project 
will occur within the eastern part of the District’s service area. The 
potential well site is located northwest of the intersection of Calle 
Del Rio St. and Vista Clara St., just south of Oak Creek in the City 
of Highland (refer to the regional and site aerial maps provided as 
Figures 2 and 3). The project is located within the USGS Topo 7.5-
minute map for Redlands, CA, and is located in Section 1, Township 
1 South and Range 3 West, San Bernardino Meridian. The 
approximate GPS coordinates of the project site are 34.112523°,    
-117.139739°. 

 
5. Project Sponsor Name: East Valley Water District 
 Address:  31111 Greenspot Road, Highland, CA 92346 
 
6. General Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential 
 
7. Zoning: R-1 10,000 
  
8. Project Description: 
 
Project Description 
 
Introduction 
East Valley Water District (EVWD or the District) was formed in 1954 for providing water service 
to residents of its service area. EVWD's service area encompasses an area of approximately 30  
square miles along the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains and includes the City of 
Highland, some eastern parts of the City of San Bernardino, the San Manuel Band of Mission 
Indians, and some unincorporated parts of San Bernardino County. EVWD currently provides 
water and wastewater services to a total population of approximately 104,000 residents within 
its service area. 
 
EVWD secures its water supply from a network of groundwater production wells and surface 
water derived from the Santa Ana River and State Water Project. With groundwater production 
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rights of 14,217 acre feet per year (AFY), as a non-plaintiff party to the 1969 Western Judgement1, 
EVWD has the flexibility to increase groundwater pumping to meet water supply demands. 
Between 2013 and 2022, EVWD utilized 15-16 wells for its groundwater production with the 
annual production ranging from 12,702 to 18,289 AFY during this period.  
 
It is normal for the production capacity of a groundwater well to decline over time. More often, 
this phenomenon is related to the physical plugging of the aquifer sediments, gravel pack 
materials2, and the well screen openings. The lifespan of a well, operated for municipal drinking 
water purposes ranges from about 50 to 100 years.3 Currently, eight of EVWD’s 15 active 
production wells are aged ranging 51 to 94 years. Thus, to ensure its annual pumping rights and 
water demands continue to be met, EVWD proposes to install the proposed Well No. 129.  
 
Project Description 
The District seeks to install a new well, which would aid the District in meeting current and future 
demand. Well No. 129 is proposed to be located within a less than one acre portion of an 
approximately 2.37-acre parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APN] 121-038-110) northwest of the 
intersection of Calle Del Rio Street and Vista Clara Street, south of Oak Creek in the City of 
Highland (refer to the site plan provided as Figure 3). The District owns APN 121-038-110, which 
presently contains two 3-million gallon (MG) steel water storage reservoirs. The site is referred 
to as EVWD Plant No. 129.  
 
The site would include the following features: the new well (wellhead); an 8” diameter pipeline 
connecting to the District’s booster pump station onsite; a 4’ diameter reinforced concrete pipe 
(RCP) that extends 2’ above grade and 16” RCP drain line; chlorine and orthophosphate dosing 
systems; a 55’ x 20’ Concrete Masonry Unit (CMU) block building with a standing seam metal roof 
enclosing the wellhead, discharge header, PTW header, electrical equipment, and chemical 
facilities. It is assumed that minor grading will be required to construct the structure. 
 
The District anticipates that the new well will be drilled utilizing the reverse circulation rotary 
drilling method to about 550 feet below ground surface (bgs), based on the depth of the District’s 
nearby well. The objective for the well is to generate 25 to 150 acre-feet of potable groundwater 
on a monthly basis. The District anticipates that the water quality of the water extracted by the 
new Well No. 129 would be similar to Well No. 142, which does experience elevated levels of 
combined uranium and gross alpha particle activities. The new well will require installation of a 
line shaft vertical pump and would connect to the exiting booster pump station onsite. This would 
be sufficient to carry water from the proposed new well to customers.  
 
Access to the proposed project site is provided from the intersection of Calle Del Rio Street and 
Vista Clara Street, at which the gated Plant No. 129 can be accessed (refer to Figure 3). 
Stormwater is removed from the project site via sheet flow into an onsite catch basin which 
conveys the water within a 24” RCP to an offsite San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
facility.  
Environmental Setting 

 
1 Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County et al. vs. East San Bernardino County Water District et al. 
Case No. 78426. 
2 This only applies if the well was drilled by a rotary method. 
3 This assumes that the well was drilled, constructed, and developed using modern industry standards and methods, 
the well structure consists of steel materials, and routine maintenance was performed by the owner.  
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The proposed project is located at the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, within San 
Bernardino County, with only one small residential subdivision separating the project site from 
the San Bernardino Mountain foothills. The proposed project site is in the Upper Santa Anna River 
Watershed. The project site currently contains EVWD’s Plant No. 129, which consists of two 3-
MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The site has been entirely developed 
and is covered with asphalt excepting the areas on the northwestern, northern, and eastern site 
boundaries, which contain trees and managed vegetation. The ground surface of the proposed 
project site ranges in elevation from between about 1,531 to 1,562 feet above mean sea level 
(amsl). The site slopes gently along the project’s eastern boundary, as the adjacent residences 
are at a slightly higher elevation than the project site.  
 
The project area lies in the geographically based ecological classification known as the Inland 
Valleys – Level IV ecoregion, of the Southern California/Northern Baja Coast – Level III ecoregion. 
The goal of regional ecological classifications is to reduce variability based on spatial covariance 
in climate, geology, topography, climax vegetation, hydrology, and soils. The Inland Valleys 
ecoregion is a heavily urbanized ecoregion that historically consisted of the alluvial fans and basin 
floors immediately south of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains. 
 
Construction Scenario 
Below outlines a more detailed sequence of events that will be implemented in support of the 
proposed the development of the proposed well.  
➢ The bucket auger drill rig will come onsite and drill and install a permanent steel conductor 

casing and cement sanitary seal. 
➢ The reverse circulation rotary drill rig will mobilize to the site and set up, including temporary 

sound walls. 
➢ Drill the pilot borehole and collect associated data, such as lithology, geophysical logs, and 

isolated aquifer zone testing. 
➢ Deliver the well construction materials. 
➢ Ream the pilot borehole to target depth. 
➢ Construct the well. 
➢ Conduct initial well development by airlift and swab. 
➢ Demobilize the drill rig and mobilize the test pump. 
➢ Conduct final development by surging and pumping. 
➢ Conduct pumping tests and water quality sampling. 
➢ Temporarily cap the well and demobilize remaining drilling equipment. 
➢ Award a contractor to install permanent pump and motor system. 
➢ Construct well building, discharge appurtenances, electrical, etc. 
➢ Connect well to the District’s potable water Distribution System.  
 
It is anticipated that about five persons will be at the Well No. 129 site at any one time to support 
drilling the well: three drillers, the hydrogeologist inspector, and a foreman.  Trips to complete 
the well will include a few days each to mobilize and demobilize sound walls, a drill rig, pipe 
trailer, generator, mud tanks, mobile field office/storage unit, water storage tanks, and a well 
development rig. Other short-term trips during the work will include deliveries of concrete, well 
casing and materials to fill the annular space within the well borehole. Daily trips to complete the 
well will include 1 roundtrip per day for the drillers, hydrogeologist, and foreman. Work shall be 
performed on a 24-hour basis during some phases of the project, including drilling the pilot 
borehole, conducting isolated aquifer zone testing, reaming the pilot borehole, constructing the 
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well, and performing a constant rate pumping test (surrounding housing to be notified in 
advance). The durations of these activities are estimated to range from 1 day to 2 weeks.  The 
instantaneous yield of the new well is estimated to be up to 1,000 gpm.  Assuming the 
groundwater quality is potable (see the discussion under Hydrology and Water Quality), the new 
well will be connected to the District’s distribution system.  
 
The new well would connect to the District’s distribution system via a connection onsite. The new 
well will be outfitted with a vertical turbine pump that will be located above ground and placed in 
an enclosed structure designed to attenuate noise.   
 
Ground disturbance emissions assume roughly 0.2 acre of land would be actively excavated on a 
given day. It is anticipated that installation of connecting pipeline will require the use of a 
backhoe, crane, compactor, roller/vibrator, pavement cutter, grinder, haul truck and two dump 
trucks operating 6 hours per day; a water truck and excavator operating 4 hours per day and a 
paving machine and compacter operating 2 hours per day.  Installation of pipeline in undeveloped 
locations would require the same equipment as developed area without the paving equipment 
(cutter, grinder, paving machine).  The contractor may occasionally use a portable generator and 
welder for equipment repairs or incidental uses. 
 
Operational Scenario 
Operation of the new well would not require any shifts or employees as each District well is 
monitored and controlled remotely.  The new production well would require up to 1.1 million kWh 
to operate per year (if full time).  It is not anticipated that back-up generators will be installed, 
though the District currently utilizes portable back-up generators when needed to ensure that 
each well has continuous electricity.  Chemicals used in the water production process will be 
chlorine (sodium hypochlorite 12.5%) for disinfection and orthophosphate as a corrosion inhibitor 
for existing copper lines within the District’s distribution system east of Boulder Avenue. 
 
9. Surrounding land uses and setting: (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings) 
 
The triangular parcel within which the project is proposed, as stated above under “Environmental 
Setting,” is located in the City of Highland adjacent to a utility corridor.  
 

Table 1 
EXISTING LAND USE AND LAND USE ZONING DISTRICTS 

 
Location Existing Land Use Land Use Zoning District 

Project 
Site 

EVWD Plant No. 129 Low Density (LD) Residential 

North Oak Creek (channel) and Single-family residential Low Density (LD) Residential 
South Single-family residential Low Density (LD) Residential 
East Single-family residential Low Density (LD) Residential 
West Open Space Corridor and Oak Creek (channel) Park (PK) 

 
 
10. Other agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or partici-

pation agreement.) 
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There are several other agencies with possible jurisdiction/responsibility over the proposed 
project.   
 

• First among these is the California State Water Resources Control Board Division of 
Drinking Water (State Board).  The State Board ultimately approves connection of a new 
well to the District’s water distribution system after determining that the water quality is 
acceptable to supply potable water to District’s customers. The existing District water 
supply permit will be modified to include the new well.   

 
11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and cultural affiliated with the project 

area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?  If so, 
has consultation begun? 

 
AB 52 Consultation was initiated on May 1, 2024 with the three tribes that requested consultation 
with EVWD: Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation, Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, 
and Morongo Band of Mission Indians. One tribe responded to the District’s AB 52 consultation 
notification: the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN). YSMN responded that the proposed 
project area exists within Serrano ancestral territory and, therefore, is of interest to the Tribe. 
However, due to the nature and location of the proposed project, and given the Tribe’s Cultural 
Resource Management (CRM) Department’s present state of knowledge, YSMN does not have 
any concerns with the project’s implementation, but requested the implementation of standard 
mitigation measures intended to protect tribal cultural resources. 
 

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 21083.3.2.) 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. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology / Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & 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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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 
Environmental Impact Report (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. 
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7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used 
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

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

lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to 
a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 

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

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
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 or other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well , which would aid the 

District in meeting current and future demand in the District’s service area. The site would include 
the following features: the new well (wellhead); connecting pipeline; chlorine and orthophosphate 
dosing systems; a 55’ x 20’ CMU block building enclosing the wellhead, and associated 
appurtenances. The well would be installed within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is 
fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station.  As a result of 
the fully modified state of the existing site, the site does not contain features that would be 
considered scenic vistas.  

 
A scenic vista impact can also occur when a scenic vista can be viewed from the project area or 
immediate vicinity and a proposed development may interfere with the view to a scenic vista. The 
dominant landscape within the project area is residential in nature, with residences located to the 
north, east, and south of the project site, and a utility easement forming the diagonal northwestern 
site boundary. The project footprint is located about 1,000 feet mile south of the foothills of the San 
Bernardino Mountains, which add to the background viewsheds. The Highland General Plan EIR 
identified the San Bernardino Mountains as the city’s most prominent visual feature. However, pristine 
views of the San Gabriel Mountains in the vicinity of and internal to the project site do not exist as a 
result of existing development.  

 
 The presence of construction equipment and related construction materials would be visible from 

public vantage points, such as open space areas, sidewalks, and streets, but it would not adversely 
affect any scenic views or vistas. Construction of the proposed well would not permanently affect 
views or scenic vistas due to the small size and low profile of the construction site. Thus, impacts 
would be less than significant. Once constructed, the proposed well would occupy a footprint 
anticipated to be less than a 55’ x 20’. The well would be enclosed in a small CMU structure, which 
is designed to minimize noise from the pumps required to operate a well. As such, it is anticipated 
that the well would have a small footprint, and would be low profile. Given that the project would 
not degrade views to nearby scenic vistas as a result of the fact that the well would be low profile 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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with a small footprint, and as a result of the fact that the well and associated appurtenances would 
be installed within EVWD’s existing Plant No. 129, which contains similar water-related infrastructure 
to that which is proposed as part of this project, the project would not substantially alter the views 
in the project footprint in the long-term. Thus, implementation of the proposed Well No. 129 Project 
is not expected to cause any substantial adverse effects on any important scenic vistas. No impacts 
are anticipated and no mitigation is required.  

 
b. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would not substantially damage scenic 

resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway. The proposed project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and 
connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 
3-MG water storage reservoirs. The proposed project is located northwest of the intersection of Calle 
Del Rio St. and Vista Clara St. According to the Scenic Routes & Highways Map provided as Figure 
I-1, the proposed project is not located adjacent to a scenic highway. Thus, the proposed well 
installation would not impact a scenic highway because none are located in close proximity to the 
proposed project. No historic buildings are located within the project site would be disturbed as part 
of the proposed project. No rock outcroppings exist within the District’s Plant No. 129 site, and 
therefore none would be impacted by the proposed project. As stated under issue I(a), above, the 
District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, 
and a booster pump station, within which no trees would be impacted as part of the project 
construction. No other scenic resources have been identified on the site. Therefore, the project would 
have a less than significant potential to substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 

 
c. No Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and 

connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 
3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station, that is located in an urban/suburban 
area. Construction activities would require the use of construction equipment and storage of materials 
at the project site. Excavated areas, stockpiled soils and other materials generated during 
construction would present negative visual elements to the existing landscape. However, these 
effects would be nominal because the well would be installed in a developed area with sufficient 
vacant area to temporarily store construction equipment and materials, and the effects would be 
temporary for only the nominal duration of construction, and therefore not substantially affect the 
existing visual character of the surrounding area. Furthermore, there are no regulations governing 
scenic quality within the City of Highland Zoning Code that would apply to the development of the 
proposed well, particularly in light of California Government Code Section 53091, which renders 
infrastructure projects, such as that which is proposed under the Program, land use and zoning 
independent. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Once constructed, the proposed well would occupy a footprint anticipated to be about 55’ x 20’ within 
the project site; therefore, it is anticipated that the proposed well would have a small footprint and 
be low profile. As stated above, there are no regulations governing scenic quality within the City of 
Highland Zoning Code that would apply to the development of the proposed ancillary facilities, 
particularly in light of California Government Code Section 53091. As compliance with the zoning is 
not required for water facilities such as the proposed well, no conflict with the sections of the zoning 
code governing scenic quality would exist. Thus, no impacts under this issue are anticipated from 
either construction or operation of the proposed well.  

 
d. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. Lighting 
at the well site will be installed as needed for safety. The surrounding land uses within the project 
footprint consist mainly of residential uses surrounding the Plant No. 129 site in three directions, with 
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residents directly adjacent to the property line of Plant No. 129 to the east and south. Thus, the 
proposed project has a potential to create a new source of substantial lighting or glare during 
construction that could adversely affect nighttime views at the adjacent residences, and residences 
can be considered a light sensitive land use.  The existing site lighting will remain in place, and minor 
additional lighting would be outfitted on the exterior of the structure that encloses the well, with 
interior lighting anticipated to be installed as well. As this exterior lighting is anticipated to be utilize 
low watt bulbs, and will be directed downwards similar to that existing exterior lighting at Plant No 
129, new exterior lighting is not anticipated to create a new source of lighting or glare that would be 
obtrusive at adjacent sensitive receptors. Lighting will be required during the 24-hour drilling phase 
of the well construction.  In order to ensure that impacts to this issue area remain less than 
significant, the following mitigation measure will be implemented.  

 
AES-1 Night lighting will be located and shielded so as to avoid creating a 

nuisance to nearby residents.  Light generated during activities taking 
place at night shall not spill off the well site onto adjacent occupied 
structures. 

 
 With the implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) AES-1, lighting and glare impacts will be less 

than significant.  
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Does Not Apply 

 
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 Dept. of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and 
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and 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?     
 
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 result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. No Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and 

connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 
3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The Well No. 129 Project is located in 
an area that does not support agricultural uses. Neither the project site nor the adjacent and 
surrounding properties are designated for agricultural use; no agricultural activities exist in the 
immediate vicinity of the project area; and there is no potential for impact to any agricultural uses 
or values as a result of project implementation.  According to the San Bernardino Countywide Plan 
Agricultural Resources Map (Figure II-1), the proposed project has not been designated for 
agricultural use; no prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance exists 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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within the vicinity of the proposed project.  No adverse impact to any agricultural resources would 
occur from implementing the proposed project.  No mitigation is required.  

 
b. No Impact – There are no agricultural uses currently within the project footprint or on adjacent 

properties. The proposed well is located within the following land use designation: Low Density 
Residential. The proposed well is located within the R-1 10,000 zoning classification within the City 
of Highland. No potential exists for a conflict between the proposed project and agricultural zoning 
or Williamson Act contracts within the project area. No mitigation is required.  

 
c. No Impact – Please refer to issues II(a) and II(b) above.  The project site is in an urbanized area 

surrounded by residential housing. The proposed well is located within the following land use 
designation: Low Density Residential. The proposed well is located within the R-1 10,000 zoning 
classification within the City of Highland. Neither the land use designation nor zoning classification 
supports forest land or timberland uses or designations.  No potential exists for a conflict between 
the proposed project and forest/timberland zoning.  No mitigation is required.  

 
d. No Impact – There are no forest lands within the project area, which is because the project area is 

urbanized and removed from nearby mountains, where much of the area’s forestland is located.  No 
potential for loss of forest land would occur if the project is implemented.  No mitigation is required. 

 
e. No Impact – Because the project footprint and surrounding area do not support either agricultural or 

forestry uses and, furthermore, because the project footprint and environs are not designated for 
such uses, implementation of the proposed project would not cause or result in the conversion of 
farmland or forest land to alternative use.  No adverse impact would occur.  No mitigation is required. 
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III.  AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

    

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

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

    

 
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? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section of the Initial Study was obtained from 
the following technical study: East Valley Water District Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment  prepared 
by Urban Crossroads dated May 28, 2024. This technical study is provided as Appendix 1 to this document. 
 
Background  
 
The project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) within the jurisdiction of South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD was created by the 1977 Lewis-Presley Air Quality 
Management Act, which merged four county air pollution control bodies into one regional district.  Under 
the Act, the SCAQMD is responsible for bringing air quality in areas under its jurisdiction into conformity 
with federal and state air quality standards.  As stated, the project site is located within the SCAB, a 6,745-
square-mile subregion of the SCAQMD, which includes portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange County.  
 
The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San 
Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Los Angeles County portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin is 
bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles / Kern County border to the 
north, and the Los Angeles / San Bernardino County border to the east. The Riverside County portion of 
the Salton Sea Air Basin is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward as far 
as the Palo Verde Valley. 
 
Climate  
The regional climate has a substantial influence on air quality in the SCAB. In addition, the temperature, 
wind, humidity, precipitation, and amount of sunshine influence the air quality. 
 
The annual average temperatures throughout the SCAB vary from the low to mid 60s (degrees Fahrenheit 
[°F]).  Due to a decreased marine influence, the eastern portion of the SCAB shows greater variability in 
average annual minimum and maximum temperatures.  January is the coldest month throughout the SCAB, 
with average minimum temperatures of 47°F in downtown Los Angeles and 36°F in San Bernardino.  All 
portions of the SCAB have recorded maximum temperatures above 100°F. 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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Although the climate of the SCAB can be characterized as semi-arid, the air near the land surface is quite 
moist on most days because of the presence of a marine layer.  This shallow layer of sea air is an important 
modifier of SCAB climate.  Humidity restricts visibility in the SCAB, and the conversion of sulfur dioxide 
(SO2) to sulfates (SO4) is heightened in air with high relative humidity.  The marine layer provides an 
environment for that conversion process, especially during the spring and summer months.  The annual 
average relative humidity within the SCAB is 71 percent (%) along the coast and 59% inland.  Since the 
ocean effect is dominant, periods of heavy early morning fog are frequent and low stratus clouds are a 
characteristic feature.  These effects decrease with distance from the coast. 
 
More than 90% of the SCAB’s rainfall occurs from November through April.  The annual average rainfall 
varies from approximately nine inches in Riverside to fourteen inches in downtown Los Angeles.  Monthly 
and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable.  Summer rainfall usually consists of widely scattered 
thunderstorms near the coast and slightly heavier shower activity in the eastern portion of the SCAB with 
frequency being higher near the coast. 
 
Due to its generally clear weather, about three-quarters of available sunshine is received in the SCAB.  The 
remaining one-quarter is absorbed by clouds.  The ultraviolet portion of this abundant radiation is a key 
factor in photochemical reactions.  On the shortest day of the year there are approximately 10 hours of 
possible sunshine, and on the longest day of the year there are approximately 14½ hours of possible 
sunshine. 
 
The importance of wind to air pollution is considerable. The direction and speed of the wind determines 
the horizontal dispersion and transport of the air pollutants. During the late autumn to early spring rainy 
season, the SCAB is subjected to wind flows associated with the traveling storms moving through the region 
from the northwest. This period also brings five to ten periods of strong, dry offshore winds, locally termed 
“Santa Anas” each year. During the dry season, which coincides with the months of maximum 
photochemical smog concentrations, the wind flow is bimodal, typified by a daytime onshore sea breeze 
and a nighttime offshore drainage wind. Summer wind flows are created by the pressure differences 
between the relatively cold ocean and the unevenly heated and cooled land surfaces that modify the general 
northwesterly wind circulation over southern California. Nighttime drainage begins with the radiational 
cooling of the mountain slopes. Heavy, cool air descends the slopes and flows through the mountain passes 
and canyons as it follows the lowering terrain toward the ocean. Another characteristic wind regime in the 
SCAB is the “Catalina Eddy,” a low level cyclonic (counterclockwise) flow centered over Santa Catalina 
Island which results in an offshore flow to the southwest. On most spring and summer days, some indication 
of an eddy is apparent in coastal sections. 
 
In the SCAB, there are two distinct temperature inversion structures that control vertical mixing of air 
pollution. During the summer, warm high-pressure descending (subsiding) air is undercut by a shallow 
layer of cool marine air. The boundary between these two layers of air is a persistent marine 
subsidence/inversion.  This boundary prevents vertical mixing which effectively acts as an impervious lid to 
pollutants over the entire SCAB. The mixing height for the inversion structure is normally situated 1,000 to 
1,500 feet above mean sea level. 
 
A second inversion-type forms in conjunction with the drainage of cool air off the surrounding mountains 
at night followed by the seaward drift of this pool of cool air. The top of this layer forms a sharp boundary 
with the warmer air aloft and creates nocturnal radiation inversions. These inversions occur primarily in the 
winter when nights are longer and onshore flow is weakest.  They are typically only a few hundred feet 
above mean sea level. These inversions effectively trap pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides (NOX) and 
carbon monoxide (CO) from vehicles, as the pool of cool air drifts seaward.  Winter is therefore a period of 
high levels of primary pollutants along the coastline. 
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Criteria Pollutants 
Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have 
established ambient air quality standards for common pollutants. These ambient air quality standards are 
levels of contaminants representing safe levels that avoid specific adverse health effects associated with 
each pollutant. The ambient air quality standards cover what are called “criteria” pollutants because the 
health and other effects of each pollutant are described in criteria documents. The six criteria pollutants 
are ozone (O3) (precursor emissions include NOX and reactive organic gases (ROG), CO, particulate matter 
(PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. Areas that meet ambient air quality standards 
are classified as attainment areas, while areas that do not meet these standards are classified as 
nonattainment areas. The Riverside County portion of the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for 
the federal O3 and PM2.5 standards and is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for O3, PM10, 
and PM2.5. 
 
Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) Trend 
In 1984, as a result of public concern for exposure to airborne carcinogens, CARB adopted regulations to 
reduce the amount of TAC emissions resulting from mobile and area sources, such as cars, trucks, 
stationary products, and consumer products. According to the Ambient and Emission Trends of Toxic Air 
Contaminants in California journal article which was prepared for CARB, results show that between 1990-
2012, ambient concentration and emission trends for the seven TACs responsible for most of the known 
cancer risk associated with airborne exposure in California have declined significantly (between 1990 and 
2012). The seven TACs studied include those that are derived from mobile sources: diesel particulate matter 
(DPM), benzene (C6H6), and 1,3-butadiene (C4H6); those that are derived from stationary sources: 
perchloroethylene (C2Cl4) and hexavalent chromium (Cr(VI)); and those derived from photochemical 
reactions of emitted VOCs: formaldehyde (CH2O) and acetaldehyde (C2H4O).4 The decline in ambient 
concentration and emission trends of these TACs are a result of various regulations CARB has implemented 
to address cancer risk. 
 
Some people are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when evaluating 
air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly, and individuals with 
pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness. Structures that house these persons or places where they 
gather are defined as “sensitive receptors.” These structures typically include uses such as residences, 
hotels, and hospitals where an individual can remain for 24 hours. Consistent with the localized significance 
threshold (LST) Methodology, the nearest land use where an individual could remain for 24 hours to the 
project site has been used to determine construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of 
PM10 and PM2.5, since PM10 and PM2.5 thresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time.  
 
Receptors in the project study area are described below. All distances are measured from the project site 
boundary to the outdoor living areas (e.g., backyards) or at the building façade, whichever is closer to the 
project site. Receptors in the project study area are shown on Figure III-1 under the Localized 
Construction Emissions section later in the report. 

• Receptor R1 represents the existing residence at 7804 Calle Del Rio Street, approximately 45 feet 
southwest of the project site.   

• Receptor R2 represents the existing residence at 7811 Calle Del Rio Street, approximately 98 feet 
south of the project site.   

• Receptor R3 represents the existing residence at 7814 Santa Angela Street, approximately 207 feet 
southeast of the project site. 

• Receptor R4 represents the existing residence at 30463 McLean Street, approximately 226 feet 
northeast of the project site. 

 
 

 
4 It should be noted that ambient DPM concentrations are not measured directly. Rather, a surrogate method using the 
coefficient of haze (COH) and elemental carbon (EC) is used to estimate DPM concentrations. 
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Applicable Regulatory Requirements 
 
SCAQMD Rules that are currently applicable during construction activity for this project include but are not 
limited to Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). 
 
SCAQMD Rule 403 
This rule is intended to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as a result of 
anthropogenic (human-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent and reduce fugitive dust 
emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made condition capable of generating fugitive dust 
and requires best available control measures to be applied to earth moving and grading activities. This rule 
is intended to reduce PM10 emissions from any transportation, handling, construction, or storage activity 
that has the potential to generate fugitive dust. PM10 suppression techniques are summarized below. 

• Portions of a construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of three months will be 
seeded and watered until grass cover is grown or otherwise stabilized. 

• All on-site roads will be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or chemically stabilized. 
• All material transported off-site will be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to prevent 

excessive amounts of dust. 
• The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation operations will be minimized 

at all times.  
• Where vehicles leave a construction site and enter adjacent public streets, the streets will be swept 

daily or washed down at the end of the workday to remove soil tracked onto the paved surface. 
 
Methodology 
 
In May 2024, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in conjunction with other 
California air districts, including SCAQMD, released the latest version of the CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1. 
The purpose of this model is to calculate construction-source and operational-source criteria pollutant 
(VOCs, NOX, SOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) and GHG emissions from direct and indirect sources; and quantify 
applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from mitigation measures. Accordingly, the latest 
version of CalEEMod has been used for this project to determine construction and operational air quality 
and greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Air Quality Regional Emissions Thresholds 
The SCAQMD has developed regional significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, as summarized at Table 
III-1. The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (April 2019) indicate that any projects in the 
SCAB with daily emissions that exceed any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as having an 
individually and cumulatively significant air quality impact. 
 

Table III-1 
MAXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

 
Pollutant Construction Operations 

NOX 100 lbs./day 55 lbs./day 
VOC 75 lbs./day 55 lbs./day 
PM10 150 lbs./day 150 lbs./day 
PM2.5 55 lbs./day 55 lbs./day 
SOX 150 lbs./day 150 lbs./day 
CO 550 lbs./day 550 lbs./day 

lbs./day – Pounds Per Day  
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Air Quality Localized Emissions Thresholds 
For this project, the appropriate area for the LST analysis is the SCAQMD Central San Bernardino Valley 
monitoring station (SRA 34). LSTs apply to CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. The SCAQMD produced look-up tables 
for projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size. The SCAQMD’s screening look-up tables are utilized in 
determining localized impacts. It should be noted that since the look-up tables identify thresholds at only 
1 acre, 2 acres, and 5 acres, linear regression has been utilized to determine localized significance 
thresholds. Consistent with SCAQMD guidance, the thresholds presented in Table III-2 were calculated by 
interpolating the threshold values for the project’s disturbed acreage.  
 
It should be noted that though the project is less than 1 acre in size, the acreage disturbed is based on the 
equipment list and days during each phase of construction according to the anticipated maximum number 
of acres a given piece of equipment can pass over in an 8-hour workday. The equipment-specific grading 
rates are summarized in the CalEEMod user’s guide, Appendix A: Calculation Details for CalEEMod. It should 
be noted that the disturbed area per day is representative of a piece of equipment making multiple passes 
over the same land area. In other words, one Rubber Tired Dozer can make multiple passes over the same 
land area totaling 0.5 acres in a given 8-hour day. Appendix A of the CalEEMod User Manual only identifies 
equipment-specific grading rates for Crawler Tractors, Graders, Rubber Tired Dozers, and Scrapers; 
therefore, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes equipment that was included in the demolition, site preparation and 
grading phase was replaced with Crawler Tractors. The project’s construction activities could disturb a 
maximum of approximately 1 acre per day for well drilling, construction, development, testing, demolition, 
building construction, paving, 3.5 acres per day for site preparation, and 3 acres per day for grading 
activities.  Any other construction phases of development would result in lesser emissions and consequently 
lesser impacts than what is disclosed herein. As such, Table III-2 presents thresholds for localized 
construction and operational emissions. 
 

Table III-2 
MAXIMUM DAILY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

 

Source Activity 
Emissions (lbs./day) 

VOC NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Construction 

Well Drilling, 
Construction, 
Development, 

Testing 
118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 

Demolition 220 lbs./day 1,359 lbs./day 11 lbs./day 6 lbs./day 
Site Preparation 203 lbs./day 1,230 lbs./day 9 lbs./day 5 lbs./day 

Grading 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 
Building Construction 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 

Paving 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 
Operations - 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 1 lbs./day 1 lbs./day 

1Source of LSTs is provided on page 14 of 32. 

 
Impact Analysis 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – The project site is located within the SCAB, which is characterized by 

relatively poor air quality. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an approximately 10,743-square-mile 
area consisting of the four-county Basin and the Los Angeles County and Riverside County portions 
of what use to be referred to as the Southeast Desert Air Basin. In these areas, the SCAQMD is 
principally responsible for air pollution control, and works directly with the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), county transportation commissions, local governments, as well 
as state and federal agencies to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources to 
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meet state and federal ambient air quality standards. 
 

Currently, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB.  In 
response, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more 
effectively reduce emissions, accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of 
air pollution control on the economy. 
 
In December 2022, the SCAQMD released the Final 2022 AQMP (2022 AQMP). The 2022 AQMP 
continues to evaluate current integrated strategies and control measures to meet the CAAQS, as well 
as explore new and innovative methods to reach its goals. Some of these approaches include utilizing 
incentive programs, recognizing existing co-benefit programs from other sectors, and developing a 
strategy with fair-share reductions at the federal, state, and local levels. Similar to the 2016 AQMP, 
the 2022 AQMP incorporates scientific and technological information and planning assumptions, 
including the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy RTP/SCS, 
a planning document that supports the integration of land use and transportation to help the region 
meet the federal CAA requirements. The project’s consistency with the AQMP will be determined 
using the 2022 AQMP as discussed below. 

 
Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and 
Section 12.3 of the 1993 CEQA Handbook. These indicators are discussed below. 

 
The proposed project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing 
air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely 
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the 
AQMP. 

 
The violations that under this criterion refer to are the CAAQS and National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS).  CAAQS and NAAQS violations would occur if regional or localized significance 
thresholds were exceeded. 

 
CAAQS and NAAQS violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were 
exceeded. As evaluated, the project’s regional and localized construction and operational-source 
emissions would not exceed applicable regional significance thresholds. As such, a less than 
significant impact is expected. 

 
On the basis of the preceding discussion, the project is determined to be consistent with the first 
criterion. 

 
The project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the years of project 
build-out phase. 

 
The 2016 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved 
within the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans 
adopted by cities in the district are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional growth forecasts, 
which are then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development consistent 
with the growth projections in the City of Highland General Plan is considered to be consistent with 
the AQMP. 
 
Peak day emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land use 
assignments, but rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of disturbance.   
Irrespective of the site’s land use designation, development of the site to its maximum potential 
would likely occur, with disturbance of the entire site occurring during construction activities. As such, 
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when considering that no emissions thresholds will be exceeded, a less than significant impact would 
result. 
 
The City of Highland General Plan designates the project site as “Low Density Residential.” This 
designation limits land uses to single-family detached residential, and mobile homes, subject to 
applicable General Plan policies and ordinance provisions of the City of Highland. As previously stated, 
the proposed project includes the initiative to drill and construct a new groundwater production well. 
Although this finding is inconsistent with the current zoning designation, it should be noted that the 
site currently functions as a water storage facility. The proposed project aims to install a new 
groundwater well rather than introduce a use that is more intensive than the current operations on 
site. Furthermore, the project, as evaluated herein would not exceed the regional or localized air 
quality significance thresholds. 
 
On the basis of the preceding discussion, the project is determined to be consistent with the AQMP 
and a less than significant impact is expected.  

 
b.  Less Than Significant Impact ‒ Air pollution emissions associated with the proposed project would 

occur over both a short and long-term time period. Short-term emissions include fugitive dust from 
construction activities (i.e., site prep, demolition, grading) and exhaust emissions at the project site. 
Long-term emissions generated by future operation of the proposed well would be through a demand 
for energy to operate and through project related traffic.  

 
Construction Emissions 
In May 2024 the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in conjunction with 
other California air districts, including SCAQMD, released the latest version of CalEEMod2022.1.1.  
 
Construction Activities 
Construction activities associated with the project would result in emissions of VOCs, NOX, SOX, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5. Construction-related emissions are expected from the following activities: 
• Demolition 
• Site Preparation 
• Grading 
• Building Construction 
• Paving  
• Architectural Coating  
 
Demolition Activities 
Removal of existing asphalt will be required to construct the 40’ x 20’ well building, resulting in 
approximately 91 tons of demolished material.  
 
Grading Activities 
Dust is typically a major concern during grading activities. Because such emissions are not amenable 
to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called “fugitive emissions.” Fugitive 
dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil moisture, wind speed, area 
disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, etc.). CalEEMod was utilized to 
calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of activity.  The project is expected to 
balance and will not require import/export.  
 
On-Road Trips 
Construction generates on-road vehicle emissions from vehicle usage for workers, vendors, and haul 
trucks commuting to and from the site. Worker and hauling trips are based on CalEEMod defaults. 
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Construction Duration 
For purposes of analysis, construction of project is expected to commence in September 2024 and 
would last through August 2025. The construction schedule utilized in the analysis represents a 
“worst-case” analysis scenario should construction occur any time after the respective dates since 
emission factors for construction decrease as time passes and the analysis year increases due to 
emission regulations becoming more stringent.5 The duration of construction activity and associated 
equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet as required per 
CEQA Guidelines.  
 
Construction Equipment 
Equipment modeled is based on CalEEMod defaults and consultation with EVWD. Consistent with 
industry standards and typical construction practices, each piece of equipment will operate up to a 
total of eight (8) hours per day, or more than two-thirds of the period during which construction 
activities are allowed pursuant to the code.  
 
Regional Construction Emissions Summary 
The estimated maximum daily construction emissions are summarized on Table III-3, and as shown, 
the project construction-source emissions would not exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds. Thus, 
through compliance with mandatory Rule 403, the project would result in a less than significant 
impact associated with construction activities. Detailed Construction model outputs are presented in 
Attachment A to Appendix 1. 

 
Table III-3 

REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY 
 

Source 
Emissions (lbs./day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Summer 

2024 1.11 9.08 14.20 0.02 0.64 0.41 
2025 4.13 37.50 33.80 0.06 7.82 4.52 

Winter 
2024 1.10 9.10 13.80 0.02 0.64 0.41 
2025 1.01 8.50 13.60 0.02 0.57 0.34 

Maximum Daily Emissions 4.13 37.50 33.80 0.06 7.82 4.52 
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
1PM10 and PM2.5 source emissions reflect 3x daily watering per SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust. 

 
 
Regional Operational Emissions 
Long-term air quality impacts occur from mobile source emissions generated from project-related 
traffic and from stationary source emissions generated from natural gas. The proposed project 
primarily involves construction activity. For on-going operations, mobile emissions would be 
generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the project sites during on-going maintenance. 
However, the project would generate a nominal number of traffic trips for periodic maintenance and 
inspections and would not result in any substantive new long-term emissions sources. As this project 

 
5 As shown in the CalEEMod User’s Guide Version 2022.1.1, Section 4.3 “Off-Road Equipment” as the analysis year 
increases, emission factors for the same equipment pieces decrease due to the natural turnover of older equipment 
being replaced by newer less polluting equipment and new regulatory requirements. 
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involves the operations of a well which is expected to produce 967-acre feet per year (314,889,124 
gallons per year) it is assumed that consumer products would not be used. 
 
All operational equipment associated with the project would be electrically powered and would not 
directly generate local air emissions. It is our understanding that the proposed project will include 
the use of a 350-horsepower pump.  
 
Stationary area source emissions are typically generated by the consumption of natural gas for space 
and water heating devices and the use of consumer products. Stationary energy emissions would 
result from energy consumption associated with the proposed project. However, the proposed project 
may include the use of an emergency diesel generator supplying power to the treatment plant in 
case of emergency. If a backup generator were installed, the lead agency would be required to obtain 
the applicable permits from SCAQMD for operation of such equipment. The SCAQMD is responsible 
for issuing permits for the operation of stationary sources to reduce air pollution, and to attain and 
maintain NAAQS and CAAQS within the SCAB. The project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment. A 
backup generator would be used only in emergency situations and for routine testing and 
maintenance purposes. Based on guidance from SCAQMD, the backup generator would operate for 
a maximum of 200 hours annually or approximately 0.5 hours per day. Emissions associated with the 
backup generator are summarized on Table III-4, as shown, emissions from the backup generator 
would not contribute a substantial amount of emissions capable of exceeding SCAQMD thresholds. 
As project operations would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, the project would not violate an air 
quality standard or contribute to an existing violation. Therefore, project operations would not result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant and impacts would be less than 
significant. Detailed model outputs for the backup diesel generator emissions calculations are 
presented in Attachment A of Appendix 1. 
 
Emissions associated with the pump are summarized in Table III-4. Project operational-source 
emissions would not exceed the numerical thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for 
any criteria pollutant, a less than significant impact would occur for project-related operational-source 
emissions and no mitigation is required.  
 

Table III-4 
TOTAL PROJECT REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

 

Source 
Emissions (lbs./day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Summer 

Stationary Source 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
Winter 

Stationary Source 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
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Conclusion 
The City of Highland General Plan designates the project site as “Low Density Residential.” This 
designation limits land uses to single-family detached residential, and mobile homes, subject to 
applicable General Plan policies and ordinance provisions of the City of Highland. As previously stated, 
the proposed project includes the initiative to drill and construct a new groundwater production well. 
Although this finding is inconsistent with the current zoning designation, it should be noted that the 
site currently functions as a water storage facility. The proposed project aims to install a new 
groundwater well rather than introduce a use that is more intensive than the current water operations 
on the Plant No. 129 site. Furthermore, the project, as evaluated herein, would not exceed the 
regional or localized air quality significance thresholds. The CAAQS designate the project site as 
nonattainment for O3, PM10, and PM2.5 while the NAAQS designates the project site as 
nonattainment for O3 and PM2.5. 
 
The SCAQMD has published a report on how to address cumulative impacts from air pollution: White 
Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution. In this report 
the SCAQMD clearly states (Page D-3): 
 
“…the SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts for 
all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR. The only case where the 
significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts differ is the Hazard Index (HI) 
significance threshold for TAC emissions. The project specific (project increment) significance 
threshold is HI > 1.0 while the cumulative (facility-wide) is HI > 3.0. It should be noted that the HI 
is only one of three TAC emission significance thresholds considered (when applicable) in a CEQA 
analysis. The other two are the maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) and the cancer burden, both 
of which use the same significance thresholds (MICR of 10 in 1 million and cancer burden of 0.5) for 
project specific and cumulative impacts. 
 
Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to 
be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance 
thresholds are the same.  Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds are 
generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.” 
 
Therefore, this analysis assumes that individual projects that do not generate operational or 
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific 
impacts would also not cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants 
for which SCAB is in nonattainment, and, therefore, would not be considered to have a significant, 
adverse air quality impact. Alternatively, individual project-related construction and operational 
emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds for project-specific impacts would be considered 
cumulatively considerable. 
 
Construction Impacts: The project‐specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding 
analysis demonstrates that proposed project construction-source air pollutant emissions would not 
result in exceedances of regional thresholds. Therefore, proposed project construction-source 
emissions would be considered less than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis.  
 
Operational Impacts: The project‐specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis 
demonstrates that proposed project operational-source air pollutant emissions would not result in 
exceedances of regional thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project operational-source emissions 
would be considered less than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis. 
 

c. Less Than Significant Impact ‒ The potential impact of project-generated air pollutant emissions at 
sensitive receptors has also been considered.   
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 Localized Construction Emissions  
The analysis makes use of methodology included in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance 
Threshold Methodology (LST Methodology). The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality 
are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or 
state ambient air quality standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). Collectively, these are referred to as Localized 
Significance Thresholds (LSTs). The SCAQMD established LSTs in response to the SCAQMD Governing 
Board’s Environmental Justice Initiative I-46. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project 
that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard at the sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states that lead agencies can 
use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact analyses. It should be noted 
that SCAQMD also states that projects that are statutorily or categorically exempt under CEQA would 
not be subject to LST analyses. As such, although not required for this project, LST analysis is 
presented to further underscore that there are in fact no significant impacts associated with the 
project. 
 
The SCAQMD recommends that the nearest sensitive receptor be considered when determining the 
project’s potential to cause an individual or cumulatively significant impact. The nearest land use 
where an individual could remain for 24 hours to the project site has been used to determine localized 
construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 (since PM10 and PM2.5 
thresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time The nearest receptor used for evaluation of 
localized impacts of PM10 and PM2.5 is location R1 existing residence at 7804 Calley Del Rio Street, 
approximately 45 feet (14 meters) southwest of the project site. Receptors in the project study area 
shown on Figure III-1. It should be noted that the LST Methodology explicitly states that “It is 
possible that a project may have receptors closer than 25 meters. Projects with boundaries located 
closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.” 
As such, for evaluation of localized PM10 and PM2.5, a 25-meter distance will be used. 
 
As previously stated, and consistent with LST Methodology, the nearest industrial/commercial use to 
the project site is used to determine construction and operational LST air impacts for emissions of 
NOX and CO as the averaging periods for these pollutants are shorter (8 hours or less) and it is 
reasonable to assume that an individual could be present at these sites for periods of one to 8 hours. 
As there are no industrial/commercial uses located at a closer distance than the residential homes 
that are located adjacent to the project site, the same 25-meter distance will be used for evaluation 
of localized impacts of NOX and CO. 

 
Table III-5 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the 
project. Outputs from the model runs for construction LSTs are provided in Attachment A to Appendix 
1. As shown in Table III-5, emissions resulting from the project construction will not exceed the 
numerical thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for any criteria pollutant. Thus, a 
less than significant impact would occur for localized project-related construction-source emissions 
and no mitigation is required.  

 
  

 
6 The purpose of SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program is to ensure that everyone has the right to equal 
protection from air pollution and fair access to the decision-making process that works to improve the quality of air 
within their communities. Further, the SCAQMD defines Environmental Justice as “…equitable environmental 
policymaking and enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, 
race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution.” 
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Table III-5 
PROJECT LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

 

On-Site Emissions 
Emissions (lbs./day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 
Well Drilling, Construction, Development, Testing 

Maximum Daily Emissions  8.99 12.50 0.37 0.34 
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 118 667 4 3 
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

Demolition 
Maximum Daily Emissions  22.20 19.90 1.55 0.94 
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 118 667 4 3 
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

Site Preparation 
Maximum Daily Emissions  37.50 32.40 7.59 4.47 
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 220 1,359 11 6 
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

Grading 
Maximum Daily Emissions  29.70 28.30 3.62 2.09 
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 203 1,230 9 5 
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

Building Construction 
Maximum Daily Emissions  11.30 14.10 0.47 0.43 
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 118 667 4 3 
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

Paving 
Maximum Daily Emissions  7.45 9.98 0.35 0.32 
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 118 667 4 3 
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

 
 
Results of the LST analysis indicate that the project will not exceed the SCAQMD localized significance 
thresholds during construction. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial 
pollutant concentrations during project construction.  

 
Localized Operational Emissions 
According to SCAQMD localized significance threshold methodology, LSTs would apply to the 
operational phase of a proposed project if the project includes stationary sources or attracts mobile 
sources that may spend extended periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse or transfer 
facilities). As previously discussed, the project would generate a nominal number of traffic trips in 
the context of on-going maintenance resulting in a negligible amount of new mobile source emissions. 
The proposed project will include the use of a pump and an emergency generator. Localized 
emissions are summarized in Table III-6. 
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Table III-6 
PROJECT LOCALIZED OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

 

On-Site Emissions 
Emissions (lbs./day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 
Maximum Daily Emissions  0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 118 667 1 1 
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

 
Additionally, the project will not exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds during 
operational activity. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant 
concentrations as the result of project operations. 
 
CO “Hot Spot” Analysis 
As discussed below, the project would not result in potentially adverse CO concentrations or “hot 
spots.” Further, detailed modeling of project-specific CO “hot spots” is not needed to reach this 
conclusion. An adverse CO concentration, known as a “hot spot,” would occur if an exceedance of 
the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm were 
to occur.  
 
It has long been recognized that CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when 
idling at congested intersections. In response, vehicle emissions standards have become increasingly 
stringent in the last twenty years. Currently, the allowable CO emissions standard in California is a 
maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for passenger cars (there are requirements for certain vehicles that are 
more stringent). With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and implementation 
of increasingly sophisticated and efficient emissions control technologies, CO concentration in the 
SCAB is now designated as attainment. To establish a more accurate record of baseline CO 
concentrations affecting the SCAB, a CO “hot spot” analysis was conducted in 2003 for four busy 
intersections in Los Angeles at the peak morning and afternoon time periods. This “hot spot” analysis 
did not predict any violation of CO standards, as shown on Table III-7. 

 
Table III-7 

CO MODEL RESULTS 
 

Intersection Location 
CO Concentrations (ppm) 

Morning 1-hour Afternoon 1-hour 8-hour 
Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue 4.6 3.5 3.7 
Sunset Boulevard/Highland Avenue 4 4.5 3.5 
La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boulevard 3.7 3.1 5.2 
Long Beach Boulevard/Imperial Highway 3 3.1 8.4 

Notes: Federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm and the deferral 8-hour standard is 9.0 ppm. 
 

 
Based on the SCAQMD's 2003 AQMP and the 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide 
(1992 CO Plan), peak carbon monoxide concentrations in the SCAB were a result of unusual 
meteorological and topographical conditions and not a result of traffic volumes and congestion at a 
particular intersection. As evidence of this, for example, 8.4 ppm 8-hr CO concentration measured at 
the Long Beach Blvd. and Imperial Hwy. intersection (highest CO generating intersection within the 
“hot spot” analysis), only 0.7 ppm was attributable to the traffic volumes and congestion at this 
intersection; the remaining 7.7 ppm were due to the ambient air measurements at the time the 2003 
AQMP was prepared. In contrast, an adverse CO concentration, known as a “hot spot,” would occur 
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if an exceedance of the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour 
standard of 9 ppm were to occur.  
 
Similar considerations are also employed by other Air Districts when evaluating potential CO 
concentration impacts. More specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 
concludes that under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a given project would have to 
increase traffic volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour (vph)—or 
24,000 vph where vertical and/or horizontal air does not mix—in order to generate a significant CO 
impact. Traffic volumes generating the CO concentrations for the “hot spot” analysis is shown on 
Table III-8. The busiest intersection evaluated was that at Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue, 
which has a daily traffic volume of approximately 100,000 vph and AM/PM traffic volumes of 8,062 
vph and 7,719 vph respectively. The 2003 AQMP estimated that the 1-hour concentration for this 
intersection was 4.6 ppm; this indicates that, should the daily traffic volume increase four times to 
400,000 vehicles per day, CO concentrations (4.6 ppm x 4= 18.4 ppm) would still not likely exceed 
the most stringent 1-hour CO standard (20.0 ppm). 
 

Table III-8 
CO MODEL RESULTS 

 

Intersection Location 
Peak Traffic Volumes (vph) 

Eastbound  
(AM/PM) 

Westbound  
(AM/PM) 

Southbound 
(AM/PM) 

Northbound 
(AM/PM) 

Total  
(AM/PM) 

Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue 4,954/2,069 1,830/3,317 721/1,400 560/933 8,062/7,719 
Sunset Boulevard/Highland Avenue 1,417/1,764 1,342/1,540 2,304/1,832 1,551/2,238 6,614/5,374 
La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boulevard 2,540/2,243 1,890/2,728 1,384/2,029 821/1,674 6,634/8,674 
Long Beach Boulevard/Imperial Highway 1,217/2,020 1,760/1,400 479/944 756/1,150 4,212/5,514 

 
 

d. Less Than Significant Impact – Substantial odor-generating sources include land uses such as 
agricultural activities, feedlots, wastewater treatment facilities, landfills or various heavy industrial 
uses. The project does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors.  
Potential odor sources associated with the proposed project may result from construction equipment 
exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction activities and 
the temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the proposed project’s (long-
term operational) uses. Standard construction requirements would minimize odor impacts from 
construction. The construction odor emissions would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in 
nature and would cease upon completion of the respective phase of construction and is thus 
considered less than significant. It is expected that project-generated refuse would be stored in 
covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the solid waste regulations. 
The proposed project would also be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent 
occurrences of public nuisances. Therefore, odors associated with the proposed project construction 
and operations would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
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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, filling, 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 wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

    

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

    

 
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? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION: The following information is provided based on a study titled “Biological Resources 
Assessment for West Valley Water District’s Proposed Well No. 129 Project” (BRA) prepared by HDR dated 
July 10, 2024 and provided as Appendix 2. 
 
General Site Conditions 
The project area lies in the geographically based ecological classification known as the Inland Valleys – 
Level IV ecoregion, of the Southern California/Northern Baja Coast – Level III ecoregion. The goal of 
regional ecological classifications is to reduce variability based on spatial covariance in climate, geology, 
topography, climax vegetation, hydrology, and soils. The Inland Valleys ecoregion is a heavily urbanized 
ecoregion that historically consisted of the alluvial fans and basin floors immediately south of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains. 
 
The proposed project is located at the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, within San Bernardino 
County, with only one small residential subdivision separating the project site from the San Bernardino 
Mountain foothills. The proposed project site is in the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed. The project site 
currently contains EVWD’s Plant No. 129, which consists of two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a 
booster pump station. The site has been entirely developed and is covered with asphalt excepting the areas 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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on the northwestern, northern, and eastern site boundaries, which contain trees and managed vegetation. 
The ground surface of the proposed project site ranges in elevation from between about 1,527 to 1,558 
feet amsl. The site slopes gently along the project’s eastern boundary, as the adjacent residences are at a 
slightly higher elevation than the project site. 
 
The project site supports one (1) plant community: non-native grassland. In addition, the site supports two 
(2) land cover types that would be classified as disturbed and developed. The majority of the project site 
supports non-native grassland that occurs in varying densities throughout the site, except on the paved 
and dirt roads that intersect the site. This plant community is dominated by non-native grasses such as 
common Mediterranean grass (Schismus barbatus) and oats (Avena spp.) and supports primarily 
weedy/early successional species. 
 
The Project survey site is disturbed land completely fenced and developed with access roads, existing 
reservoir, and operation/maintenance facilities and equipment. There is no extant native habitat occurring 
on the site. The surrounding areas support a mixed shrub community typical of the area and generally 
characterized by native shrub vegetation with some disturbance from off-highway vehicles and the dumping 
of trash, and transient encampments. Dominant species are creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), burrobush 
(Franseria dumosa), rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus depressus), indian rice grass (Oryzopsis hymenoides) 
and Russian thistle (Salsola sp.). Annuals observed during the survey included fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.), 
brome (Bromus sp.), filaree Storksbill (Erodium sp.), and schismus (Schismus barbatus). Human 
disturbances associated with the surrounding developments. 
 
The project area does not support any native habitats. The site has been cleared of vegetation, and only 
scattered individuals of annual species occurs in the proposed construction area. 
 
Special-Status Plants  
According to the CNDDB, 6 sensitive species (2 plant species, 4 animal species) have been documented in 
the Redlands, USGS 7.5-Minute Series Quadrangle. This list of sensitive species includes any state and/or 
federally listed threatened or endangered species, or candidates, California Fully Protected species, 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) designated Species of Special Concern (SSC), and 
otherwise Special Animals. “Special Animals” is a general term that refers to all the taxa the CNDDB is 
interested in tracking, regardless of their legal or protection status. This list is also referred to as the list of 
“species at risk” or “special status species.” The CDFW considers the taxa on this list to be those of greatest 
conservation need. 
 
Only one state candidate species has been documented within the Redlands quad. There are no known 
occurrences within 3 miles of the proposed reservoir site. 
 
The federal iPAC report identifies the potential for 4 listed or candidate species however non-are mapped 
within 13 miles of the site. 
 
Special-Status Wildlife 
No state and/or federally listed threatened or endangered species, or other sensitive species were observed 
within the Development Area during the reconnaissance-level field survey. An analysis of the likelihood for 
occurrence of all CNDDB sensitive species documented in the Redlands, quad is provided in Appendix A. 
This analysis considers species’ range as well as documentation within the vicinity of the Subject Parcel 
and includes the habitat requirements for each species and the potential for their occurrence on site, based 
on required habitat elements and range relative to the current site condition. 
 
The Development Area does not have any native or natural habitats, further the project will be located in 
an asphalt parking lot. 
 
 



East Valley Water District 
Well No. 129 Project INITIAL STUDY 
 

 
 
TOM DODSON & ASSOCIATES  Page 31 

Special-Status Habitats 
The Subject Parcel does not contain any sensitive habitats, including any USFWS designated Critical Habitat 
for any federally listed species. The nearest Critical Habitat unit is greater than 3 miles northwest of the 
Subject Parcel. 
 
The Development Area will not result in any loss or adverse modification of USFWS designated Critical 
Habitat, or any other special status habitats. 
 
Jurisdictional Waters 
The Subject Parcel is within the Santa Ana River Hydrologic Area . The Santa Ana River is the largest river 
entirely within Southern California in the United States. It rises in the San Bernardino Mountains and flows 
for most of its length through San Bernardino and Riverside counties, before cutting through the northern 
Santa Ana Mountains via Santa Ana Canyon and flowing southwest through urban Orange County to drain 
into the Pacific Ocean. The Santa Ana River is 96 miles (154 kilometers [km]) long, and its drainage basin 
is 2,650 square miles (6,900 km2) in size. 
 
No jurisdictional drainage and/or wetland features were observed on the project site during the field 
investigation. Further no blueline streams have been recorded on the project site. Therefore, development 
of the project will not result in impacts to Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW jurisdiction and regulatory 
approvals will not be required. 
 
Conclusion 
Based literature review and field survey, and existing site conditions discussed in this report, 
implementation of the project is not expected to have significant impacts on federally or State listed species 
known to occur in the general vicinity of the project site. Additionally, the project will have no effect on 
designated Critical Habitat, since there is no federal nexus, or regional wildlife corridors/linkages because 
none exist within the area. No jurisdictional drainage and/or wetland features were observed on the project 
site during the field investigation. No further surveys are recommended. With completion of the 
recommendations provided below, no impacts to year-round, seasonal, or special-status avian residents or 
special-status species will occur from implementation of the proposed project. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – Implementation of the project has no potential for a significant 

adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW 
or USFWS.  The project site is vacant and no longer supports any native habitat, and because the 
site has been fully disturbed, there are no sensitive habitats that could support special status species 
located within the Project footprint. The BRA provided as Appendix 2 to this Initial Study determined 
that the project site does not contain suitable habitat for the following species with a potential to 
occur in the project area: 
• Marsh Sanward (Arenaria Paludicola) Federally Endangered (FE)/State Endangered (SE) 
• Nevin's barberry (Berberis nevinii) FE/SE 
• Crotch bumble bee State Candidate Endangered (CE) 
• salt marsh bird's-beak (Chloropyron maritimum ssp. Maritimum) FE/SE 
• western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) Federal Threatened (FT)/SE 
• San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus) FE/SE 
• Stephens' kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) FE/SE 
• southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) FE/SE 
• Santa Ana River woollystar (Eriastrum densifolium ssp. Sanctorum) FE/SE  
• Steelhead - (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus) (southern California DPS pop. 10) FE/CE  
• Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) FT 
• southern mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) FE/SE 
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• western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) Federal Proposed Endangered 
• least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) 

  
 No State- and/or federally listed threatened or endangered species, or other sensitive species were 

observed on site during the field survey. Given that no State- and/or federally-listed threatened or 
endangered species, or other sensitive species are anticipated to occur within the project site based 
on the results of the BRA, the proposed project would have a less than significant potential to have 
a substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. 

 
b. Less Than Significant Impact – Implementation of the proposed project has a no potential to have 

an adverse effect on any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. The project footprint does not contain suitable 
habitat for any of the sensitive species with a potential to occur in the project APE, and it does not 
contain any known riparian habitat or any other sensitive natural community identified by any agency. 
Therefore, there is a less than significant potential for implementation of this project to have an 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.  
 

c. No Impact – According to the data gathered by HDR in the BRA, no federally protected wetlands 
occur within the project footprint.  HDR assessed the project area of potential effect (APE) for the 
presence of any state and/or federal jurisdictional waters. The result of the jurisdictional waters 
assessment is that there are no wetland or non-wetland waters of the United States (WOTUS) or 
waters of the State potentially subject to regulation by the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) under Section 401 of the CWA and/or Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act, or the 
CDFW under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code (FGC), respectively. Therefore, the project will 
not impact any jurisdictional waters and no state or federal jurisdictional waters permitting will be 
required. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project will have no potential to impact any 
federally protected wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.  
No mitigation is required. 

 
d. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Based on the field survey of the project site, 

the project will not substantially interfere with or impede the use of native nursery sites. Habitat 
linkages provide connections between larger habitat areas that are separated by development. 
Wildlife corridors are similar to linkages but provide specific opportunities for animals to disperse or 
migrate between areas. A corridor can be defined as a linear landscape feature of sufficient width to 
allow animal movement between two comparatively undisturbed habitat fragments. Adequate cover 
is essential for a corridor to function as a wildlife movement area. It is possible for a habitat corridor 
to be adequate for one species yet still inadequate for others. Wildlife corridors are features that 
allow for the dispersal, seasonal migration, breeding, and foraging of a variety of wildlife species. 
Additionally, open space can provide a buffer against both human disturbance and natural 
fluctuations in resources. 

 
 According to the San Bernardino County General Plan, the project site is not mapped as occurring 

within or adjacent to any Major Open Space Areas. Furthermore, the proposed project would be 
installed within an existing facility that is fenced, and therefore does not currently serve as a wildlife 
corridor. Additionally, there are no riparian corridors, creeks, or useful patches of steppingstone 
habitat (natural areas) within or connecting the project site to these, or any other, identified wildlife 
corridors or linkages. As a result, implementation of the proposed project will not disrupt or have any 
adverse effects on any migratory corridors or linkages in the surrounding area. 
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 The State protects all migratory and nesting native birds. Several bird species were identified as 
potentially occurring in the project area, and the proposed project site contains suitable habitat for 
nesting birds within the site.  To avoid impacting nesting birds as required by the Federal MBTA and 
California FGC, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented: 

 
BIO-1 Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified avian biologist no 

more than three (3) days prior to vegetation clearing or ground 
disturbance activities. Preconstruction surveys shall focus on both direct 
and indirect evidence of nesting, including nest locations and nesting 
behavior. The qualified avian biologist will make every effort to avoid 
potential nest predation as a result of survey and monitoring efforts. If 
active nests are found during the preconstruction nesting bird surveys, a 
Nesting Bird Plan (NBP) shall be prepared and implemented by the 
qualified avian biologist. At a minimum, the NBP shall include guidelines 
for addressing active nests, establishing buffers, ongoing monitoring, 
establishment of avoidance and minimization measures, and reporting. 
The size and location of all buffer zones, if required, shall be based on the 
nesting species, individual/pair’s behavior, nesting stage, nest location, 
its sensitivity to disturbance, and intensity and duration of the disturbance 
activity. To avoid impacts to nesting birds, any grubbing or vegetation 
removal should occur outside peak breeding season (typically February 1 
through September 1). 

 
Thus, with implementation of the above measure, any effects on wildlife movement or the use of 
wildlife nursery sites can be reduced to a less than significant impact. 

 
e. Less Than Significant Impact – Based on the field survey, there are no species that are specifically 

protected by a local policy or ordinance specific to the proposed project site. As no biological 
resources located within the project footprint are protected under local policies or ordinances, impacts 
under this issue are considered less than significant.  

 
f. No Impact – Please refer to the discussion under response IV(a) above.  The project is not located 

in an area within a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, and implementation of the project will 
therefore not result in a significant impact to any such plans.  No further mitigation is necessary. 
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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 an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION: The following information is provided based on the “Cultural Resources Assessment for 
the East Valley Water District Well 129 Project” that was prepared by Michelle Hart of Mojave Archaeological 
Consulting. The report is dated January 2024 and is provided as Appendix 3 to this Initial Study. The 
following information is abstracted from this report. It provides an overview and findings regarding the 
cultural resources found within the project area. 
 
Background 
 
At the request of Tom Dodson and Associates, Mojave Archaeological Consulting, LLC, conducted a cultural 
resources investigation for the East Valley Water District’s proposed Well 129 project, in the City of 
Highland, San Bernardino County, California. This report was prepared in accordance with the CEQA as 
part of the Initial Study for the project. Pursuant to the provisions of CEQA and state and local guidelines, 
the EVWD is the Lead Agency for the proposed project.  
 
EVWD proposes to install Well 129 on an approximately 2.4 acre parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 
1210-381-10). The parcel currently contains two 3-million-gallon steel reservoirs, an associated booster 
station, and asphalt paved parking and work areas surrounded by block walls, chain link fencing, and an 
access gate. The project site is located northeast of the intersection of Calle Del Rio Street and Vista Clara 
Street, in the City of Highland, on the USGS 7.5-minute map for Redlands, CA, within Section 1 of Township 
1 South Range 3 West. 
 
This report describes the methods and results of the cultural resources investigation of the project area, 
which included a records search and literature review, a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search with the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and a pedestrian survey. The purpose of the investigation was to 
provide the East Valley Water District with the information and analysis necessary to determine the potential 
for the proposed project to impact “historical resources” and “archaeological resources” under CEQA. 
 
The records search performed by the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), included a 0.5-mile-wide buffer (study area), and 
indicated twenty-four previous cultural resource investigations and seven cultural resources are 
documented within the 0.5-mile study area. Of the previous investigations, one covered a portion of the 
project site (Mckenna et al. 1992). No cultural resources have been previously documented within the 2.4-
acre project site.  
 
The SLF search with the NAHC was completed with negative results. A copy of the NAHC’s response letter 
and a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of the project area are provided as an 
appendix to the Cultural Report (Appendix 3). Compliance with tribal notification and consultation under 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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AB 52 has been conducted by EVWD. AB 52 Consultation was initiated on May 1, 2024 with the three tribes 
that requested consultation with EVWD: Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation, Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation, and Morongo Band of Mission Indians. The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation 
responded by requesting consultation on the proposed project, and requested the incorporation of several 
mitigation measures designed to minimize impacts to both cultural and tribal cultural resources.  
 
Due the age of any applicable previous cultural resource investigations, Mojave Archaeological Consulting 
conducted a site visit and survey of the 2.4-acre project site on 16 May 2024. The visit confirmed the level 
of previous disturbance and development of the site. Based on historic research, the site once contained 
an orchard, and historic irrigation features and historic refuse have been previously recorded outside of the 
project site, but within the surrounding area. The historic orchard rows were removed in approximately 
1995, when the site was cleared and graded for the installation of the reservoir tanks, a booster station 
structure, and asphalt paved parking and work areas. The periphery of the site is surrounded by block 
walls, chain link fencing, and an access gate. 
 
Few areas of visible ground surface remain with the exception of several feet of earthen berm on the 
northern periphery of the site bounding an adjacent flood control channel and approximately 0.7-acres on 
the eastern side of the site which consists of steep slope with irrigated vegetation and what appears to be 
non-native topsoil. The unpaved areas of the site were visually inspected to confirm levels of prior 
disturbance and to assess the potential for buried cultural deposits. 
 
The project site is located on land that was used historically for agricultural purposes. No traces of historic 
orchard trees, historic irrigation systems, or any historic debris remain on the site. Oak creek, immediately 
to the north of the parcel, was utilized as an irrigation ditch during historic periods but the natural creek 
channel and subsequent irrigation ditch have been heavily modified through time for flood control purposes, 
altering both the natural and historic corridor of the creek/irrigation ditch any characteristic features. The 
entirety of the project site is heavily disturbed through decades of use including historic agricultural 
production, followed by subsequent grading, cut and fill, and contouring using heavy equipment in the 
1990’s, and the installation of the present water pumping and storage facility. Because of this, there is little 
to no potential for any intact or substantial buried cultural resources to remain at the project site. 
 
Considering these findings, Mojave Archaeological Consulting recommends to the East Valley Water District 
that the proposed project will have no impact on historical or archaeological resources. No further cultural 
resources work is recommended necessary for the proposed project activities. However, in the unlikely 
event that archaeological materials are encountered during ground disturbance for project activities, all 
work should be halted in the vicinity of the discovery until a qualified archaeologist can assess the 
significance and integrity of the find. If intact and significant archaeological remains are encountered, the 
impacts of the project should be mitigated appropriately. Any such discoveries, and subsequent evaluation 
and treatment, should be documented in a cultural resources report, which would be submitted to the 
SCCIC for archival purposes. Additionally, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, CEQA Statute & 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e), and PRC Section 5097.98 mandate the process to be followed in the event 
of an accidental discovery of human remains. Finally, as progress plans are finalized, if the project area is 
expanded to include areas not covered by this survey or other recent cultural resource investigations, 
additional cultural resource studies may be required. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
a&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – CEQA establishes that "a project that may cause 

a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment" (Public Resource Code [PRC] §21084.1). "Substantial adverse 
change," according to PRC §5020.1(q), "means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such 
that the significance of a historical resource would be impaired."   
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Per the above discussion and definition, no archaeological sites or isolates were recorded within the 
project boundaries. Thus, no archaeological or historical isolates requires further consideration during 
this study. In light of this information and pursuant to PRC §21084.1, the following conclusions have 
been reached for the project: 
 
• No historical resources within or adjacent to the project area have any potential to be disturbed 

as they are not within the proposed area in which the facilities will be constructed and developed, 
and thus, the project as it is currently proposed will not cause a substantial adverse change to 
any known historical resources. 

• No further cultural resources investigation is necessary for the proposed project unless 
construction plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study. 

 
However, if buried cultural materials are discovered during any earth-moving operations associated 
with the project, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented: 
 
CUL-1 Should any cultural resources be encountered during construction of these 

facilities, ground disturbing activities in the immediate area of the finds 
shall be halted and an onsite inspection shall be performed immediately 
by a qualified archaeologist.  Responsibility for making this determination 
shall be with the District. The archaeological professional shall assess the 
find, determine its significance, and make recommendations for appro-
priate mitigation measures within the guidelines of the California Environ-
mental Quality Act. 

 
Additionally, the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN) have requested the following cultural 
mitigation measures to be implemented to minimize impacts to cultural resources, as follows:  
 
CUL-2  In the event that cultural resources are discovered during project 

activities, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot 
buffer) shall cease and a qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of 
Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the other 
portions of the project outside of the buffered area may continue during 
this assessment period. Additionally, the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel 
Nation Cultural Resources Department (YSMN) shall be contacted, as 
detailed within MM TCR-1, regarding any pre-contact era finds and be 
provided information after the archaeologist makes his/her initial 
assessment of the nature of the find, so as to provide Tribal input with 
regards to  significance and treatment.   

 
CUL-3  If significant pre-contact cultural resources, as defined by CEQA (as 

amended, 2015), are discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, the 
archaeologist shall develop a Monitoring and Treatment Plan, the drafts  
of which shall be provided to YSMN for review and comment, as detailed 
within MM TCR-1. The archaeologist shall monitor the remainder of the 
project and implement the Plan accordingly.  

 
With the above mitigation measures, the potential for impacts to cultural resources will be reduced 
to a less than significant level.  No additional mitigation is required.  

 
c. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated  – As noted in the discussion above, no available 

information suggests that human remains may occur within the APE and the potential for such an 
occurrence is considered very low.  Human remains discovered during the project will need to be 
treated in accordance with the provisions of Health and Safety Code (HSC) §7050.5 and PRC 
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§5097.98, which is mandatory. State law (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code) as well as 
local laws requires that the Police Department, County Sheriff and Coroner’s Office receive notification 
if human remains are encountered. Additionally, the YSMN have requested the following mitigation 
measure to that would minimize potential impacts related to human remains and funerary objects as 
follows: 

 
CUL-4  If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any 

activities associated with the project, work in the immediate vicinity 
(within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County Coroner 
shall be contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 
and that code enforced for the duration of the project.  

 
 As such, the potential for discovery and treatment of human remains will be reduced to a less than 

significant level through compliance with existing laws and through the implementation of mitigation. 
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VI.  ENERGY: Would the project:     
 
a) Result in a potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operations? 

    

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

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a&b.  Less Than Significant Impact – Energy consumption encompasses many different activities. For 

example, construction can include the following activities: delivery of equipment and material to a 
site from some location (note it also requires energy to manufacture the equipment and material, 
such as harvesting, cutting and delivering wood from its source); employee trips to work, possibly 
offsite for lunch (or a visit by a catering truck), travel home, and occasionally leaving a site for an 
appointment or checking another job; use of equipment onsite (electric or fuel); and sometimes 
demolition and disposal of construction waste. For the proposed project the number of construction 
workers will be limited to about 5 persons at a given time during construction with no new employees 
anticipated to be required once construction has concluded. The project would require ground 
disturbance in paved and undeveloped areas in places where trenching is required to install piping. 
To minimize energy costs of construction debris management, laws are in place that require diversion 
of all material subject to recycling. During construction, the proposed project will utilize construction 
equipment that is CARB approved, minimizing emissions generated and electricity required to the 
extent feasible. This would prevent a significant impact during construction due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, and would also conform to the CARB 
regulations regarding energy efficiency. 

 
The proposed project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and connecting piping 
within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage 
reservoirs, and a booster pump station. No new employees are anticipated to be required in support 
of the project once the well is in operation. The project will be supplied power from Southern 
California Edison (SCE). Additionally, it is not anticipated that back-up generators will be installed, 
though the District currently utilizes portable back-up generators when needed to ensure that each 
well has continuous electricity. As such, the project is not anticipated to require a significant amount 
of electricity in the context of existing available power sources. The well and supporting infrastructure 
must be constructed in conformance with a variety of existing energy efficiency regulatory 
requirements or guidelines including, but not limited to the following:  
• Compliance California Green Building Standards Code, AKA the CALGreen Code (Title 24, Part 

11), which became effective on January 1, 2017.  The purpose of the CALGreen Code is to 
improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction of 
building through the use of building concepts encouraging sustainable construction practices.  

• Compliance with the Building Energy Efficiency Standards (CBC) would ensure that the building 
energy use associated with the proposed project would not be wasteful or unnecessary. 

• Compliance with diversion of construction and demolition materials from landfills. 
• Compliance with AQMD Mandatory use of low-pollutant emitting finish materials. 
• Compliance with AQMD Rules 431.1 and 431.2 to reduce the release of undesirable emissions. 
• Compliance with diesel exhaust emissions from diesel vehicles and off-road diesel vehicle/equip-

ment operations. 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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Compliance with these regulatory requirements for operational energy use and construction energy 
use would not be wasteful or unnecessary use of energy. Further, SCE is presently in compliance 
with State renewable energy supply requirements and SCE will supply electricity to the project. The 
proposed project does not include any substantive new stationary or mobile sources of emissions, 
and therefore, by its very nature, will not generate substantial amounts of energy demand from 
project operations. The project does not propose a trip-generating land use or facilities that would 
generate any substantive amount of on-going energy demands. While it is anticipated that the project 
would require intermittent maintenance, such maintenance would be minimal requiring a negligible 
amount of traffic trips on an annual basis. As such, under the operational scenario for the proposed 
project, the proposed project will not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy 
consumption that could result in a significant adverse impact to energy issues based on compliance 
with the referenced laws, regulations and guidelines.   

 
b. Less Than Significant Impact – Based on the analysis in the preceding discussion, the proposed 

project will not conflict with current State energy efficiency or electricity supply requirements or any 
local plans or programs for renewable energy or energy efficiency requirements.  No mitigation is 
required.  
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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. 

    

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

liquefaction? 
    

 
(iv) Landslides?     
 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 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 onsite or offsite land-
slide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

    

 
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 wastewater? 

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. i. Ground Rupture  
 

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 
associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The 
project footprint is located in the City of Highland. The nearest Alquist-Priolo fault zones are the San 
Andreas Fault located less than one hundred feet to the north of the project site; the fault zones are 
depicted on Figure VII-1, the San Bernardino Countywide Plan Earthquake Fault Zones Map. The 
fault zones are within close proximity to the project site. While the well itself can be installed safely 
and without risk of seismic hazard, including fault rupture that would directly or indirectly cause 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, the structure that will 
enclose the well could experience failure as a result of the project site’s proximity to the San Andreas 
Fault. Therefore, mitigation would be required to minimize impacts under this issue to a less than 
significant level through ensuring that well enclosure is analyzed thoroughly through a site specific 
geotechnical report with specific design recommendations.  
 
GEO-1:  Prior to construction of the well enclosure, a design-level geotechnical 

investigation, including collection of site specific subsurface data if 
appropriate, shall be completed. The geotechnical evaluation shall identify 
all potential seismic hazards including fault rupture, and characterize the 
soil profiles, including liquefaction potential, expansive soil potential, 
subsidence, and landslide potential. The geotechnical investigation shall 
recommend site specific design criteria to mitigate for seismic and non-
seismic hazards, such as special foundations and structural setbacks, and 
these recommendations shall be incorporated into the design of the 
proposed project.  

 
The design and construction of wells is controlled by both state and local design construction 
standards. Compliance with these standards and requirements of the City is mandatory and 
considered adequate mitigation for potential impacts associated with the well development, but MM 
GEO-1 is required to ensure that the well enclosure would be installed in a manner that would 
minimize hazards related to earthquake fault rupture.  Therefore, the potential for this project to 
expose people or property to the hazard of earthquake fault rupture is considered less than significant 
through the implementation of mitigation.  

 
ii. Strong Seismic Ground Shaking 

 
Less Than Significant Impact – As stated in the discussion above, the San Andreas Fault runs through 
the San Bernardino Mountains through the northern portion of the City of Highland, and as with much 
of southern California, the proposed well and well enclosure will be subject to strong seismic ground 
shaking impacts should any major earthquakes occur in the future, particularly due to the site’s 
location adjacent to the San Andreas Fault Alquist Priolo Fault Zone, as shown in Figure VII-1. In 
the event of an earthquake in Southern California, some seismic ground shaking would likely be 
experienced in the project area sometime during the operational life of the proposed wells and 
monitoring devices. The proposed well would be installed and housed within a small structure. 
Ground shaking could result in structural damage to new well facilities, which in turn could affect 
operation of the proposed well. Therefore, structural and mechanical failure of facilities caused by 
seismic ground shaking could potentially threaten the safety of on-site workers. 
 
The structural elements of facilities proposed under this Project Category would undergo appropriate 
design-level geotechnical evaluations prior to final design and construction as required to comply 
with the CBC. The geotechnical engineer, as a registered professional with the State of California, is 
required to comply with the CBC and local codes while applying standard engineering practice and 
the appropriate standard of care required for projects in the San Bernardino County area. The 
California Professional Engineers Act (Building and Professions Code Sections 6700-6799) and the 
Codes of Professional Conduct, as administered by the California Board of Professional Engineers, 
Land Surveyors, and Geologists, provide the basis for regulating and enforcing engineering practice 
in California. Compliance with these construction and building safety design standards would reduce 
potential impacts associated with ground shaking to a level of less than significant. Thus, impacts 
under this issue are considered less than significant.  
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iii. Seismic-Related Ground Failure Including Liquefaction 
 
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The three factors determining whether a site is 
likely to be subject to liquefaction include seismic shaking, type and consistency of earth materials, 
and groundwater level. Liquefaction of saturated cohesionless soils can be caused by strong ground 
motion resulting from earthquakes. Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, 
cohesionless soils lose their strength due to the build-up of excess pore water pressure during cyclic 
loading such as that induced by earthquakes. According to the map prepared for the County of San 
Bernardino Countywide Plan Liquefaction & Landslides Map (Figure VII-2), the project site is located 
in an area known to be highly susceptible to liquefaction. The proposed wells located on or in soils 
with a moderate to high potential for liquefaction could experience damage or failure as a result of 
liquefaction. Therefore, adverse effects involving liquefaction would be potentially significant. As 
such, the implementation of MM GEO-1 would be required to minimize impacts under this issue to 
a less than significant level through ensuring that the proposed project is analyzed thoroughly 
through a site specific geotechnical report with specific design recommendations. The implementation 
of MM GEO-1 would reduce the potential impacts from liquefaction hazards through a design level 
geotechnical investigation with implementation of specific design recommendations. 
 
iv. Landslide 
 
Less Than Significant Impact – Landslides in the project area are generally known to occur around 
the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. The proposed project footprint is located along the 
foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, but the proposed project area is relatively flat, and 
generally is not located in an area that would be susceptible to landslide. According to the map 
prepared for the San Bernardino Countywide Plan Liquefaction & Landslides Map (Figure VII-2), 
the project site is not located in an area that is considered susceptible to landslides. No potential 
events can be identified that would result in adverse effects from landslides or that would cause 
landslides that could expose people or structures to such an event as a result of project 
implementation. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

 
b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station.  The 
proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. However, the 
project may result in exposing some soil to erosion during site development activities before the well 
is drilled and completed.  Due to the disturbed nature of the existing site and the flat topography, it 
is concluded that the potential for this project to cause substantial soil erosion is low. Development 
of the proposed wells would result in construction activities that would need to comply with SCAQMD 
Rule 403 for dust control that would ensure the prevention and/or management of wind erosion and 
subsequent topsoil loss. Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 would ensure that construction activities 
that generate wind-induced soil erosion are below significance thresholds as this is a requirement 
intended to prevent significant wind-induced soil erosion. As a mandatory requirement, mitigation is 
not required to ensure compliance with the above Rule. Implementation of BMPs through the 
mitigation measures provided below, in conjunction with MM HYD-3 in the Hydrology and Water 
Quality section to control erosion is considered adequate to mitigate potential impacts associated 
with the water-related erosion of soil.  Please refer to the detailed discussion and mitigation measures 
addressing wind-related soils erosion (fugitive dust) in the Air Quality section. 

 
GEO-2 Excavated areas shall be backfilled and compacted such that erosion does 

not occur. Paved areas disturbed by this project shall be repaved in such 
a manner that roadways and other disturbed areas are returned to the 
pre-project conditions or better. 
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GEO-3 All exposed, disturbed soil (trenches, stored backfill, etc.) will be sprayed 
with water or soil binders twice a day or more frequently if fugitive dust 
is observed migrating from the site within which the pipelines are being 
installed. 

 
GEO-4 The District shall identify any additional BMPs to ensure that the discharge 

of surface water does not cause erosion downstream of the discharge 
point. This shall be accomplished by reducing the energy of any site 
discharge through an artificial energy dissipater or equivalent device. If 
any substantial erosion or sedimentation occurs, any erosion or 
sedimentation damage shall be restored to pre-discharge conditions. 

 
With implementation of the above mitigation measures, any impacts are considered less than 
significant.  No further mitigation is necessary.  
 

c. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The coarse alluvial soils located at the project 
sites exhibit stability.  Based on a review of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey of the project footprint, the soils underlying 
the project site are Hanford7 coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes and Psamments, Fluvents and 
Frequently flooded soils, with Psamments being the primary soil underlying the project footprint 
(Appendix 4). These series are well drained, and is in a negligible to low runoff class. Non-seismically 
induced geologic hazards such as landslides, subsidence, lateral spreading, settlement, and slope 
failure can be caused by unstable soils. Soil instability from landslides, subsidence, lateral spreading, 
settlement, and slope failure can cause collapse of structures. The proposed well may be installed 
within an area containing unstable soils, and as such, could experience damage or failure as a result. 
Additionally, subsidence and collapse could damage the proposed facilities and affect the safety of 
on-site or visiting employees. Therefore, adverse effects involving unstable soils would be potentially 
significant. As such, the implementation of MM GEO-1 is required to minimize impacts under this 
issue to a less than significant level through ensuring that new wells are analyzed thoroughly through 
a site specific geotechnical report with specific design recommendations. The implementation of MM 
GEO-1 would reduce the potential impacts related to unstable soils through a design level 
geotechnical investigation with implementation of specific design recommendations for 
implementation of the proposed Well No. 129 Project. Thus, impacts under this issue are considered 
less than significant through the implementation of mitigation.  

 
d. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The 
project site is generally flat. As stated above, the USDA Web Soil Survey indicates that the majority 
of the project APE is underlain by Hanford coarse sandy loam and Psamments, Fluvents and 
Frequently flooded soils, with Psamments being the primary soil underlying the project footprint. 
These soil types are not classified as being expansive under Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), particularly as expansive soils are typically in the clay soil family. These classes of soils 
are well drained and are not considered expansive. Expansive soils are typically in the clay soil family, 
which are not known to occur within the project footprint. However, the specific soil properties of a 
site can vary on a small scale, and may include undetermined areas that exhibit expansive properties. 
Thus, as the proposed project soils have not yet been tested, there is a potential that such facilities 
could be installed within a site containing expansive soils. Therefore, adverse effects involving 
expansive soils would be potentially significant. As such, implementation of MM GEO-1 is necessary 
to reduce the potential impacts related to expansive soils through a design level geotechnical 
investigation with implementation of specific design recommendations. Thus, mitigation is required 

 
7 USDA, 1999. Tujunga Series. https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/OSD_Docs/H/HANFORD.html (accessed 05/04/24) 

https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/OSD_Docs/H/HANFORD.html
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to minimize impacts under this issue to a less than significant level through ensuring that the well 
site is analyzed thoroughly through a site-specific geotechnical report with specific design 
recommendations. 

 
e. No Impact – The proposed project proponent is EVWD, and the overall purpose of the proposed 

project is to expand EVWD’s water system to accommodate future demand by development in the 
project area. No septic systems or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed as part of 
the project.  Thus, no impacts related to the use of septic tanks or alternative water disposal systems 
will occur.  

 
f. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated ‒ The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The 
potential for discovering paleontological resources during development of the project is considered 
moderate given that the San Bernardino Countywide Plan Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR) indicates that the project site is located within low-to-high sensitivity for paleontological 
resources. However, as the proposed project has already been developed with excavation occurring 
in order to install the existing onsite piping, it is not anticipated that unique geologic features would 
occur on or beneath the project footprint. However, because the project has not been surveyed at 
depth in recent history, and the fact that these resources are located beneath the surface and can 
only be discovered as a result of ground disturbance activities, the following contingency measure 
shall be implemented:  

 
GEO-5 Should any paleontological resources be encountered during construction 

of these facilities, earthmoving or grading activities in the immediate area 
of the finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection should be performed 
immediately by a qualified paleontologist. Responsibility for making this 
determination shall be with the District’s onsite inspector. The 
paleontological professional shall assess the find, determine its 
significance, and determine appropriate mitigation measures within the 
guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act that shall be 
implemented to minimize any impacts to a paleontological resource. 

 
 With incorporation of this contingency mitigation, the potential for impact to paleontological 

resources will be reduced to a less than significant level.  No additional mitigation is required. 
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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? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section of the Initial Study was obtained from 
the following technical study: East Valley Water District Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment  prepared 
by Urban Crossroads dated May 28, 2024. This technical study is provided as Appendix 1 to this document. 
 
Climate Change Setting 
 
Global climate change (GCC) is the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth with respect 
to temperature, precipitation, and storms.  The majority of scientists believe that the climate shift taking 
place since the Industrial Revolution is occurring at a quicker rate and magnitude than in the past. Scientific 
evidence suggests that GCC is the result of increased concentrations of GHGs in the earth’s atmosphere, 
including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated gases. The majority of 
scientists believe that this increased rate of climate change is the result of GHGs resulting from human 
activity and industrialization over the past 200 years. 
 
An individual project like the proposed project evaluated in this memo cannot generate enough GHG 
emissions to affect a discernible change in global climate.  However, the proposed project may participate 
in the potential for GCC by its incremental contribution of GHGs combined with the cumulative increase of 
all other sources of GHGs, which when taken together constitute potential influences on GCC. Because 
these changes may have serious environmental consequences, this memo will evaluate the potential for 
the proposed project to have a significant effect upon the environment as a result of its potential 
contribution to the greenhouse effect. 
 
GCC refers to the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth with respect to temperature, 
wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Global temperatures are regulated by naturally occurring 
atmospheric gases such as water vapor, CO2, N2O, CH4, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). These particular gases are important due to their residence time 
(duration they stay) in the atmosphere, which ranges from 10 years to more than 100 years. These gases 
allow solar radiation into the earth’s atmosphere, but prevent radioactive heat from escaping, thus warming 
the earth’s atmosphere. GCC can occur naturally as it has in the past with the previous ice ages.   
 
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often referred to as GHGs. GHGs are released into the 
atmosphere by both natural and anthropogenic activity. Without the natural GHG effect, the earth’s average 
temperature would be approximately 61 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) cooler than it is currently. The cumulative 
accumulation of these gases in the earth’s atmosphere is considered to be the cause for the observed 
increase in the earth’s temperature.  
 
For the purposes of this analysis, emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O were evaluated because these gases are 
the primary contributors to GCC from development projects.  Although there are other substances such as 
fluorinated gases that also contribute to GCC, these fluorinated gases were not evaluated as their sources 

□ □ C8l □ 

□ □ C8l □ 



East Valley Water District 
Well No. 129 Project INITIAL STUDY 
 

 
 
TOM DODSON & ASSOCIATES  Page 46 

are not well-defined and do not contain accepted emissions factors or methodology to accurately calculate 
these gases.   
 
Standards of Significance 
 
According to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds, to determine whether impacts from GHG 
emissions are significant.  Would the project: 
 
• Threshold 1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 

on the environment? 
• Threshold 2: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of GHGs? 
 
The evaluation of an impact under CEQA requires measuring data from a project against both existing 
conditions and a “threshold of significance.”  For establishing significance thresholds, the Office of Planning 
and Research’s amendments to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c) state “[w]hen adopting thresholds 
of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended 
by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt 
such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.” 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a) further states, “. . . A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, 
in the context of a particular project, whether to: (1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse 
gas emissions resulting from a project, and which model or methodology to use . . .; or (2) Rely on a 
qualitative analysis or performance-based standards.”  
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 provides that a lead agency should consider the following factors, among 
others, in assessing the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions: 
 
• Consideration #1: The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

as compared to the existing environmental setting. 
• Consideration #2: Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead 

agency determines applies to the project. 
• Consideration #3: The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements 

adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse 
gas emissions.  Such regulations or requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency 
through a public review process and must reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of 
greenhouse gas emissions.  In determining the significance of impacts, the lead agency may consider 
a project’s consistency with the State’s long-term climate goals or strategies, provided that substantial 
evidence supports the agency’s analysis of how those goals or strategies address the project’s 
incremental contribution to climate change and its conclusion that the project’s incremental contribution 
is not cumulatively considerable. 

 
Establishment of Significance Thresholds 
Based on the foregoing guidance, the East Valley Water District has elected to rely on compliance with a 
local air district threshold in the determination of significance of project-related GHG emissions. Specifically, 
the District has selected the interim 3,000 Metric Tons of CO2 equivalent per year  (MTCO2e/yr). threshold 
recommended by SCAQMD staff for residential and commercial sector projects against which to compare 
project-related GHG emissions. 
  
The 3,000 MTCO2e/yr. threshold is based on a 90 percent emission “capture” rate methodology. Prior to 
its use by the SCAQMD, the 90 percent emissions capture approach was one of the options suggested by 
the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in their CEQA & Climate Change white 
paper (2008). A 90 percent emission capture rate means that unmitigated GHG emissions from the top 90 
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percent of all GHG-producing projects within a geographic area – the SCAB in this instance – would be 
subject to a detailed analysis of potential environmental impacts from GHG emissions, while the bottom 10 
percent of all GHG-producing projects would be excluded from detailed analysis. A GHG significance 
threshold based on a 90 percent emission capture rate is appropriate to address the long-term adverse 
impacts associated with global climate change because medium and large projects will be required to 
implement measures to reduce GHG emissions, while small projects, which are generally infill development 
projects that are not the focus of the State’s GHG reduction targets, are allowed to proceed. Further, a 90 
percent emission capture rate sets the emission threshold low enough to capture a substantial proportion 
of future development projects and demonstrate that cumulative emissions reductions are being achieved 
while setting the emission threshold high enough to exclude small projects that will, in aggregate, contribute 
approximate 1 percent of projected statewide GHG emissions in the Year 2050. 
 
In setting the threshold at 3,000 MTCO2e/yr., SCAQMD researched a database of projects kept by the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). That database contained 798 projects, 87 of which were 
removed because they were very large projects and/or outliers that would skew emissions values too high, 
leaving 711 as the sample population to use in determining the 90th percentile capture rate. The SCAQMD 
analysis of the 711 projects within the sample population combined commercial, residential, and mixed-
use projects. It should be noted that the sample of projects included warehouses and other light industrial 
land uses but did not include industrial processes (i.e., oil refineries, heavy manufacturing, electric 
generating stations, mining operations, etc.). Emissions from each of these projects were calculated by 
SCAQMD to provide a consistent method of emissions calculations across the sample population and from 
projects within the sample population. In calculating the emissions, the SCAQMD analysis determined that 
the 90th percentile ranged between 2,983 to 3,143 MTCO2e/yr. The SCAQMD set their significance 
threshold at the low-end value of the range when rounded to the nearest hundred tons of emissions (i.e., 
3,000 MTCO2e/yr.) to define small projects that are considered less than significant and do not need to 
provide further analysis. 
 
The District understands that the 3,000 MTCO2e/yr. threshold for residential/commercial uses was proposed 
by SCAQMD a decade ago and was adopted as an interim policy; however, no permanent, superseding 
policy or threshold has since been adopted. The 3,000 MTCO2e/yr. threshold was developed and 
recommended by SCAQMD, an expert agency, based on substantial evidence as provided in the Draft 
Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas Significance Threshold (2008) document and 
subsequent Working Group meetings (latest of which occurred in 2010). SCAQMD has not withdrawn its 
support of the interim threshold and all documentation supporting the interim threshold remains on the 
SCAQMD website on a page that provides guidance to CEQA practitioners for air quality analysis (and where 
all SCAQMD significance thresholds for regional and local criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants also 
are listed). Further, as stated by SCAQMD, this threshold “uses the Executive Order S-3-05 goal [80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050] as the basis for deriving the screening level” and, thus, remains valid for use 
in 2022. Lastly, this threshold has been used for hundreds, if not thousands of GHG analyses performed 
for projects located within the SCAQMD jurisdiction. 
 
Thus, for purposes of analysis in this analysis, if project-related GHG emissions do not exceed the 3,000 
MTCO2e/yr. threshold, then project-related GHG emissions would clearly have a less-than-significant impact 
pursuant to Threshold GHG-1. On the other hand, if project-related GHG emissions exceed 3,000 
MTCO2e/yr., the project would be considered a substantial source of GHG emissions. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – The estimated GHG emissions for the project land use are summarized 

on Table VIII-1. The estimated GHG emission include emissions from CO2, CH4, N2O, and 
Refrigerants (R). As shown on Table VIII-1, the project would generate a total of approximately 
1,046.97 MTCO2e/yr. Detailed operation model outputs for the proposed project are presented in 
Attachment A of Appendix 1. 



East Valley Water District 
Well No. 129 Project INITIAL STUDY 
 

 
 
TOM DODSON & ASSOCIATES  Page 48 

The project is assumed to require less than one year for construction. During project construction, 
the CalEEMod2022.1 computer model predicts that the construction activities will generate the annual 
CO2 emissions identified in Table VIII-1. 

 
Table VIII-1 

TOTAL PROJECT GHG EMISSIONS 
 

Source 
Emission (lbs./day) 

CO2 CH4 N2O R Total CO2e 
Annual construction-related emissions 
amortized over 30 years 8.35 3.33E-04 0.00 1.33E-03 8.36 

Energy 268.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 269.00 
Water 439.00 10.30 0.25 0.00 769.00 
Stationary  0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.61 
Total CO2e (All Sources) 1,046.97 

 
 
A numerical threshold for determining the significance of GHG emissions in the SCAB has not been 
established by the SCAQMD for projects where it is not the lead agency. As an interim threshold 
based on guidance provided in the CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change handbook, the District has 
opted to use a non-zero threshold approach based on Approach 2 of the handbook. Threshold 
2.5 (Unit-Based Thresholds Based on Market Capture) establishes a numerical threshold based on 
capture of approximately 90% of emissions from future development. The latest threshold 
developed by SCAQMD using this method is 3,000 MTCO2e/yr. for all project. 
 
The project would result in approximately a net 1,046.97 MTCO2e/yr.; the proposed project would 
not exceed the SCAQMD’s numeric threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/yr. Thus, the project would result in 
a less than significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. 
 

b. Less Than Significant Impact – Pursuant to 15604.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may rely 
on qualitative analysis or performance-based standards to determine the significance of impacts from 
GHG emissions.  

 
Construction 
40% below 1990 levels by 2030 
By using newer and electrified construction equipment as it is phased in pursuant to requirements 
under AB 197 and similar laws, policies and programs, the project will be aligned with applicable 
plans and policies and would, therefore, not otherwise conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 
 
This is consistent with SB 32’s goal of reducing statewide emissions of greenhouse gases by 40% 
below 1990 levels by 2030. 
 
85% below 1990 levels by 2045 / 2050 
While construction activities associated with the implementation of the project would result in 
emissions of CO2 and CH4 (see previous section regarding threshold 1, most of the emissions will 
come from the burning of fossil fuel in construction equipment. These emissions from construction 
equipment will decrease even more as emissions technology improves in the next 20 years. 
Additionally, it is likely that diesel equipment will be cleaner and more efficient, powered by renewable 
diesel, and/or phased out due to local Climate Action Plans and state requirements (such by AB 197) 
by 2045. Newer electrified construction equipment will also become more broadly available, further 
decreasing construction emissions. 
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This is consistent with AB 1279’s goal of reducing emissions to 85% below 1990 levels and carbon 
neutrality by 2045 and, by extension, Executive Order S-03-05’s goal of reducing emissions to 80% 
below 1990 levels by 2050. 
 
Operations 
 
40% below 1990 levels by 2030 
Operational emissions are powered primarily by electricity, so the project’s GHG emissions will decline 
as renewable and carbon neutral energy sources make up a larger and larger percentage of power 
on the grid in compliance with state’s plans, policies, and regulations. 
 
This is consistent with SB 32’s goal of reducing statewide emissions of greenhouse gases by 40% 
below 1990 levels by 2030. 
 
85% below 1990 levels by 2045 / 2050 
Operational emissions are powered primarily by electricity, so the project’s GHG emissions will decline 
as renewable and carbon neutral energy sources make up a larger and larger percentage of power 
on the grid in compliance with state’s plans, policies, and regulations.  
 
Finally, the implementation of the project will increase local water supplies, thereby avoiding the 
need to import water from remote sources. By reducing the demand for importing water, which is 
energy intensive and generates GHG emissions, the project will offset GHG emissions that would 
otherwise have occurred absent implementation of the project. 
 
This is consistent with AB 1279’s goal of reducing emissions to 85% below 1990 levels and carbon 
neutrality by 2045 and, by extension, Executive Order S-03-05’s goal of reducing emissions to 80% 
below 1990 levels by 2050. This is also consistent with CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan goals and 
objectives, which are based on compliance with AB 1279. 
 
Conclusion 
Results of the assessment indicate that the project is not anticipated to result in a significant impact 
during construction or operational activities associated with air quality and GHG. 
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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 or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive 
noise for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated 

appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 
developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The proposed project 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials. However, operation of the proposed well is anticipated to 
require treatment prior to connecting to the District’s existing distribution system. It is anticipated 
that the well would store chemicals required for the treating of water extracted from the well. 
Chemicals used in the water production process will be chlorine (sodium hypochlorite 12.5%) for 
disinfection and orthophosphate as a corrosion inhibitor for existing copper lines within the District’s 
distribution system east of Boulder Avenue. It is unknown at this time if additional treatment will be 
required for the well to meet the standards of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
Division of Drinking Water (DDW). The District will comply with state and standards for handling this 
material. If any other constituents of concern (COCs) are found in the groundwater extracted by the 

□ □ C8l □ 

□ C8l □ □ 

□ □ C8l □ 

□ C8l □ □ 
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proposed well, the District will implement the appropriate treatment method. If water quality is 
degraded it must be blended to a level below Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) or any specific 
pollutant exceeding MCLs must be treated and brought into compliance with General Permit discharge 
requirements prior to discharge to meet the MCL requirements for that pollutant. Furthermore, the 
District has developed safety standards and operational procedures for safe transport and use of its 
operational and maintenance materials that are potentially hazardous. These procedures will comply 
with all federal, state and local regulations will ensure that the project operates in a manner that 
poses no substantial hazards to the public or the environment. No additional mitigation is necessary 
to ensure the impact of managing these chemicals result in a less than significant impact on the 
environment. Therefore, potential impacts to the public or the environment through accidental 
release due to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than 
significant. The District has standard operational procedures for safe transport and use of its 
operational and maintenance materials. No additional measures are necessary to ensure the impact 
of managing this chemical result in a less than significant impact on the environment. 

 
b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. During 
construction or maintenance activities in support of the proposed project, fuels, oils, solvents, and 
other petroleum materials classified as "hazardous" will be used to support these operations. 
Mitigation designed to reduce, control or remediate potential accidental releases must be 
implemented to prevent the creation of new contaminated areas that may require remediation in the 
future and to minimize exposure of humans to public health risks from accidental releases. The 
following mitigation measure reduce such accidental spill hazards to a less than significant level: 

  
HAZ-1 All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities 

will be remediated in compliance with applicable state and local 
regulations regarding cleanup and disposal of the contaminant released. 
The contaminated waste will be collected and disposed of at an 
appropriately licensed disposal or treatment facility.  

 
 By implementing this measure, potentially substantial adverse environmental impacts from accidental 

releases associated with installation of the proposed well can be reduced to a less than significant 
level. Additionally, roadways adjacent to and within the project footprint are public roads that can be 
used by any common carrier to or from the local area. For such transporters, the existing regulatory 
mandates ensure that the hazardous materials and any hazardous wastes transported to and from 
the project site will be properly managed. These regulations are codified in Titles 8, 22, and 26 of 
the California Code of Regulations. For example, maintenance trucks for construction equipment must 
transport their hazardous materials in appropriate containers, such as tanks or other storage devices.  
In addition, the haulers must comply with all existing applicable federal, state and local laws and 
regulations regarding transport, use, disposal, handling and storage of hazardous wastes and 
material, including storage, collection and disposal. Compliance with these laws and regulations 
related to transportation will minimize potential exposure of humans or the environment to significant 
hazards from transport of such materials and wastes. Therefore, through the implementation of 
mitigation, potentially substantial adverse environmental impacts from accidental releases associated 
with installation of the proposed well can be reduced to a less than significant level. 

 
c. Less Than Significant Impact – The project site is not located within one quarter mile of a school; 

the nearest school is Cram Elementary School, located a little over a mile northwest of the project 
site at 29700 Water St, Highland, CA 92346. The proposed project is not anticipated to emit 
hazardous emissions or handle large quantities of hazardous materials or substances that would 
cause a significant impact to a local school. Furthermore, the District will develop further safety 
standards and operational procedures and continue to enforce existing safety standards and 
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operational procedures for safe transport and use of its operational and maintenance materials that 
are potentially hazardous. As such, the proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste during construction or 
operation in a quantity that would pose any danger to people adjacent to, or in the general vicinity 
of, the project site.  Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project to this issue area would be 
considered less than significant. 

 
d. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included 

on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, 
as a result, would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  None of the 
proposed actions related to the development of the proposed well would be near to or impact a site 
known to have hazardous materials or a site under remediation for hazardous materials or associated 
issues. A review of the California State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker database indicates 
that no open hazardous materials cleanup sites are located within a 2,500-foot radius of the proposed 
well development site (Figure IX-1). There are no nearby open or closed Leaking Underground 
Storage Tank (LUST) Cleanup sites. Therefore, the proposed project is not forecast to result in a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment associated with this issue area. No mitigation is 
required. 

 
e. No Impact ‒ The project site is located at a great distance from any nearby airport. As shown on the 

Airport Safety & Planning Areas map prepared for the San Bernardino Countywide Plan (Figure 
IX-2), the proposed project is not located within an Airport Safety Review Area for either the 
Redlands Airport or the San Bernardino International Airport. Therefore, there is no potential safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area as a result of proximity to a public airport 
or private airstrip. No mitigation is required.  

 
f. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed well would be confined to the Plant No. 129 site, with 

no planned encroachment onto the adjacent roadways because the pipelines that connect to the 
District’s water distribution system are already connected to the piping interior to the Plant No. 129 
site.  The installation of the new well, associated appurtenances, and connecting piping will require 
no work within the adjacent roadways, nor will it require work within any of the roadways identified 
as emergency evacuation routes (refer to San Bernardino Countywide Plan Evacuation Route Map 
(Figure IX-3). Due to its location and point of access, there will be no potential to interfere with an 
emergency response or evacuation plan during construction.  At no time during construction of Well 
No. 129 will any access to or along these roads be restricted. For additional information, please refer 
to the Transportation/Traffic Section of this document, Section XVII. Therefore, the proposed project 
is not forecast to Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Impacts under this issue are considered less than 
significant 

 
g. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The 
proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands. The proposed project area is located at a distance of about 
900 feet from the San Bernardino Mountain foothills, but  the project is still located within a very 
high fire hazard severity zone (Figure IX-4). The proposed project footprint is located within a Local 
Responsibility Area (LRA). However, the project will not construct any habitable structures, only the 
enclosure for the proposed well, which would be similar to the enclosure for the proposed booster 
pump station that presently exists at the Plant No. 129 site. The proposed well would function to 
pump and distribute water throughout the EVWD service area, and would not be constructed of 
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flammable materials or involve any spark-producing activities, or human occupancy. Operational 
impacts of the proposed well would be less than significant with no mitigation.  

 
The use of spark-producing construction machinery within a fire risk area could create hazardous fire 
conditions and expose people or structures to wildfire risks. Based on past experience with wildfires 
in the area, the Valley Region does not experience the same level of wildfire hazards as do the 
mountain areas where fuel loads are greater, and as such, this part of the project area can be 
successfully evacuated and life preserved, even if property is damaged. The implementation of MM 
HAZ-2 would require the preparation of a fire management plan/fuel modification plan for the 
proposed well, and it would identify comprehensive strategies to reduce fire potential during 
construction and over long-term operation. Therefore, potential significant impacts due to installation 
of proposed well infrastructure would be reduced to less than significant level with implementation 
of MM HAZ-2. 

 
HAZ-2 Prior to construction, fire hazard reduction measures shall be 

incorporated into a fire management/fuel modification plan for the 
proposed facility, and shall be implemented during construction and 
over the long-term for protection of the site. These measures shall 
address all staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development 
that are planned to use spark-producing equipment. These areas shall 
be cleared of dried vegetation or other material that could ignite. Any 
construction equipment that includes a spark arrestor shall be equipped 
with a spark arrestor in good working order. During the construction of 
the project, all vehicles and crews working at the project site shall have 
access to functional fire extinguishers and related fire prevention 
equipment (such as emergency sand bags, etc.) at all times. In addition, 
construction crews shall have a spotter during welding activities to look 
out for potentially dangerous situations, including accidental sparks. 
This plan shall be reviewed by the District and CAL FIRE for review and 
comment, where appropriate, and approved prior to construction and 
implemented once approved. The fire management plan shall also 
include sufficient defensible space or other measures at a facility site 
located in a high or very high FHSZ  to minimize fire damage to a level 
acceptable to the District over the long term. 

  
Therefore, though the proposed project is located within an area considered susceptible to wildfire 
hazards, with the implementation of MM HAZ-2, the proposed project would have a less than 
significant 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 groundwater quality? 

    

 
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
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 onsite or 

offsite?     
 
(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 

surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding onsite or offsite? 

    

(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? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station.  The 
project includes activities that have a potential to violate water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements due to direct discharge of water brought to the surface during well testing. Prior to 
pumping large quantities of water from the proposed municipal-supply water well, EVWD will need 
to test the quality of the water to verify that it does not contain contaminants that would exceed the 
standard water quality objectives for this portion of the Santa Ana River Watershed. The Santa Ana 
RWQCB would have jurisdiction over the groundwater quality and surface water discharges for the 
new well. A General Permit within the Regional Board’s jurisdiction covers the discharge of 
groundwater generated from well drilling and development activities. This General Permit establishes 
specific performance requirements for discharges from well activities and the proposed project must 
comply with these requirements. Before discharge from the well test program can proceed, sampling 
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must be completed to ensure that maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) of all pollutants are not 
exceeded in the groundwater brought to the surface and discharged. If water quality is degraded it 
must be blended to a level below MCLs or any specific pollutant exceeding MCLs must be treated and 
brought into compliance with General Permit discharge requirements prior to discharge to meet the 
MCL requirements for that pollutant. The following mitigation measure ensures that no significantly 
degraded groundwater (above MCLs) will be discharged during well testing: 

  
HYD-1 The District shall test the groundwater produced from the well prior to 

discharge.  Prior to or during discharge any contaminants shall be blended 
below the pertinent MCL or treated prior to discharge, including sediment 
or other material. 

 
 The proposed project may result in some soil erosion during drilling and construction activities.  Due 

to the disturbed nature of the project site, and the flat topography of each site, it is concluded that 
the potential for this project to cause substantial soil erosion, and subsequent water quality impacts, 
is low. Due to the small size of the area that would be disturbed as part of construction of the 
proposed project (less than one acre), a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is not 
required. However, the District shall implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) during 
construction, which will be enforced by the following mitigation measure:   

 
HYD-2 The District shall require that the construction contractor to implement 

specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all 
construction pollutants from contacting stormwater and with the intent of 
keeping all products of erosion from moving offsite into receiving waters.  
These practices shall include a Plan that identifies the methods of 
containing, cleanup, transport and proper disposal of hazardous chemicals 
or materials released during construction activities that are compatible 
with applicable laws and regulations.  BMPs to be implemented by the 
District include the following: 

 
• The use of silt fences or coir rolls; 
• The use of temporary stormwater desilting or retention basins; 
• The use of water bars to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff;  
• The use of wheel washers on construction equipment leaving the site; 
• The washing of silt from public roads at the access point to the site to 

prevent the tracking of silt and other pollutants from the site onto 
public roads; 

• The storage of excavated material shall be kept to the minimum 
necessary to efficiently perform the construction activities required. 
Excavated or stockpiled material shall not be stored in water courses 
or other areas subject to the flow of surface water; and 

• Where feasible, stockpiled material shall be covered with waterproof 
material during rain events to control erosion of soil from the 
stockpiles. 

 
Implementation of the above mitigation measures, as well as MMs HAZ-1 and HYD-3 below, is 
considered adequate to reduce potential impacts to stormwater runoff to a less than significant level. 
The project would have a less than significant impact under this issue. No further mitigation is 
required.  

 
b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would not deplete 

groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be 
a net deficit in aquifer volume or a substantial lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
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production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted). The proposed well would extract 
water from the San Bernardino Basin (SBB) portion of the Upper Santa Ana Valley Basin. The San 
Bernardino Basin (SBB), labeled the “San Bernardino Basin Area”  in the Judgment, was adjudicated 
in gross, by the Western-San Bernardino Judgment (Western Judgment) in 1969. The Western 
Judgment calculated the natural safe yield of the SBB to be 232,100 AFY for all extractions, including 
surface water diversions and groundwater pumping. Surface water is diverted from Mill Creek, Lytle 
Creek, and the Santa Ana River.  

 
 EVWD’s water supply consists primarily of groundwater from wells in the western portion of the 

service area. These wells, in the San Bernardino Basin (SBB), supply approximately 80% of the total 
water supply. In addition to groundwater, EVWD provides treated surface water from the Santa Ana 
River and the State Water Project. EVWD produced 15,169 acre feet (AF) of groundwater from the 
SBB in 2020, and estimates that groundwater will make up 10,257 AF of its supply in 2025, and up 
to 12,035 AF in 2045, with alternative sources of supply making the difference to meet the District’s 
demand. Refer to the 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water 
Management Plan.8 Between 2013 and 2022, EVWD utilized 15-16 wells for its groundwater 
production with the annual production ranging from 12,702 to 18,289 AFY during this period. To 
ensure its annual pumping rights and water demands continue to be met, EVWD proposes to install 
the proposed Well No. 129. As the proposed well would enable pumping within EVWD’s pumping 
rights, it is not anticipated that the proposed well would substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
in the SBB.  

 
 The well is not designed to interfere with any private wells located within the same aquifer. However, 

since pumping tests will not be conducted until the proposed well is completed, the following 
mitigation measure shall be implemented by the District to ensure that other wells within this local 
aquifer do not incur a significant adverse impact from pumping the proposed well.   

 
HYD-3 The District shall conduct a pump test of the new well and determine 

whether any other wells are located within the cone of depression once 
the well reaches equilibrium.  If any private wells are adversely impacted 
by future groundwater extractions from the proposed well, the District 
shall offset this impact through provision of water service; or adjusting 
the flow rates or hours of operation to mitigate adverse impacts.   

 
 Ultimately, through implementation of the above mitigation measure, the potential to substantially 

decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such the project 
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin would be reduced to less than 
significant. No additional mitigation is required. 

 
c. 
(i-iii) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project would install a new well, 

associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, 
which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The 
proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation onsite, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff 
in a manner which would result in flooding onsite or offsite, or create or contribute runoff water 

 
8 San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, 2021. 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional 
Urban Water Management Plan. https://www.sbvwcd.org/our-projects/upper-santa-ana-integrated-regional-water-
management-plan/ (accessed 05/08/24) 

https://www.sbvwcd.org/our-projects/upper-santa-ana-integrated-regional-water-management-plan/
https://www.sbvwcd.org/our-projects/upper-santa-ana-integrated-regional-water-management-plan/
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which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

  
 The proposed project will be implemented within a site containing existing facilities in support of 

EVWD’s Plant No. 129, and therefore would be located within a fully developed site. Once the 
proposed well is installed, the drainage pattern of the area of disturbance would not change 
substantially. It is not anticipated that substantial erosion or siltation would occur on site, given that 
the drainage will be managed as it is at present. The well site will require minimal grading, demolition 
of existing concrete, and excavation to install connecting piping in the small area in which the well 
will be installed, and as such would have a less than significant potential to interfere with the 
discharge of stormwater over the long-term as the site will remain essentially the same, with only 
the small area that will be temporarily or permanently disturbed as a result of the well development 
and associated piping installation. Furthermore, because the development of the well would alter the 
site only minimally, the project would not substantially increase the amount of surface runoff, such 
that flooding on- or off-site would occur.  

 
 The District will implement a set of BMPs to control discharges that surface runoff with pollutants 

could cause that may cause a significant adverse impact to surface water quality. Storm water 
pollution prevention BMPs will be incorporated to control potential pollution from construction 
activities in the vicinity of the selected project site.  These measures, such as silt fencing, detention 
basins, etc., are mandatory, as are the measures for ongoing non-point source pollution controls 
implemented by the local jurisdictions once the project is completed.  The mandatory BMPs applied 
in conjunction with MMs HAZ-1, and HYD-3 in conjunction with MM HYD-4 below, are deemed 
sufficient to reduce potential surface water quality impacts to a less than significant level.  This is 
because the stormwater discharge will be treated to the point that the discharge will meet 
requirements for stormwater runoff from construction sites.   

 
HYD-4 The District and construction contractor shall select best management 

practices applicable to the project site and activities on the site to achieve 
a reduction in pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, both during 
and following development of the proposed municipal-supply water well 
and associated pipeline, and to control urban runoff after the Project is 
constructed and the well (if approved for operation post well testing) is in 
operation. 

 
 Adequate drainage facilities exist or will be developed by this proposed project to accommodate 

future drainage flows, and will therefore result in a less than significant impact. Based on the data 
outlined above, this project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area; result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite; substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding onsite or offsite; or, 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. Therefore, with the mitigation 
measure identified above, impacts under these issues are considered less than significant. No further 
mitigation is required.   

 
c. 
(iv). No Impact – According to the County of San Bernardino General Plan 100-Year Floodplain Map 

(Figure X-1), the proposed project is not located in a 100-year or 500-year flood hazard area. 
Development of the well at this site, which, as previously stated would only require minimal ground 
disturbance, and furthermore, the site would be returned to its similar condition to that which exists 
at present (i.e. impervious surfaces where the well will be installed), and therefore would not impede 
or redirect flows. The location is outside of roadways, and drainage will be managed within the site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
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or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would 
impede or redirect flows. No impacts are anticipated under this issue. No mitigation is required.  

 
d. Less Than Significant Impact – As stated above under issue X(c[iv]), the proposed project is located 

within Zone X and is therefore not delineated as being within a Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Department of Water Resources (DWR) flood plain (Figure X-2). The project site is 
not located near any large bodies of water, so impacts associated with seiche or tsunami cannot 
occur. Mudflow typically occurs on hillsides and the proposed project is not located on a hillside or in 
an area exposed to significant mudflow. The project is not located within a flood hazard zone, and 
based on the BMPs required to ensure that any hazardous materials are handled according to State 
and District standards, it is not anticipated that a release of pollutants would occur at the project 
site. As previously stated, BMPs in place would ensure that the minimal potential for pollutants that 
may occur on site would not be released in the event of project inundation. Therefore, impacts under 
this issue are considered less than significant.  

 
e. Less Than Significant Impact – The project site is located in the Upper Santa Ana Valley Basin, SBB, 

which has been designated very low priority by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
(SGMA). The project is located in the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed. The SGMA empowers local 
agencies to form Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to manage basins and requires GSAs 
to adopt Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for crucial groundwater basins in California. The 
SGMA “requires governments and water agencies of high and medium priority basins to halt overdraft 
and bring groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping and recharge. Under SGMA, these 
basins should reach sustainability within 20 years of implementing their sustainability plans. For 
critically over-drafted basins, that will be 2040. For the remaining high and medium priority basins, 
2042 is the deadline.”9 The SBB was adjudicated under the Western Judgment, which generally 
provides for the following: 
•  A determination of safe yield of the San Bernardino Basin Area (SBBA), 
•  Establishment 64,872 acre-feet rights that can be extracted from the SBBA by plaintiff parties. 

This is equal to 27.95 percent of safe yield, 
•  An obligation of San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (Valley District) to replenish any 

extractions from SBBA by non-plaintiffs in aggregate in excess of 167,228 acre-feet(equal to 
72.05 percent of safe yield), 

•  An obligation of Western to replenish the Colton and Riverside Basins if extractions for use in 
Riverside County in aggregate exceed certain specific amounts, and 

•  An obligation of Valley District to replenish the Colton and Riverside basins if water levels are 
lower than certain specific water level elevations in specified wells. 10 

 
As previously stated, between 2013 and 2022, EVWD utilized 15-16 wells for its groundwater 
production with the annual production ranging from 12,702 to 18,289 AFY during this period. To 
ensure its annual pumping rights and water demands continue to be met, EVWD proposes to install 
the proposed Well No. 129. As the proposed well would enable pumping within EVWD’s pumping 
rights, and given that EVWD must comply with the Western Judgment, the proposed installation of 
an extraction well within the SBB would not result in a conflict with the SGMA. Thus, it is not 
anticipated that the proposed well development project would have a significant potential to conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan. Furthermore, by controlling water quality during construction and operations 
through implementation of both short- and long-term best management practices at the site, no 

 
9 California Department of Water Resources (DWR), 2024. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) 
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-Management (accessed 02/12/24) 
10 Valley District, 2021. 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water Management Plan. 
https://www.sbvwcd.org/~documents/route%3A/download/3811/ (accessed 05/09/24) 
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potential for conflict or obstruction of the Regional Board’s water quality control plan has been 
identified. Impacts are less than significant.  
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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 mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. No Impact – The Well No. 129 Project footprint is located within the City of Highland. The proposed 

project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s 
existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a 
booster pump station. There are no features of the well or project as a whole that would create a 
barrier or physically divide an established community, particularly given that well would be integrated 
into the landscape unobtrusively within existing infrastructure owned and operated by EVWD. Thus, 
the project does not involve construction of new structures that would cause any physical division of 
communities.  Since the proposed project occurs within and supports existing land use designations, 
no potential exists for the proposed project to physically divide an existing community. No impact 
will result and no mitigation is required.  

 
b. No Impact – Please refer to the discussion under issue XI(a) above. The well would be located within 

the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 3-MG water storage 
reservoirs, and a booster pump station. In general, water production facilities are zone independent 
because they are needed to support all types of land uses. Per Government Code Section 53091, 
building ordinances of local cities or counties do not apply to the location or construction of facilities 
for the projection, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water or wastewater. Therefore, 
any project facilities that could potentially conflict with local General Plan land use designations would 
not be subject to a conditional use permit or general plan amendment. The City of Highland supports 
the provision of adequate infrastructure; therefore, the project would not conflict with the goals and 
policies of the applicable General Plans. Thus, implementation will not conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 
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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? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a&b. No Impact – The well would be located within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 

developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station. The Well No. 129 
Project footprint is located within the City of Highland. The project is located in a residential area 
within the eastern portion of the City of Highland’s boundaries, north of the Santa Ana River and its 
associated open space, along with EVWD facilities located to the southeast of the project site. The 
San Bernardino Countywide Plan Mineral Resource Zones map indicates that the proposed project is 
located within the MRZ-3 zone—a moderate potential or possible location for mineral resources to 
occur—for aggregate resources (Figure XII-1). Additionally, the proposed project is not within an 
area designated by the State Mining and Geology Board in 1987 or 2013 as a Regional Significant 
Construction Aggregate Resource Areas in the San Bernardino Production-Consumption Region. 
Given that the proposed project is not located on a delineated state or regionally significant site, and 
that no mineral extraction currently occurs or is known to have ever occurred on the property, it is 
anticipated that the additional development of the Plant No. 129 site would not result in in the loss 
of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of 
the state or a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan.  No impacts are anticipated under this issue and no mitigation 
is required 

 
 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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XIII.  NOISE: Would the project result in:     
 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of a 
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 or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section was obtained from the technical study 
“East Valley Water District Well No. 129 Noise Assessment” (NA) prepared by Urban Crossroads dated July 
11, 2024, and provided as Appendix 5 to this document. 
 
Background 
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound. The proposed project would install a new well, associated 
appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 
developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station, and would be installed 
within the City of Highland.  
 
Receiver Locations 
To assess the potential for construction noise impacts, four receiver locations were identified as 
representative locations for analysis.  Sensitive uses or receivers are generally defined as locations where 
people reside or where the presence of unwanted sound could otherwise adversely affect the use of the 
land.   
 
To describe the potential off-site Project noise levels, receiver locations in the vicinity of the Project site 
were identified, as shown on Figure XIII-1. The selection of receiver locations is based on Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines and is consistent with additional guidance provided by Caltrans 
and the Federal Transit Authority (FTA). Other sensitive land uses in the Project study area that are located 
at greater distances than those identified in this noise study will experience lower noise levels than those 
presented in this report due to the additional attenuation from distance and the shielding of intervening 
structures. Since the exact location of the drilling activity is not known, distances are measured in a straight 
line from the Project boundary to each receiver location. 
 
Noise Prediction Model 
To fully describe the construction noise levels from the Project, Urban Crossroads, Inc. developed a noise 
prediction model using the CadnaA (Computer Aided Noise Abatement) computer program.  CadnaA can 
analyze multiple types of noise sources using the spatially accurate Project site plan, georeferenced 
Nearmap aerial imagery, topography, buildings, and barriers in its calculations to predict outdoor noise 
levels.  
 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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The drilling rig noise level calculations provided in this noise study account for the distance attenuation 
provided due to geometric spreading when sound from a localized stationary source (i.e., a point source) 
propagates uniformly outward in a spherical pattern. The local topography of each site out to each receiver 
location based on lidar data.  The model does not account for any existing structures or other manmade 
obstacles.  A default ground attenuation factor of 0.5 was used in the CadnaA noise analysis to account for 
predominately hard site conditions. 
 
City of Highland Property Line Noise Standards 
To analyze noise impacts originating from a designated fixed location or private property such as the 
Project, stationary-source (operational) noise levels such as the expected [Category], as well as noise from 
construction activities are typically evaluated against standards established under the City’s Municipal Code. 
However, the currently adopted City of Highland Municipal Code included in Appendix 3.1 does not identify 
any quantifiable exterior noise level standards for non-transportation (stationary) noise sources.  However, 
Table 7.2 in the City of Highland General Plan Noise Element provides exterior noise standards (City of 
Highland, March 2006), as shown in Exhibit D. While Exhibit D indicates the noise levels are based on dBA 
CNEL, however, they are also provided based on the daytime and nighttime periods. Since CNEL levels are 
based on 24-hour noise levels, the noise level limits are assumed to be intended as hourly noise level limits, 
i.e., dBA Leq.   
 

Table XIII-1 
CITY OF HIGHLAND EXTERIOR NOISE STANDARDS 

 

 
City of Highland General Plan Noise Element. 

 
 
Construction Noise Sources 
Using reference construction equipment noise levels level measurements and the CadnaA noise prediction 
model, calculations of the Project construction noise level impacts at the nearest sensitive receiver locations 
were completed. To assess the worst-case construction noise levels, the Project construction noise analysis 
relies on the equipment with the highest reference noise level operating continuously over a 24-hour period. 
 
Drill rigs have several substantial noise sources, each with its own characteristics. The main sources of 
noise are the generator set, the compressor, the mud pump, and the top drive of the drill rig.  
Pumps/compressors and generator noise sources were placed five feet above ground level, and the drill rig 
top drive was placed fourteen feet above ground level.  Drill rig and associated equipment noise levels were 
developed from a noise survey conducted by Behrens and Associates, Inc. of three different drill rig systems 
in 2006.  Each of the drill rigs was rated at 1,000 horsepower and was capable of drilling depths ranging 
from 12,000 to 15,000 feet. The surveyed drill rigs are similar in capability to the drill rig proposed for the 
Project.  Based on peak noise levels provided by the survey, reference noise levels with a uniform distance 
of 50 feet were calculated and are provided in Table XIII-2.  
 
  

Tvoe of land Use Time Interval CNEL (dBAJ 

Residential 10:00 pm. - 7.00 a.m 55 
7.00 a.m. - 10 00 p_m 60 

Agricultural/Equestrian 
1000om -700am 60 
7:00 a.m. - 10:00 p_m 65 

Commercial 
10:00 pm_ - 7:00 a.m 65 
7.00 am. - 10:00 p_m 70 

Manufacturing or Industrial Any Time 75 
Open Soace Any Time 75 

Source: Chapter 8.50, oise Control, City of Highland Municipal Code. 
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Table XIII-2 
CONSTRUCTION REFERENCE NOISE LEVELS 

 

Construction Stage Reference Construction Activity1 
Reference Noise 
Level @ 50 Feet 

(dBA Leq) 

Highest Reference 
Noise Level  
(dBA Leq) 

Borehole Drilling 

Drill Rig Top Drive 82 
87.6 Compressors/Pumps 80 

Generators 85 
1 Behrens and Associates, Inc., 2006 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
a. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The Well No. 129 Project footprint is located 

within the City of Highland and will occur within a vacant site set in a residential area. However, once 
installed, the well would be enclosed, and would generate only minimal operational noise. 
Furthermore, all associated pipelines would be located underground. The background noise in the 
vicinity of the project is relatively low, as the project is in a residential area, with some vacant land 
in the vicinity.  
 
Short Term Construction Noise 

 Using the reference construction equipment noise levels and the CadnaA noise prediction model, 
calculations of the Project construction noise levels with all equipment operating simultaneously were 
completed.  As shown in Table XIII-3, the unabated construction noise levels for activities at Location 
1 are expected to range from 59.2 to 74.5 dBA Leq at the nearest residential uses.  Appendix B 
includes the unabated typical construction CadnaA noise model calculations. 

  
 As shown in Table XIII-3, the unabated construction noise levels for drilling activities are expected 

to exceed applicable standards at R1 through R3 and at R11 through R14. Therefore, various 
mitigation strategies were evaluated to reduce drilling noise levels to acceptable levels. The first 
option was to install temporary barriers around the drilling activity.  However, even with 24-foot-high 
barriers surrounding the activity the Project would not comply with the City of Highland noise level 
limits at R-1 through R-3. Therefore, relocating equipment within the site, shielding of specific 
equipment, as well as various barrier height were evaluated.   

 
Table XIII-3 

UNABATED DRILLING EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVEL SUMMARY 
 

 
Receiver 
Location1 

Project Construction 
Noise Levels  
(dBA Leq)2 

Noise Level Standards  
(dBA Leq)3 

 
Threshold 
Exceeded? 

 Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime  

R01 74.5 74.5 60 55 Yes Yes 
R02 70.5 70.5 60 55 Yes Yes 
R03 61.5 61.5 60 55 Yes Yes 
R04 59.2 59.2 60 55 No Yes 
R05 46.3 46.3 60 55 No No 
R06 46.5 46.5 60 55 No No 
R07 46.6 46.6 60 55 No No 
R08 45.8 45.8 60 55 No No 
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Receiver 
Location1 

Project Construction 
Noise Levels  
(dBA Leq)2 

Noise Level Standards  
(dBA Leq)3 

 
Threshold 
Exceeded? 

 Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime  

R09 47.9 47.9 60 55 No No 
R10 52.0 52.0 60 55 No No 
R11 60.4 60.4 60 55 Yes Yes 
R12 64.4 64.4 60 55 Yes Yes 
R13 57.9 57.9 60 55 No Yes 
R14 55.2 55.2 60 55 No Yes 

1 Noise receiver locations are shown in Figure XIII-1. 
2 Highest construction noise level operating at the Project site boundary to nearby receiver locations. 
3 City of Highland Municipal Code, Section 30-469. 

 
 
 Based on the modeling, the following abatement measures would allow the Project to comply with 

the City of Highland daytime and nighttime noise level standards (refer to Figure XIII-2):  
• a sound blanket barrier on three sides (southwest, southeast, and northeast) of the drill rig 

mast,  
• a 15-foot-high barrier should be erected along the southwestern boundary,  
• a minimum 12-foot-high barrier along the southwest boundary,  
• a minimum height of 10-foot-high barrier should be erected along the northeastern and 

northwestern boundaries, and 
• the generator and compressor should be placed near the existing tanks and as far away from 

the properties to the southeast as possible, and a 12-foot-high barrier should be erected on 
three sides (northwest, southwest, and southeast) of the generator and compressor. 

 
Table XIII-4 

ABATED DRILLING EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVEL SUMMARY 
 

Receiver 
Location1 

Project Construction 
Noise Levels  
(dBA Leq)2 

Noise Level Standards  
(dBA Leq)3 Threshold 

Exceeded? 
Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 

R01 54.7 54.7 60 55 No No 
R02 53.8 53.8 60 55 No No 
R03 48.9 48.9 60 55 No No 
R04 44.6 44.6 60 55 No No 
R05 43.5 43.5 60 55 No No 
R06 43.5 43.5 60 55 No No 
R07 43.8 43.8 60 55 No No 
R08 42.8 42.8 60 55 No No 
R09 41.1 41.1 60 55 No No 
R10 41.9 41.9 60 55 No No 
R11 47.8 47.8 60 55 No No 
R12 49.2 49.2 60 55 No No 
R13 45.1 45.1 60 55 No No 
R14 42.9 42.9 60 55 No No 
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1 Noise receiver locations are shown in Figure XIII-1. 
2 Highest construction noise level operating at the Project site boundary to nearby receiver locations. 
3 City of Highland Municipal Code, Section 30-469. 

 
 
 To comply with the City of Highland the City of Highland noise standards during daytime and nighttime 

hours, the following mitigation measure is required:  
 

NOI-1 To comply with the City of Highland noise standards during daytime and 
nighttime hours, noise barriers with a minimum height of 15 feet shall be 
erected along the southwestern boundary, a sound blanket barrier on three 
sides (southwest, southeast, and northeast) of the drill rig mast, a 15-foot-
high barrier should be erected along the southwestern boundary, a 
minimum 12-foot high barrier along the southwest boundary, and a 
minimum height of 10-foot-high barrier should be erected along the 
northeastern and northwestern boundary.  Additionally, the generator and 
compressor shall be placed near the existing tanks and as far away from the 
properties to the southeast as possible, and a 12-foot-high barrier should be 
erected on three sides (northwest, southwest, and southeast) of the 
generator and compressor.  An effective barrier requires a weight of at least 
2 pounds per square foot of face area with no decorative cutouts, 
perforations, or line-of-sight openings between shielded areas and the 
source. Examples of temporary barrier material includes 5/8 inch plywood, 
5/8 inch oriented-strand board, or sound blankets capable of providing a 
minimum sound transmission loss (STC) of 27 or a Noise Reduction 
Coefficient (NRC) of 0.85. Refer to Figure XIII-2.  

 
This Noise Assessment demonstrates that the drill rig noise levels associated with East Valley Water 
District Well No. 129 Project can satisfy the City of Highland exterior noise level standards at all 
nearby receiver locations with the use of barriers shielding the receivers to the east and south of the 
Project site.  Unabated noise levels at R3 would not exceed the City of Highland noise level standards 
and would not require a barrier along the northwest side of the Project site. Therefore, with the 
implementation of the identified noise abatement measures shown on Figure XIII-2, the 
construction noise levels would comply with the City of Highland noise level limits during daytime 
and nighttime hours and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Long-Term Operational Noise 

 Well pump noise would be minimized through the project design, which includes housing the well in 
a structure to reduce operational noise levels to a less than significant impact, should the noise levels 
from the well pump exceed City of Highland standards.  The connecting pipelines will not generate 
any noise once constructed.  

 
Conclusion 
Therefore, through the implementation of the mitigation measures identified above, neither operation 
or construction of the proposed project would violate City of Highland noise standards outlined in the 
City’s Municipal Code. Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated.  
 

b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Vibration is the periodic oscillation of a medium 
or object.  The rumbling sound caused by vibration of room surfaces is called structure borne noises.  
Sources of groundborne vibrations include natural phenomena (e.g. earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, 
sea waves, landslides) or human-made causes (e.g. explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, 
construction equipment).  Vibration sources may be continuous or transient.  Vibration is often 
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described in units of velocity (inches per second), and discussed in decibel (VdB) units in order to 
compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.  Vibration impacts related to human 
development are generally associated with activities such as train operations, construction, and heavy 
truck movements.   

 
 The background vibration-velocity level in residential areas is generally 50 VdB; levels would generally 

be considered even less in rural areas such as the area surrounding the project footprint. 
Groundborne vibration is normally perceptible to humans at approximately 65 VdB, while 75 VdB is 
the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. Construction 
activity can result in varying degrees of groundborne vibration, but is generally associated with pile 
driving and rock blasting. Other construction equipment, such as air compressors, light trucks, 
hydraulic loaders, etc. generates little or no ground vibration. While no enforceable regulations for 
vibration exist within the City, the Federal Transit Association (FTA) guidelines identify a level of 80 
VdB for sensitive land uses. This threshold provides a basis for determining the relative significance 
of potential project related vibration impacts. As shown in Table XIII-5, the use of vibration-
generating construction equipment would generate vibration levels ranging from 0.003 to 0.089 
in/sec PPV, or 58 to 94 VdB, at a distance of 25 feet. Table XIII-6 summarizes the minimum distances 
at which vibration generated by construction equipment would attenuate to less than significant 
levels at various receivers. Construction activities utilizing equipment at the minimum distances 
shown in Table XIII-6 would have a less than significant construction vibration impact.  

 
Table XIII-5 

VIBRATION LEVELS MEASURED DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 
 

Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec) VdB at 25 feet 
Drill Rig1 0.089 87 

Loaded Truck 0.076 83 
PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches per second; VdB = vibration decibels 
1 Vibration levels from caisson drilling were used as a proxy for drill rigs. 
Source: FTA. 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. 
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-
manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf (accessed 04/03/24). 
 
 

Table XIII-6 
VIBRATION LEVEL CONTOURS DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

 

Equipment 

Minimum Distance to Receiving Land Use for a Less Than Significant Impact 
(feet) 

Historic Sites1 All Other 
Structures2 

Daytime 
Vibration-
Sensitive  

Land Uses3 

Nighttime 
Vibration-

Sensitive Land 
Uses4 

Loaded Truck 20 10 10 35 
Drill Rig5 20 15 15 55 

PPV = peak particle velocity in inches per second; VdB = vibration decibels 
Note: Distances are rounded to the nearest 5 feet. 
1 Distance to the 0.12 in/sec PPV contour (FTA construction vibration damage criteria for buildings extremely susceptible to 
vibration damage, as shown in Table XIII-1).  
2 Distance to the 0.2 in/sec PPV contour (FTA construction vibration damage criteria for non-engineered timber and masonry 
buildings, as shown in Table XIII-1). 
3 Distance to the 0.24 in/sec PPV contour (the level at which vibration associated with transient vibration sources is distinct ly 
perceptible, as shown in Table XIII-1). 
4 Distance to 80 VdB contour (the recommended threshold to evaluate human annoyance impacts at residences and buildings 
where people normally sleep). 
5 Caisson drilling was used as a proxy for drill rigs. 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf
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For well drilling activities, the proposed project would be installed outside of the minimum distances 
from historic and other structures, daytime vibration-sensitive land use, and nighttime vibration-
sensitive land use because the well will not be installed along the property line, it will be installed at 
a greater distance from the residences than shown on Figure XIII-3 (the drill will be greater than 
55 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor, and loaded trucks will operate 35 feet from the nearest 
sensitive receptor, per MM NOI-2, below).  As such, though well drilling activities generate relatively 
substantial vibration, given the distance between where the ground disturbance activities will be 
located, and the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor, it is not anticipated that vibration from 
either construction or operation activities would reach any nearby residences.   
 
NOI-2 The well shall be drilled at a distance of 55’ or greater from the nearest 

sensitive receptor, shown on Figure XIII-3. Loaded trucks delivering 
materials to the site and hauling materials away shall be operated at a 
distance at or greater than 35’ or greater from the nearest sensitive 
receptor, shown on Figure XIII-3, for the duration of construction.  

 
The project does not include any facilities that would result in substantial operational vibration, such 
as heavy truck deliveries, or use of equipment that generates substantial vibration, and therefore no 
operational vibration impacts are anticipated to occur that would be perceptible at the nearest 
sensitive receptor. Thus, through the implementation of MM NOI-2, above, vibration impacts 
associated with the project would be less than significant with mitigation.   

 
c. No Impact – The project site is located at a great distance from any nearby airport. As shown on the 

Airport Safety & Planning Areas map prepared for the San Bernardino Countywide Plan (Figure 
IX-2), the proposed project is not located within an Airport Safety Review Area for either the 
Redlands Airport or the San Bernardino International Airport, and therefore is not located within the 
noise contours for the Airport. Therefore, there is no potential for the project to expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels as a result of proximity to a public 
airport or private airstrip.  No mitigation is required.  
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the 
project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – Implementation of the project will not induce substantial population 

growth in the area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). The project is considered 
a vital infrastructure project because it would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and 
connecting piping, and would be installed within the City of Highland. The proposed project will 
require a temporary work force; however, this is short-term and with a maximum of about 5 
employees will not induce substantial population growth. Furthermore, according to the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG), the total population of City of Highland was 55,211 
persons.11 The SCAG Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast12 notes that the City of 
Highland is anticipated to grow to 68,900 residents by 2045. This indicates that the City has room 
for population growth in the future. As such, given that no additional employees will be required once 
the well is in operation, the proposed project would have a less than significant potential to induce 
substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly. No mitigation is required.  

 
b. No Impact – The proposed Well No. 129 Project will occur within the existing Plant No. 129 site, 

which contains no housing or persons therein. No housing is proposed as part of the project and no 
housing exists and no persons reside within the project footprint. Therefore, implementation of the 
project as a whole will not displace any existing housing or displace a substantial number of people 
that would necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts will occur as 
a result of project implementation. No mitigation is required.  

 
 

 
11 SCAG, 2021. Local Profiles Spreadsheet. https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/2021_local_profiles_dataset.xlsx?1661892901 (accessed 05/09/24) 
12 SCAG, 2020. Demographics and Growth Forecast. https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/0903fconnectsocal_demographics-and-growth-forecast.pdf?16060011299 (accessed 05/09/24) 

□ □ ~ □ 
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https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/2021_local_profiles_dataset.xlsx?1661892901
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https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal_demographics-and-growth-forecast.pdf?1606001579
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal_demographics-and-growth-forecast.pdf?1606001579
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XV.  PUBLIC SERVICES: Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered govern-
mental 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: 

    

 
a)  Fire protection?     
 
b)  Police protection?     
 
c)  Schools?     
 
d)  Parks?     
 
e)  Other public facilities?     
 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated 

appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 
developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of 
Highland. The CAL FIRE provides fire protection and emergency medical services to the Highland 
community through a cooperative agreement that provides for Cal Fire employees to staff City-owned 
facilities and apparatus. The City has three fire stations: Station 541 located at 26974 Base Line; 
Station 542 located at 29507 Base Line; and Station 543 is located at 7469 Sterling Avenue. Station 
542 is located about a couple of miles to the northwest of the project site. The proposed project may 
require the use of chemicals such as sodium hypochlorite and orthophosphate at the well site. Proper 
storage and handling are required to prevent any potential fire hazards; however, compliance with 
Federal, State, and local standards pertaining to hazardous materials would prevent a significant 
impact from occurring. The structure proposed—a structure to enclose the well at the well site—
would not present a substantial fire hazard because the materials used to construct the enclosure 
are considered fire-resistant. Further, during construction, the use of spark-producing construction 
machinery within a fire risk area could create hazardous fire conditions and expose people or 
structures to wildfire risks. The implementation of MM HAZ-2 would require the preparation of a 
fire management plan/fuel modification plan for the proposed well, and it would identify 
comprehensive strategies to reduce fire potential during construction and over long-term operation. 
Therefore, potential significant impacts on fire protection services would be reduced to less than 
significant level with implementation of MM HAZ-2. 

 
HAZ-2 Prior to construction, fire hazard reduction measures shall be 

incorporated into a fire management/fuel modification plan for the 
proposed facility, and shall be implemented during construction and 
over the long-term for protection of the site. These measures shall 
address all staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development 
that are planned to use spark-producing equipment. These areas shall 
be cleared of dried vegetation or other material that could ignite. Any 
construction equipment that includes a spark arrestor shall be equipped 
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with a spark arrestor in good working order. During the construction of 
the project, all vehicles and crews working at the project site shall have 
access to functional fire extinguishers and related fire prevention 
equipment (such as emergency sand bags, etc.) at all times. In addition, 
construction crews shall have a spotter during welding activities to look 
out for potentially dangerous situations, including accidental sparks. 
This plan shall be reviewed by the District and CAL FIRE for review and 
comment, where appropriate, and approved prior to construction and 
implemented once approved. The fire management plan shall also 
include sufficient defensible space or other measures at a facility site 
located in a high or very high FHSZ  to minimize fire damage to a level 
acceptable to the District over the long term. 

  
 Thus, with compliance to Federal, State, and local standards, and with the implementation of MM 

HAZ-2, no new or altered fire protection facilities will be required to serve this project. Any impact 
to the existing fire protection system is considered random and less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

 
b. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated 

appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 
developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of 
Highland. The San Bernardino County Sheriff Department provides police protection services to the 
Highland community. The Sheriff’s Department has one patrol station in the City of Highland, located 
at 26985 East Baseline, Highland, California 92346. The Sheriff Station is located about 6 miles to 
the west of the proposed project site. The station is currently staffed with 34 sworn officers (which 
includes 1 Captain, 1 Lieutenant, 6 Sergeants, 3 Detectives and 23 patrol deputies), as well as 9 non-
sworn civilian employees (which includes 1 secretary, 4 clerical personnel, and 4 Sheriff’s Service 
Specialists). The project is located within existing patrol routes. The project is not anticipated to 
generate growth within the project area that would create a new demand for police protection 
because no additional employees will be required once the well is installed and is in operation. The 
construction of the well will require only a temporary work force. The proposed project will not include 
the kind of use that would likely attract criminal activity, except for random trespass and theft; 
however, construction equipment will be stored in such a manner that public will not have access to 
it, and once in operation, the project will be consistent with that which exists at present at Plant No. 
129, which is fenced to prevent public from accessing the site. Thus, due to the type of project 
proposed, no new or expanded police or sheriff facilities would need to be constructed as a result of 
the project. Therefore, impacts to police protection resources from implementation of the proposed 
project are considered less than significant; no mitigation measures are required. 

 
c. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated 

appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 
developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of 
Highland. The proposed project is located within the Redlands Unified School District, which consists 
of 26 schools. The nearest school is Cram Elementary School, located a little over a mile northwest 
of the project site at 29700 Water Street, Highland CA 92346. As discussed under Chapter XIV, 
Population and Housing, above, the project would not induce population growth within the City, as 
it will neither construct housing, nor result in a growth in employment opportunities within the area. 
Because the project would install new infrastructure through the development of a new well, and 
would not develop any facilities that are commercial, residential, or industrial in nature, the proposed 
project is not required to pay any fees to offset impacts to school facilities. Thus, the proposed project 
will not generate an increase in elementary, middle, or high school population. Therefore, any impacts 
under this issue are considered less than significant.  No mitigation is required. 
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d. No Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and 
connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 
3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of Highland. Because the 
project would develop infrastructure through the installation of a new well and would not develop 
any facilities that are commercial, residential, or industrial in nature, the proposed project is not 
required to pay any fees to offset impacts to park facilities. As stated in the preceding sections, the 
proposed project is not anticipated to create a substantial increase in population because it does 
require additional EVWD staff to operate this new well. Implementation of the proposed project will 
not impact any current or planned park use, as it will be constructed within a site that has not been 
designated for nor developed as a park use. Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not 
cause a substantial adverse physical impact to any parks within the City. No impacts are anticipated, 
and no mitigation is required. 

 
e. No Impact – Other public facilities include library and general municipal services. The City of Highland 

has one public library, the Highland Branch of the San Bernardino County Library, which is a Library 
and Environmental Learning Center located at 7863 Central Avenue. The Highland Branch Library 
serves residents in the City and in the neighboring City of San Bernardino. Funding for the library 
services comes from the City’s Development Impact Fee fund collected from other projects and a 
variety of state and federal grants. Since the project will not directly induce substantial population 
growth, it is not forecast that the use of such facilities will increase as a result of the proposed project. 
As a result, the implementation of the project will not 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 public services to include other public facilities.  Thus, no impacts are 
anticipated under this issue and no mitigation is required.  
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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 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. No Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and 

connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 
3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of Highland. As previously 
discussed in Section XIV, Population and Housing and Section XV, Public Services, this project will 
not contribute to an increase in the population beyond that already allowed or planned for by local 
and regional planning documents. Therefore, this project will not result in an increase in the demand 
for parks and other recreational facilities and implementation of the proposed project would not 
increase the use of any parks within the area, nor would it result in the physical deterioration of other 
surrounding facilities. No impacts are anticipated. No mitigation is required.  

 
b. No Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated appurtenances, and 

connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully developed with two 
3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of Highland. The project 
does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.  As previously stated, the proposed 
project will occur within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is not designated for 
recreational use and does not contain recreational uses at present.  Furthermore, the proposed 
project is not forecast to induce substantial population growth as the well will operate without daily 
in-person supervision; visits will occur by District employees on an as needed or scheduled 
maintenance basis.  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to occur under this issue, and no mitigation 
is required.  
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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) 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 inter-
sections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated 

appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 
developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of 
Highland. The proposed well would be confined to the project site, with no encroachment onto the 
adjacent sidewalk to connect to existing District water distribution pipelines as shown on Figure 4. 
At no time during the installation of the well will adjacent roadways be closed. During construction, 
an estimated 10-15 roundtrips from construction workers per day will occur to install the proposed 
new well. An average of 15 roundtrips per day would occur to support construction efforts (i.e., 
delivery or removal of construction materials). No new roads are required to construct or operate 
this project. No temporary roadway closures will be required. Given the temporary nature of the 
construction proposed, the proposed project is not anticipated to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. Thus, the installation of the proposed Well No. 129 Project would not have any 
potential to reduce the capacity of the adjacent roadways. Once constructed, no traffic would be 
generated by this project other than visits to the well by EVWD personnel to inspect and maintain 
facilities where necessary, resulting in minimal vehicle miles traveled once the well is in operation. 
Implementation of the project has the potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Thus, 
the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact pertaining to the circulation system, 
particularly given that impacts to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities will be temporary, and will 
not permanently disrupt circulation thereof.   

 
 b. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated 

appurtenances, and connecting piping within the District’s existing Plant No. 129 site, which is fully 
developed with two 3-MG water storage reservoirs, and a booster pump station within the City of 
Highland. The proposed project will require minimal vehicle miles traveled to accomplish once 
constructed. In the short term, construction of the proposed well would  result in the generation of 
an average of about 15 roundtrips per day on the adjacent roadways by construction personnel and 
trucks removing any excavated materials on site. The vehicle miles traveled in these instances would 
likely average less than 80 miles round trip. The number of temporary truck trips will be minimized 
by using 15 cubic yard material haulers instead of smaller 10 cubic yard trucks to haul material onto 
and off of the site. Additionally, the same trucks that haul material onto the site would also carry 
material off of the site. VMT standards, which are intended to monitor and address long-term 
transportation impacts resulting from future development, do not apply to temporary impacts 
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associated with construction activities. Therefore, no construction impact associated with VMT per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 would occur.  

 
 Once constructed, no daily traffic would be generated by this project other than visits to the well by 

EVWD personnel to inspect and maintain facilities when necessary, resulting in minimal vehicle miles 
traveled once the well is in operation. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Technical 
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (2018) states, “Projects that generate or 
attract fewer than 110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less-than-significant VMT 
impact.”  Scheduled maintenance visits would also occur in the future with one trip per maintenance 
event, with occasional trips also occurring when unforeseen circumstances arise that would require 
maintenance or repair of certain facilities. As such, the proposed project would generate less than 
110 trips per day, which is below the recommended screening threshold. Thus, development of the 
Well No. 129 Project is not anticipated to result in a significant impact related to vehicle miles travelled, 
and thus would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 
Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant. 

 
c. No Impact – The proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

or incompatible uses. The construction of the proposed well would occur at one location at the within 
Plant No. 129, which contains existing water infrastructure features supporting EVWD’s water 
distribution systems. With the exception of the aforementioned trip generation during the 
construction phase, the proposed project will not impact any adjacent roadways. The construction 
would take approximately 9 months. The suburban residential roadways along which the project 
would be installed—Calle Del Rio Street and Vista Clara Street—may experience a temporary increase 
in traffic from construction workers during construction. As stated under issue XVII(a) above, the 
project will not modify or change any paved roadways so it would not increase any hazards due to 
design features or incompatible use in the short-term. In the long term, no impacts to any roadway 
hazards or incompatible uses in existing roadways are anticipated because once the well is 
operational, roadway traffic in the area will return to its original condition. Thus, there would be no 
potential for an increase in hazards due to design features or incompatible use. No impacts are 
anticipated under this issue and no mitigation is required.  

 
d. No Impact – Please refer to the discussion under issue XVII(a) above. The proposed project will not 

require the closure of any lanes on the major roadways in the vicinity of the project site (Greenspot 
Road). No impacts are expected on Calle Del Rio Street and Vista Clara Street since these are 
suburban roadways. During construction, a potential exists for short-term hazards and constraints 
on both normal and emergency access within the affected area, especially during well construction 
requires the highest number of employees. There are no evacuation routes located within the project 
footprint, and the installation of the proposed well would not hinger emergency access to the site 
during either operations or construction. Adequate emergency access is available via Calle Del Rio 
Street and Vista Clara Street throughout construction. Therefore, the project will have no impacts on 
emergency access and no mitigation is required.   
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XVIII.  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would 
the project cause a substantial change in the 
significance of tribal cultural resources, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographic-
ally defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value 
to the 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 sub-
division (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.  

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
A Tribal Resource is defined in the Public Resources Code section 21074 and includes the following: 
 

• Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a 
California Native American Tribe that are either of the following: included or determined to be 
eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or included in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1; 

• 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 Section 5024.1.  In 
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purpose of this 
paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resources to a California 
American tribe; 

• A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal cultural resource to the 
extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape; 

• A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as defined 
in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “non-unique archaeological resource” as defined in 
subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal resource if it conforms with the criteria of 
subdivision (a). 

 
a&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The District has been contacted by three 

California tribes: Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Gabrieleño 
Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation. AB 52 was initiated with the three tribes on May 1, 2024. One 
tribe responded to the District’s AB 52 consultation notification: the YSMN. YSMN responded that the 
proposed project area exists within Serrano ancestral territory and, therefore, is of interest to the 
Tribe. However, due to the nature and location of the proposed project, and given the Tribe’s CRM 
Department’s present state of knowledge, YSMN does not have any concerns with the project’s 
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implementation. As a result, YSMN requests that the following mitigation measures shall be 
implemented to protect such resources:  

 
TCR-1  The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation Cultural Resources Management 

Department (YSMN) shall be contacted, as detailed in MM CUL-2, of any 
pre-contact era cultural resources discovered during project 
implementation and be provided information regarding the nature of the 
find, so as to provide Tribal input with regards to significance and 
treatment. Should the find be deemed significant, as defined by CEQA 
(as amended, 2015), a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Treatment 
Plan shall be created by the archaeologist, in coordination with YSMN, 
and all subsequent finds shall be subject to this Plan. This Plan shall 
allow for a monitor to be present that represents YSMN for the 
remainder of the project, should YSMN elect to place a monitor on-site..  

 
 TCR-2 Any and all archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the 

project (isolate records, site records, survey reports, testing reports, 
etc.) shall be supplied to the applicant and Lead Agency for 
dissemination to YSMN. The Lead Agency shall, in good faith, consult 
with YSMN throughout the life of the project.   

 
YSMN also requested that MM CUL-2, CUL-3, and CUL-4 provided in Subsection V, Cultural 
Resources be implemented to protect cultural and tribal cultural resources. Ultimately, given the 
feedback that has been provided by YSMN during the AB 52 consultation process, implementation of 
the proposed project can be implemented without the potential for significant impacts to occur 
through the implementation of MMs CUL-1 through CUL-4, and MMs TCR-1 through TCR-2. 
Thus, the project has a less than significant potential to cause a substantial change in the significance 
of tribal cultural resources, 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 the California Native American tribe and that 
is either 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.   
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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 
stormwater 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 treat-
ment provider which serves or may serve the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's 
projected demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

    

 
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 statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Water 
 Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is a well development project within the EVWD 

service area. As discussed in the preceding sections, the development of the proposed well would 
not have a significant impact on the environment. As discussed under Hydrology and Water Quality 
issue X(b), the proposed wells will extract groundwater from the Bunker Hill Subbasin. The amount 
of water the District plans to extract from the Basin is minimal compared to the overall amount of 
water extracted the Bunker Hill Subbasin. The proposed new well is forecast to increase groundwater 
extraction by an estimated 1,600 AFY. This is anticipated to fall within EVWD’s water rights, and 
EVWD must comply with the 1961 Decree in operating the proposed well.  As such, though the 
project would install a well that will connect to District’s existing service area should they be viable, 
the project would not result in a significant impact. Therefore, impacts under this issue are considered 
less than significant.  

 
Wastewater 

 No Impact – The proposed project would install a well and connecting pipelines to connect to the 
District’s existing potable water distribution system. The well development is not anticipated to 
require expansion or development of new wastewater treatment facilities. This project would not 
require connection to wastewater treatment collection services once in operation. As such, this 
project is not anticipated to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 
wastewater treatment facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. No impacts under this issue are anticipated.  
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 Stormwater  
 Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project will manage stormwater at the well site. The 

proposed project site has already been developed with EVWD’s existing Plant No. 129 facilities, and 
already contains existing stormwater infrastructure. Adequate drainage facilities exist or will be 
developed by this project to accommodate future onsite drainage flows. The well will occupy a 
minimal portion of the site, and as such, the project is not anticipated to result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities, the construction or relocation of 
which could cause significant environmental effects. Impacts under this issue are considered less 
than significant.  

 
 Electric Power  
 Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would install a new well, associated 

appurtenances, well housing, and connecting piping. The new well and connection pipelines will 
require electricity to operate the well pump. The project site is served by Southern California Edison 
(SCE), and is not anticipated to require extension of electricity in order to operate, as the site is 
currently connected to the electrical system with available supply of electricity at the site. Given that 
the project will not require additional construction or relocation of electrical power facilities, and that 
the project is not anticipated to result in a significant impact under any issue, the proposed  project 
would have no potential to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 
electric power facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects. No impacts are anticipated under this issue.  

 
 Natural Gas 

No Impact – Development of the new well would not demand natural gas. Therefore, the project 
would not result in a significant environmental effect related to the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded natural gas facilities. No impacts are anticipated.  
 
Telecommunications   
No Impact – Development of the new well would not require installation of wireless internet service 
or phone serve because the site is already connected through existing telecommunication 
connections. Therefore, the project would not result in a significant environmental effect related to 
the relocation or construction of new or expanded telecommunication facilities. No impacts are 
anticipated.  

 
b. Less Than Significant Impact – Please refer to issue X(b), Hydrology and Water Quality, above. The 

proposed project will develop a well to supply water to the District’s service area. EVWD’s water 
supply consists primarily of groundwater from wells in the western portion of the service area. These 
wells, in the SBB, supply approximately 80% of the total water supply. In addition to groundwater, 
EVWD provides treated surface water from the Santa Ana River and the State Water Project. EVWD 
produced 15,169 AF of groundwater from the SBB in 2020, and estimates that groundwater will make 
up 10,257 AF of its supply in 2025, and up to 12,035 AF in 2045, with alternative sources of supply 
making the difference to meet the District’s demand. Refer to the 2020 Upper Santa Ana River 
Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water Management Plan.13 Between 2013 and 2022, EVWD 
utilized 15-16 wells for its groundwater production with the annual production ranging from 12,702 
to 18,289 AFY during this period. To ensure its annual pumping rights and water demands continue 
to be met, EVWD proposes to install the proposed Well No. 129. As the proposed well would enable 
pumping within EVWD’s pumping rights, it is anticipated that there will be available water supply 
within the SBB to support the District’s new well pumping operations. Therefore, the proposed project 
is anticipated to have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 

 
13 San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, 2021. 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional 
Urban Water Management Plan. https://www.sbvwcd.org/our-projects/upper-santa-ana-integrated-regional-water-
management-plan/ (accessed 05/08/24) 

https://www.sbvwcd.org/our-projects/upper-santa-ana-integrated-regional-water-management-plan/
https://www.sbvwcd.org/our-projects/upper-santa-ana-integrated-regional-water-management-plan/
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foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. Impacts under this issue 
are less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

 
c. No Impact – Please refer to the discussion under XIX(a) above. The well operation will not require 

installation of restroom facilities; construction will require portable toilets that will be handled by the 
provider of such facilities. As such, given that the well operation will not require any new connection 
to wastewater treatment services, it is not anticipated that the project would result in a determination 
by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments. 
No impacts under this issue are anticipated.  

 
d&e. Less Than Significant Impact – Other than a small amount of construction wastes (concrete, wood, 

etc.) and a small amount of waste associated with operating the proposed well, the project will not 
generate a substantial amount of solid wastes and will not adversely affect the existing solid waste 
disposal system. Any construction and demolition (C&D) waste will be recycled to the maximum 
extent feasible and any residual materials will be delivered to one of several C&D disposal sites in 
the area surrounding the project site. Many of these C&D materials can be reused or recycled, thus 
prolonging our supply of natural resources and potentially saving money in the process.   

 
In accordance with CALGreen Code 5.408.4, 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks and associated 
vegetation and soils resulting primarily from land clearing must be reused or recycled.  As this is a 
mandatory requirement, no mitigation is required to ensure compliance by EVWD for this project.  
 
Because of increased construction recycling efforts resulting from CalGreen and other regulations, 
opportunities for construction recycling are becoming easier to find, such as one in Highland that 
accepts a wide range of construction and demolition debris materials: Asphalt, Concrete, Brick, 
Concrete with Rebar, Mixed Loads, Rock, Roof Tile, Cardboard, Wood, Metals, Dirt, and Appliances. 
There are additional facilities that accept C&D materials located in the surrounding areas14 including 
facilities in Mira Loma and Rialto.  
 
The facilities that accept C&D materials, combined with the landfills in the surrounding area, have 
adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. Solid waste will be disposed of in accordance with 
existing regulations at an existing licensed landfill. The project will not conflict with any state, federal, 
or local regulations regarding solid waste.   
 

 The San Bernardino Countywide Plan identifies landfills that serve the planning area. The San Timoteo 
Sanitary Landfill and Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill serve the project area. The San Timoteo Sanitary 
Landfill has a maximum permitted daily capacity of 2,000 tons per day, with a permitted capacity of 
20,400,000 cubic yards (CY), with 11,402,000 CY of capacity remaining. The Mid-Valley Sanitary 
Landfill has a maximum permitted daily capacity of 7,500 tons per day, with a permitted capacity of 
101,300,000 CY, with 67,520,000 CY of capacity remaining.  The County anticipates an increase in 
solid waste generation of 5,979,355 pounds per day at Build-Out of the Countywide Plan.  

 
The above landfills permit thousands of tons of waste per day, which is beyond what the expected 
amount of waste would be generated by the proposed transmission main during construction. 
Furthermore, the proposed project is not anticipated to generate any operational waste as the project 
will install the transmission main below ground. As such, the proposed project would comply with all 
federal, State, and local statues related to solid waste disposal.  

 

 
14 San Bernardino County, 2021. The County of San Bernardino County Construction & Demolition Waste Recycling 
Guide. https://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/DPW/docs/RecyclingGuide-2021.pdf (accessed 02/15/24) 

https://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/DPW/docs/RecyclingGuide-2021.pdf
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Any hazardous materials collected within the project footprint during either construction or operation 
of the project will be transported and disposed of by a permitted and licensed hazardous materials 
service provider.  Therefore, the project is expected to comply with all regulations related to solid 
waste under federal, state, and local statutes.  The project is expected to comply with all regulations 
related to solid waste under federal, state, and local statutes and be served by a landfill(s) with 
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. No mitigation 
is necessary.  
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XX.  WILDFIRE: If located in or near state responsi-
bility 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 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 of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
a. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project site is an area susceptible to wildland fires, and 

is located within an area delineated as a Very High FHSZ in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) shown 
on Figure IX-4. As stated under Section XVII, Transportation under issue (d), the proposed project 
is not located along an emergency route, nor would implementation of the project impede emergency 
response from accessing the site or surrounding area. As stated under issue XVIII(c), the proposed 
project would install a well that would occur within an already developed site containing water 
facilities. The proposed well would be confined to the Plant No. 129 site, with no planned 
encroachment onto the adjacent roadways because the pipelines that connect to the District’s water 
distribution system are already connected to the piping interior to the Plant No. 129 site. The 
installation of the new well, associated appurtenances, and connecting piping will require no work 
within the adjacent roadways, nor will it require work within any of the roadways identified as 
emergency evacuation routes (refer to San Bernardino Countywide Plan Evacuation Route Map 
(Figure IX-3). Due to its location and point of access, there will be no potential to interfere with an 
emergency response or evacuation plan during construction.  At no time during construction of Well 
No. 129 will any access to or along these roads be restricted. Therefore, the proposed project is not 
forecast to impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Impacts 
under this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 
Operation and maintenance of the proposed well would be anticipated to be provided by the District 
personnel. It is unknown at this time what treatment will be required for the wells to meet the 
standards of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Division of Drinking Water (DDW). 
However, the proposed project is anticipated to install a structure to house the sodium hypochlorite 
required to chlorinate the water extracted at the well, and this substance is considered a potentially 
hazardous substance. The District will comply with state and standards for handling this material. 
Furthermore, the District has developed safety standards and operational procedures for safe 
transport and use of its operational and maintenance materials that are potentially hazardous. These 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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procedures will comply with all federal, state and local regulations will ensure that the project 
operates in a manner that poses no substantial hazards to the public or the environment. As a result, 
operation of the proposed well would have a less than significant potential to impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan with the implementation of mitigation. 

 
b. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is located within the existing developed Plant 

No. 129 site, which has been modified to be flat with the exception of slopes along the northern and 
eastern boundaries of the site. The proposed project would install a small structure, but this structure 
would not place people on the project site for long periods of time or pose a significant threat to 
people or property from wildfire risk. The site is located has been cleared of vegetation. Because the 
proposed project is a water infrastructure project, as it would develop a well, and because the 
provision of water supply is considered a benefit to the prevention of the spreading of wildfire in high 
risk areas, it is not anticipated that development at this site would expose occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire. Therefore, given that the proposed project does not contain any 
human occupancy (residential) structures leaving personnel onsite for long periods of time beyond 
for necessary maintenance, it is not anticipated that the project would exacerbate fire risks thereby 
exposing project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of 
wildfire.  Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

 
c. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The project will install a new well and associated 

infrastructure within the existing developed Plant No. 129 site. The site contains minimal vegetation 
where it occurs on the project site, which could exacerbate fire risk during construction at this site 
located within a VHFHSZ in an LRA. The proposed project does not include any new uses, such as 
power lines, that would have a potential to result in random fire risk under accidental circumstances 
(such as a downed wire, etc.). However, during construction, because the proposed project is located 
within a High Hazard Severity Zone in an SRA, construction may exacerbate fire risk temporarily. As 
such, the proposed project requires the following mitigation measure, which would minimize fire risk 
during activities that would utilize electric equipment by requiring construction crews to carry fire 
prevention equipment during activities involving electrical equipment. 
 
WF-1 During site clearing within the project site when any electrical 

construction equipment is in use, the construction crew shall have fire 
prevention equipment (such as fire extinguishers, emergency sand bags, 
etc.) to put out any accidental fires that could result from the use of 
construction/maintenance equipment.  

 
Furthermore, as identified under issue IX(g), based on past experience with wildfires in the area, the 
Valley Region does not experience the same level of wildfire hazards as do the mountain areas where 
fuel loads are greater, and as such, this part of the project area can be successfully evacuated and 
life preserved, even if property is damaged. The implementation of MM HAZ-2 would require the 
preparation of a fire management plan/fuel modification plan for the proposed well, and it would 
identify comprehensive strategies to reduce fire potential during construction and over long-term 
operation. Therefore, potential significant impacts due to installation of proposed well infrastructure 
would be reduced to less than significant level with implementation of MM HAZ-2. 

 
HAZ-2 Prior to construction, fire hazard reduction measures shall be 

incorporated into a fire management/fuel modification plan for the 
proposed facility, and shall be implemented during construction and 
over the long-term for protection of the site. These measures shall 
address all staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development 
that are planned to use spark-producing equipment. These areas shall 
be cleared of dried vegetation or other material that could ignite. Any 
construction equipment that includes a spark arrestor shall be equipped 
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with a spark arrestor in good working order. During the construction of 
the project, all vehicles and crews working at the project site shall have 
access to functional fire extinguishers and related fire prevention 
equipment (such as emergency sand bags, etc.) at all times. In addition, 
construction crews shall have a spotter during welding activities to look 
out for potentially dangerous situations, including accidental sparks. 
This plan shall be reviewed by the District and CAL FIRE for review and 
comment, where appropriate, and approved prior to construction and 
implemented once approved. The fire management plan shall also 
include sufficient defensible space or other measures at a facility site 
located in a high or very high FHSZ  to minimize fire damage to a level 
acceptable to the District over the long term. 

  
 The proposed project would not result in any ongoing impacts to the environment that would 

exacerbate fire risk as the proposed project would not be manned, and would increase water supply 
availability; however, MM HAZ-2 would apply to operations and would ensure that fire hazard 
reduction measures are employed to further minimize operational wildfire hazards. Therefore, with 
the implementation of MMs WF-1 and HAZ-2 above, the project would not have a significant 
potential to exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment. Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant.  

 
d. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is located within the existing developed Plant 

No. 129 site, which has been modified to be flat with the exception of slopes along the northern and 
eastern boundaries of the site. The discussion under Section VII, Geology and Soils, concluded that 
the project would not have a significant potential to experience landslides or slope instability, 
particularly given that this project area has not been delineated as containing potential for landslides 
or slope instability by the San Bernardino Countywide Plan. The proposed project is located not 
located in an area that has been historically subject to flooding. Furthermore, the project does not 
propose any human occupancy (residential) structures leaving personnel onsite for long periods of 
time beyond for necessary maintenance and thus the exposure of persons to such an event is 
minimal. As stated under the Hydrology Subchapter, flood risks at the project site are minimal, and 
therefore downslope flooding is not anticipated to occur as a result of post-fire slope instability or 
drainage changes. As such, the development of the Well No. 129 Project at this site is anticipated to 
have a less than significant potential to expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes. 
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Does Not Apply 

 
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)? 

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
The analysis in this Initial Study and the findings reached indicate that the proposed project can be 
implemented without causing any new project specific or cumulatively considerable unavoidable significant 
adverse environmental impacts.  Mitigation is required to control potentially significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed project to a less than significant impact level.  The following findings are based 
on the detailed analysis of the Initial Study of all environmental topics and the implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in the previous text and summarized in this section.  
 
a. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated ‒ The project has no potential to cause a 

significant impact any biological or cultural resources. The project has been identified as having no 
potential to degrade the quality of the natural environment, substantially reduce 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, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal. The project requires mitigation to prevent significant impacts from 
occurring as a result of implementation of the project, including mitigation to protect nesting birds. 
Based on the historic disturbance of the site, and its current disturbed condition, the potential for 
impacting cultural resources is low. Based on the past disturbance of the project footprint, it has 
been determined that no cultural resources of importance are anticipated to occur within the pipeline 
alignment, so it is not anticipated that any resources could be affected by the project because no 
cultural resources exist. However, because it is not known what could be unearthed upon any 
excavation activities, contingency mitigation measures are provided to ensure that, in the unlikely 
event that any resources are found, they are protected from any potential significant adverse impacts. 
Please see biological and cultural sections of this Initial Study. 

 
b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Based on the analysis in this Initial Study, the 

proposed Well No. 129 Project has the potential to cause impacts that are individually or cumulatively 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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considerable.  While there may be cumulatively significant impacts under various issues discussed in 
this Initial Study as a result of cumulative projects, the proposed project’s contribution to such 
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. Furthermore, the provision of additional water 
transmission main is generally viewed as a benefit to the community.  The issues of Aesthetics, 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Wildfire require the 
implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level and ensure 
that cumulative effects are not cumulatively considerable.  All other environmental issues were found 
to have no significant impacts without implementation of mitigation. The potential cumulative 
environmental effects of implementing the proposed project have been determined to be less than 
considerable and thus, less than significant impacts. 

 
c. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The project will achieve long-term community 

goals by providing additional water supply, which would serve existing, planned, and future uses 
within EVWD’s service area. The short-term impacts associated with the project, which are mainly 
construction-related impacts, are less than significant with mitigation, and the proposed project is 
compatible with long-term environmental protection. The issues of Geology and Soils, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Noise, and Wildfire require the implementation of mitigation measures to reduce 
human impacts to a less than significant level.  All other environmental issues were found to have 
no significant impacts on humans without implementation of mitigation. The potential for direct 
human effects from implementing the proposed project have been determined to be less than 
significant. 

 
Conclusion 
 
This document evaluated all CEQA issues contained in the Initial Study Checklist form.  The evaluation 
determined that either no impact or less than significant impacts would be associated with the issues of 
Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Energy, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and 
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, and Utilities 
and Service Systems. The issues of Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Tribal Cultural Resources, and 
Wildfire require the implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant 
level.  The required mitigation has been proposed in this Initial Study to reduce impacts for these issues to 
a less than significant impact and will be implemented by the District. 
 
Based on the findings in this Initial Study, EVWD proposes to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
for the East Valley Water District Well No. 129 Project. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to Adopt an MND will be 
issued for this project by the District. The Initial Study and NOI will be circulated for 30 days of public 
comment because this project does involve state agencies as either a responsible or trustee agency. At the 
end of the 30-day review period, a final MND package will be prepared and it will be reviewed and 
considered by the District. EVWD will hold a future hearing for project adoption at their offices, the date 
for which has not yet been schedule.  If you or your agency comments on the MND/NOI for this project, 
you will be notified about the meeting date in accordance with the requirements in Section 21092.5 of 
CEQA (statute). 
 
__________ 
 
Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 
21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. 
County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka 
Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 3129; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador 
Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco 
(2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.  Revised 2019 Authority: Public Resources Code sections 21083 and 21083.09 Reference: Public 
Resources Code sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3/ 21084.2 and 21084.3 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Aesthetics 
 
AES-1 Night lighting will be located and shielded so as to avoid creating a nuisance to nearby 

residents.  Light generated during activities taking place at night shall not spill off the well site 
onto adjacent occupied structures. 

 
Biological Resources 
 
BIO-1 Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified avian biologist no more than three (3) 

days prior to vegetation clearing or ground disturbance activities. Preconstruction surveys shall 
focus on both direct and indirect evidence of nesting, including nest locations and nesting 
behavior. The qualified avian biologist will make every effort to avoid potential nest predation 
as a result of survey and monitoring efforts. If active nests are found during the preconstruction 
nesting bird surveys, a Nesting Bird Plan (NBP) shall be prepared and implemented by the 
qualified avian biologist. At a minimum, the NBP shall include guidelines for addressing active 
nests, establishing buffers, ongoing monitoring, establishment of avoidance and minimization 
measures, and reporting. The size and location of all buffer zones, if required, shall be based 
on the nesting species, individual/pair’s behavior, nesting stage, nest location, its sensitivity to 
disturbance, and intensity and duration of the disturbance activity. To avoid impacts to nesting 
birds, any grubbing or vegetation removal should occur outside peak breeding season (typically 
February 1 through September 1). 

 
Cultural Resources 
 
CUL-1 Should any cultural resources be encountered during construction of these facilities, ground 

disturbing activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection 
shall be performed immediately by a qualified archaeologist.  Responsibility for making this 
determination shall be with the District. The archaeological professional shall assess the find, 
determine its significance, and make recommendations for appropriate mitigation measures 
within the guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

 
CUL-2  In the event that cultural resources are discovered during project activities, all work in the 

immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified archaeologist 
meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the other 
portions of the project outside of the buffered area may continue during this assessment 
period. Additionally, the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation Cultural Resources Department 
(YSMN) shall be contacted, as detailed within MM TCR-1, regarding any pre-contact era finds 
and be provided information after the archaeologist makes his/her initial assessment of the 
nature of the find, so as to provide Tribal input with regards to  significance and treatment.   

 
CUL-3  If significant pre-contact cultural resources, as defined by CEQA (as amended, 2015), are 

discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, the archaeologist shall develop a Monitoring and 
Treatment Plan, the drafts  of which shall be provided to YSMN for review and comment, as 
detailed within MM TCR-1. The archaeologist shall monitor the remainder of the project and 
implement the Plan accordingly.  

 
CUL-4  If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities associated with 

the project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease 
and the County Coroner shall be contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 
and that code enforced for the duration of the project.  
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Geology and Soils 
 
GEO-1  Prior to construction of the well enclosure, a design-level geotechnical investigation, including 

collection of site specific subsurface data if appropriate, shall be completed. The geotechnical 
evaluation shall identify all potential seismic hazards including fault rupture, and characterize 
the soil profiles, including liquefaction potential, expansive soil potential, subsidence, and 
landslide potential. The geotechnical investigation shall recommend site specific design criteria 
to mitigate for seismic and non-seismic hazards, such as special foundations and structural 
setbacks, and these recommendations shall be incorporated into the design of the proposed 
project.  

 
GEO-2 Excavated areas shall be backfilled and compacted such that erosion does not occur. Paved 

areas disturbed by this project shall be repaved in such a manner that roadways and other 
disturbed areas are returned to the pre-project conditions or better. 

 
GEO-3 All exposed, disturbed soil (trenches, stored backfill, etc.) will be sprayed with water or soil 

binders twice a day or more frequently if fugitive dust is observed migrating from the site 
within which the pipelines are being installed. 

 
GEO-4 The District shall identify any additional BMPs to ensure that the discharge of surface water 

does not cause erosion downstream of the discharge point. This shall be accomplished by 
reducing the energy of any site discharge through an artificial energy dissipater or equivalent 
device. If any substantial erosion or sedimentation occurs, any erosion or sedimentation 
damage shall be restored to pre-discharge conditions. 

 
GEO-5 Should any paleontological resources be encountered during construction of these facilities, 

earthmoving or grading activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an 
onsite inspection should be performed immediately by a qualified paleontologist. Responsibility 
for making this determination shall be with the District’s onsite inspector. The paleontological 
professional shall assess the find, determine its significance, and determine appropriate 
mitigation measures within the guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act that shall 
be implemented to minimize any impacts to a paleontological resource. 

 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
HAZ-1 All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities will be remediated in 

compliance with applicable state and local regulations regarding cleanup and disposal of the 
contaminant released. The contaminated waste will be collected and disposed of at an 
appropriately licensed disposal or treatment facility.  

 
HAZ-2 Prior to construction, fire hazard reduction measures shall be incorporated into a fire 

management/fuel modification plan for the proposed facility, and shall be implemented during 
construction and over the long-term for protection of the site. These measures shall address 
all staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development that are planned to use spark-
producing equipment. These areas shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other material that 
could ignite. Any construction equipment that includes a spark arrestor shall be equipped with 
a spark arrestor in good working order. During the construction of the project, all vehicles and 
crews working at the project site shall have access to functional fire extinguishers and related 
fire prevention equipment (such as emergency sand bags, etc.) at all times. In addition, 
construction crews shall have a spotter during welding activities to look out for potentially 
dangerous situations, including accidental sparks. This plan shall be reviewed by the District 
and CAL FIRE for review and comment, where appropriate, and approved prior to construction 
and implemented once approved. The fire management plan shall also include sufficient 
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defensible space or other measures at a facility site located in a high or very high FHSZ  to 
minimize fire damage to a level acceptable to the District over the long term. 

 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
HYD-1 The District shall test the groundwater produced from the well prior to discharge.  Prior to or 

during discharge any contaminants shall be blended below the pertinent MCL or treated prior 
to discharge, including sediment or other material. 

 
HYD-2 The District shall require that the construction contractor to implement specific Best Manage-

ment Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants from contacting stormwater 
and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving offsite into receiving waters.  
These practices shall include a Plan that identifies the methods of containing, cleanup, 
transport and proper disposal of hazardous chemicals or materials released during construction 
activities that are compatible with applicable laws and regulations.  BMPs to be implemented 
by the District include the following: 
• The use of silt fences or coir rolls; 
• The use of temporary stormwater desilting or retention basins; 
• The use of water bars to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff;  
• The use of wheel washers on construction equipment leaving the site; 
• The washing of silt from public roads at the access point to the site to prevent the tracking 

of silt and other pollutants from the site onto public roads; 
• The storage of excavated material shall be kept to the minimum necessary to efficiently 

perform the construction activities required. Excavated or stockpiled material shall not be 
stored in water courses or other areas subject to the flow of surface water; and 

• Where feasible, stockpiled material shall be covered with waterproof material during rain 
events to control erosion of soil from the stockpiles. 

 
HYD-3 The District shall conduct a pump test of the new well and determine whether any other wells 

are located within the cone of depression once the well reaches equilibrium.  If any private 
wells are adversely impacted by future groundwater extractions from the proposed well, the 
District shall offset this impact through provision of water service; or adjusting the flow rates 
or hours of operation to mitigate adverse impacts.   

 
HYD-4 The District and construction contractor shall select best management practices applicable to 

the project site and activities on the site to achieve a reduction in pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable, both during and following development of the proposed municipal-supply 
water well and associated pipeline, and to control urban runoff after the Project is constructed 
and the well (if approved for operation post well testing) is in operation. 

 
Noise 
 
NOI-1 To comply with the City of Highland noise standards during daytime and nighttime hours, noise 

barriers with a minimum height of 15 feet shall be erected along the southwestern boundary, a 
sound blanket barrier on three sides (southwest, southeast, and northeast) of the drill rig mast, a 
15-foot-high barrier should be erected along the southwestern boundary, a minimum 12-foot high 
barrier along the southwest boundary, and a minimum height of 10-foot-high barrier should be 
erected along the northeastern and northwestern boundary.  Additionally, the generator and 
compressor shall be placed near the existing tanks and as far away from the properties to the 
southeast as possible, and a 12-foot-high barrier should be erected on three sides (northwest, 
southwest, and southeast) of the generator and compressor.  An effective barrier requires a weight 
of at least 2 pounds per square foot of face area with no decorative cutouts, perforations, or line-
of-sight openings between shielded areas and the source. Examples of temporary barrier material 
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includes 5/8 inch plywood, 5/8 inch oriented-strand board, or sound blankets capable of providing 
a minimum sound transmission loss (STC) of 27 or a Noise Reduction Coefficient (NRC) of 0.85. 
Refer to Figure XIII-2.  

 
NOI-2 The well shall be drilled at a distance of 55’ or greater from the nearest sensitive receptor, 

shown on Figure XIII-3. Loaded trucks delivering materials to the site and hauling materials 
away shall be operated at a distance at or greater than 35’ or greater from the nearest sensitive 
receptor, shown on Figure XIII-3, for the duration of construction.  

 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
 
TCR-1  The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation Cultural Resources Management Department (YSMN) 

shall be contacted, as detailed in MM CUL-2, of any pre-contact era cultural resources discovered 
during project implementation and be provided information regarding the nature of the find, so 
as to provide Tribal input with regards to significance and treatment. Should the find be deemed 
significant, as defined by CEQA (as amended, 2015), a Cultural Resources Monitoring and 
Treatment Plan shall be created by the archaeologist, in coordination with YSMN, and all 
subsequent finds shall be subject to this Plan. This Plan shall allow for a monitor to be present 
that represents YSMN for the remainder of the project, should YSMN elect to place a monitor on-
site..  

 
 TCR-2 Any and all archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the project (isolate records, 

site records, survey reports, testing reports, etc.) shall be supplied to the applicant and Lead 
Agency for dissemination to YSMN. The Lead Agency shall, in good faith, consult with YSMN 
throughout the life of the project.  

 
Wildfire 
 
WF-1 During site clearing within the project site when any electrical construction equipment is in use, 

the construction crew shall have fire prevention equipment (such as fire extinguishers, 
emergency sand bags, etc.) to put out any accidental fires that could result from the use of 
construction/maintenance equipment. 
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DATE:  May 24, 2024 

TO:   Kaitlyn Dodson-Hamilton, Tom Dodson & Associates  

FROM:  Haseeb Qureshi 

   Alyssa Barnett 

JOB NO:  16049-03 AQ & GHG Assessment 

EAST VALLEY WATER DISTRICT AIR QUALITY & GREENHOUSE GAS 

ASSESSMENT 

Kaitlyn Dodson-Hamilton 

Urban Crossroads, Inc. is pleased to provide the following Air Quality & 

Greenhouse Gas Assessment for the East Valley Water District (Project), which is 

located in the City of Highland. 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The East Valley Water District (EVWD) is undertaking a significant initiative to drill 

and construct a new groundwater production well within its Foothill Pressure 

Zone, referred to as EVWD Well 129 and as shown on Exhibit 1. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Results of the assessment indicate that the Project would result in a less than 

significant with respect to air quality and greenhouse gases. 
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EXHIBIT 1: SITE PLAN 
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PROJECT AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

AIR QUALITY SETTING 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN (SCAB) 

The Project site is located in the SCAB within the jurisdiction of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) (1). The SCAQMD was created by the 1977 Lewis-Presley Air 

Quality Management Act, which merged four county air pollution control bodies into one regional 

district.  Under the Act, the SCAQMD is responsible for bringing air quality in areas under its 

jurisdiction into conformity with federal and state air quality standards.  As stated, the Project 

site is located within the SCAB, a 6,745-square-mile subregion of the SCAQMD, which includes 

portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange County.  

The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and 

San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Los Angeles County portion of the Mojave 

Desert Air Basin is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles 

/ Kern County border to the north, and the Los Angeles / San Bernardino County border to the 

east. The Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin is bounded by the San Jacinto 

Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.   

Regional Climate 

The regional climate has a substantial influence on air quality in the SCAB. In addition, the 

temperature, wind, humidity, precipitation, and amount of sunshine influence the air quality. 

The annual average temperatures throughout the SCAB vary from the low to mid 60s (degrees 

Fahrenheit [°F]).  Due to a decreased marine influence, the eastern portion of the SCAB shows 

greater variability in average annual minimum and maximum temperatures.  January is the 

coldest month throughout the SCAB, with average minimum temperatures of 47°F in downtown 

Los Angeles and 36°F in San Bernardino.  All portions of the SCAB have recorded maximum 

temperatures above 100°F. 

Although the climate of the SCAB can be characterized as semi-arid, the air near the land surface 

is quite moist on most days because of the presence of a marine layer.  This shallow layer of sea 

air is an important modifier of SCAB climate.  Humidity restricts visibility in the SCAB, and the 

conversion of sulfur dioxide (SO2) to sulfates (SO4) is heightened in air with high relative humidity.  

The marine layer provides an environment for that conversion process, especially during the 

spring and summer months.  The annual average relative humidity within the SCAB is 71 percent 

(%) along the coast and 59% inland.  Since the ocean effect is dominant, periods of heavy early 

morning fog are frequent and low stratus clouds are a characteristic feature.  These effects 

decrease with distance from the coast. 

More than 90% of the SCAB’s rainfall occurs from November through April.  The annual average 

rainfall varies from approximately nine inches in Riverside to fourteen inches in downtown Los 

Angeles.  Monthly and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable.  Summer rainfall usually 

consists of widely scattered thunderstorms near the coast and slightly heavier shower activity in 

the eastern portion of the SCAB with frequency being higher near the coast. 
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Due to its generally clear weather, about three-quarters of available sunshine is received in the 

SCAB.  The remaining one-quarter is absorbed by clouds.  The ultraviolet portion of this abundant 

radiation is a key factor in photochemical reactions.  On the shortest day of the year there are 

approximately 10 hours of possible sunshine, and on the longest day of the year there are 

approximately 14½ hours of possible sunshine. 

The importance of wind to air pollution is considerable.  The direction and speed of the wind 

determines the horizontal dispersion and transport of the air pollutants.  During the late autumn 

to early spring rainy season, the SCAB is subjected to wind flows associated with the traveling 

storms moving through the region from the northwest.  This period also brings five to ten periods 

of strong, dry offshore winds, locally termed “Santa Anas” each year.  During the dry season, 

which coincides with the months of maximum photochemical smog concentrations, the wind flow 

is bimodal, typified by a daytime onshore sea breeze and a nighttime offshore drainage wind.  

Summer wind flows are created by the pressure differences between the relatively cold ocean 

and the unevenly heated and cooled land surfaces that modify the general northwesterly wind 

circulation over southern California.  Nighttime drainage begins with the radiational cooling of 

the mountain slopes.  Heavy, cool air descends the slopes and flows through the mountain passes 

and canyons as it follows the lowering terrain toward the ocean.  Another characteristic wind 

regime in the SCAB is the “Catalina Eddy,” a low level cyclonic (counterclockwise) flow centered 

over Santa Catalina Island which results in an offshore flow to the southwest.  On most spring 

and summer days, some indication of an eddy is apparent in coastal sections. 

In the SCAB, there are two distinct temperature inversion structures that control vertical mixing 

of air pollution.  During the summer, warm high-pressure descending (subsiding) air is undercut 

by a shallow layer of cool marine air.  The boundary between these two layers of air is a persistent 

marine subsidence/inversion.  This boundary prevents vertical mixing which effectively acts as an 

impervious lid to pollutants over the entire SCAB.  The mixing height for the inversion structure 

is normally situated 1,000 to 1,500 feet above mean sea level. 

A second inversion-type forms in conjunction with the drainage of cool air off the surrounding 

mountains at night followed by the seaward drift of this pool of cool air.  The top of this layer 

forms a sharp boundary with the warmer air aloft and creates nocturnal radiation inversions.  

These inversions occur primarily in the winter when nights are longer and onshore flow is 

weakest.  They are typically only a few hundred feet above mean sea level.  These inversions 

effectively trap pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides (NOX) and carbon monoxide (CO) from 

vehicles, as the pool of cool air drifts seaward.  Winter is therefore a period of high levels of 

primary pollutants along the coastline. 

Wind Patterns and Project Location 

The distinctive climate of the Project area and the SCAB is determined by its terrain and 

geographical location.  The SCAB is located in a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and 

low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean in the southwest quadrant with high mountains forming 

the remainder of the perimeter. 

Wind patterns across the south coastal region are characterized by westerly and southwesterly 

onshore winds during the day and easterly or northeasterly breezes at night. Winds are 

characteristically light although the speed is somewhat greater during the dry summer months 

than during the rainy winter season. 
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Criteria Pollutants  

Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board 

(CARB) have established ambient air quality standards for common pollutants. These ambient air 

quality standards are levels of contaminants representing safe levels that avoid specific adverse 

health effects associated with each pollutant. The ambient air quality standards cover what are 

called “criteria” pollutants because the health and other effects of each pollutant are described 

in criteria documents. The six criteria pollutants are ozone (O3) (precursor emissions include NOX 

and reactive organic gases (ROG), CO, particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 

dioxide (SO2), and lead. Areas that meet ambient air quality standards are classified as attainment 

areas, while areas that do not meet these standards are classified as nonattainment areas. The 

Riverside County portion of the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for the federal O3 

and PM2.5 standards and is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for O3, PM10, and 

PM2.5. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) Trend 

In 1984, as a result of public concern for exposure to airborne carcinogens, CARB adopted 

regulations to reduce the amount of TAC emissions resulting from mobile and area sources, such 

as cars, trucks, stationary products, and consumer products. According to the Ambient and 

Emission Trends of Toxic Air Contaminants in California journal article (2) which was prepared for 

CARB, results show that between 1990-2012, ambient concentration and emission trends for the 

seven TACs responsible for most of the known cancer risk associated with airborne exposure in 

California have declined significantly (between 1990 and 2012). The seven TACs studied include 

those that are derived from mobile sources: diesel particulate matter (DPM), benzene (C6H6), and 

1,3-butadiene (C4H6); those that are derived from stationary sources: perchloroethylene (C2Cl4) 

and hexavalent chromium (Cr(VI)); and those derived from photochemical reactions of emitted 

VOCs: formaldehyde (CH2O) and acetaldehyde (C2H4O).1 The decline in ambient concentration 

and emission trends of these TACs are a result of various regulations CARB has implemented to 

address cancer risk. 

Some people are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when 

evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly, 

and individuals with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness. Structures that house these 

persons or places where they gather are defined as “sensitive receptors.” These structures 

typically include uses such as residences, hotels, and hospitals where an individual can remain 

for 24 hours. Consistent with the localized significance threshold (LST) Methodology, the nearest 

land use where an individual could remain for 24 hours to the Project site has been used to 

determine construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of PM10 and PM2.5, since 

PM10 and PM2.5 thresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time.  

Receptors in the Project study area are described below. All distances are measured from the 

Project site boundary to the outdoor living areas (e.g., backyards) or at the building façade, 

  

1 It should be noted that ambient DPM concentrations are not measured directly. Rather, a surrogate method using the 

coefficient of haze (COH) and elemental carbon (EC) is used to estimate DPM concentrations. 
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whichever is closer to the Project site. Receptors in the Project study area are shown on Exhibit 2 

under the Localized Construction Emissions section later in the report. 

• Receptor R1 represents the existing residence at 7804 Calle Del Rio Street, approximately 

45 feet southwest of the Project site.   

• Receptor R2 represents the existing residence at 7811 Calle Del Rio Street, approximately 

98 feet south of the Project site.   

• Receptor R3 represents the existing residence at 7814 Santa Angela Street, approximately 

207 feet southeast of the Project site. 

• Receptor R4 represents the existing residence at 30463 McLean Street, approximately 

226 feet northeast of the Project site.   

REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

The EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the national ambient air quality standards 

(NAAQS) for O3, CO, NOX, SO2, PM10, and lead (Pb) (3). The EPA has jurisdiction over emissions 

sources that are under the authority of the federal government including aircraft, locomotives, 

and emissions sources outside state waters (Outer Continental Shelf). The EPA also establishes 

emission standards for vehicles sold in states other than California. Automobiles sold in California 

must meet the stricter emission requirements of CARB. 

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) was first enacted in 1955 and has been amended numerous times 

in subsequent years (1963, 1965, 1967, 1970, 1977, and 1990). The CAA establishes the federal 

air quality standards, the NAAQS, and specifies future dates for achieving compliance (4). The CAA 

also mandates that each state submit and implement state implementation plans (SIPs) for local 

areas not meeting these standards. These plans must include pollution control measures that 

demonstrate how the standards will be met. 

The 1990 amendments to the CAA that identify specific emission reduction goals for areas not 

meeting the NAAQS require a demonstration of reasonable further progress toward attainment 

and incorporate additional sanctions for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones. The 

sections of the CAA most directly applicable to the development of the Project site include Title I 

(Non-Attainment Provisions) and Title II (Mobile Source Provisions) (5) (6). Title I provisions were 

established with the goal of attaining the NAAQS for the following criteria pollutants O3, NO2, SO2, 

PM10, CO, PM2.5, and Pb. The NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to include an additional standard 

for O3 and to adopt a NAAQS for PM2.5.  

Mobile source emissions are regulated in accordance with Title II provisions. These provisions 

require the use of cleaner burning gasoline and other cleaner burning fuels such as methanol 

and natural gas. Automobile manufacturers are also required to reduce tailpipe emissions of 

hydrocarbons and NOX. NOX is a collective term that includes all forms of NOX which are emitted 

as byproducts of the combustion process. 
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CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS 

CARB 

The CARB, which became part of the California EPA (CalEPA) in 1991, is responsible for ensuring 

implementation of the California Clean Air Act (AB 2595), responding to the federal CAA, and for 

regulating emissions from consumer products and motor vehicles. AB 2595 mandates 

achievement of the maximum degree of emissions reductions possible from vehicular and other 

mobile sources in order to attain the state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practical 

date.  The CARB established the California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for all pollutants 

for which the federal government has NAAQS and, in addition, establishes standards for SO4, 

visibility, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl chloride (C2H3Cl).  However, at this time, H2S and C2H3Cl 

are not measured at any monitoring stations in the SCAB because they are not considered to be 

a regional air quality problem.  Generally, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS (7) (8). 

Local air quality management districts, such as the SCAQMD, regulate air emissions from 

stationary sources such as commercial and industrial facilities.  All air pollution control districts 

have been formally designated as attainment or non-attainment for each CAAQS. 

Serious non-attainment areas are required to prepare Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP) that 

include specified emission reduction strategies in an effort to meet clean air goals.  These plans 

are required to include: 

• Application of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology to existing sources; 

• Developing control programs for area sources (e.g., architectural coatings and solvents) 

and indirect sources (e.g., motor vehicle use generated by residential and commercial 

development); 

• A District permitting system designed to allow no net increase in emissions from any new 

or modified permitted sources of emissions; 

• Implementing reasonably available transportation control measures and assuring a 

substantial reduction in growth rate of vehicle trips and miles traveled; 

• Significant use of low emissions vehicles by fleet operators; 

• Sufficient control strategies to achieve a 5% or more annual reduction in emissions or 

15% or more in a period of three years for ROGs, NOX, CO and PM10. However, air basins 

may use an alternative emission reduction strategy that achieves a reduction of less than 

5% per year under certain circumstances. 

AQMP 

Currently, the NAAQS and CAAQS are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB. In response, the 

SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMP to meet the state and federal ambient air quality 

standards (9). AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce emissions, 

accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the 

economy. 
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APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

SCAQMD Rules that are currently applicable during construction activity for this Project include 

but are not limited to Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings) (10) (11). 

SCAQMD Rule 403 

This rule is intended to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as 

a result of anthropogenic (human-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent 

and reduce fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made condition 

capable of generating fugitive dust and requires best available control measures to be applied to 

earth moving and grading activities. This rule is intended to reduce PM10 emissions from any 

transportation, handling, construction, or storage activity that has the potential to generate 

fugitive dust. PM10 suppression techniques are summarized below. 

• Portions of a construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of three months 

will be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown or otherwise stabilized. 

• All on-site roads will be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or chemically 

stabilized. 

• All material transported off-site will be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to 

prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

• The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation operations will be 

minimized at all times.  

• Where vehicles leave a construction site and enter adjacent public streets, the streets will 

be swept daily or washed down at the end of the workday to remove soil tracked onto 

the paved surface. 

METHODOLOGY 

In May 2024, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in conjunction 

with other California air districts, including SCAQMD, released the latest version of the CalEEMod 

Version 2022.1.1. The purpose of this model is to calculate construction-source and operational-

source criteria pollutant (VOCs, NOX, SOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) and GHG emissions from direct 

and indirect sources; and quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from 

mitigation measures (12). Accordingly, the latest version of CalEEMod has been used for this 

Project to determine construction and operational air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  

Standards of Significance  

The criteria used to determine the significance of potential Project-related air quality impacts are 

taken from the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) (14 CCR 

§§15000, et seq.). Based on these thresholds, a project would result in a significant impact related 

to air quality if it would (13): 

• Threshold 1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

• Threshold 2: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 

for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 

ambient air quality standard.  
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• Threshold 3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

• Threshold 4: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 

affecting a substantial number of people.  

AIR QUALITY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

The SCAQMD has developed regional significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, as 

summarized at Table 1 (14). The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (April 2019) 

indicate that any projects in the SCAB with daily emissions that exceed any of the indicated 

thresholds should be considered as having an individually and cumulatively significant air quality 

impact. 

TABLE 1: MAXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

Pollutant Construction Operations 

NOX 100 lbs./day 55 lbs./day 

VOC 75 lbs./day 55 lbs./day 

PM10 150 lbs./day 150 lbs./day 

PM2.5 55 lbs./day 55 lbs./day 

SOX 150 lbs./day 150 lbs./day 

CO 550 lbs./day 550 lbs./day 

       lbs./day – Pounds Per Day  

AIR QUALITY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

For this Project, the appropriate SRA for the LST analysis is the SCAQMD Central San Bernardino 

Valley monitoring station (SRA 34). LSTs apply to CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. The SCAQMD 

produced look-up tables for projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size. The SCAQMD’s screening 

look-up tables are utilized in determining localized impacts. It should be noted that since the look-

up tables identify thresholds at only 1 acre, 2 acres, and 5 acres, linear regression has been 

utilized to determine localized significance thresholds. Consistent with SCAQMD guidance, the 

thresholds presented in Table 2 were calculated by interpolating the threshold values for the 

Project’s disturbed acreage.  

It should be noted that though the Project is less than 1 acre in size, the acres disturbed is based 

on the equipment list and days during each phase of construction according to the anticipated 

maximum number of acres a given piece of equipment can pass over in an 8-hour workday. The 

equipment-specific grading rates are summarized in the CalEEMod user’s guide, Appendix A: 

Calculation Details for CalEEMod (15). It should be noted that the disturbed area per day is 

representative of a piece of equipment making multiple passes over the same land area. In other 

words, one Rubber Tired Dozer can make multiple passes over the same land area totaling 0.5 

acres in a given 8-hour day. Appendix A of the CalEEMod User Manual only identifies equipment-

specific grading rates for Crawler Tractors, Graders, Rubber Tired Dozers, and Scrapers; 

therefore, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes equipment that was included in the demolition, site 

preparation and grading phase was replaced with Crawler Tractors. The Project’s construction 
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activities could disturb a maximum of approximately 1 acre per day for well drilling, construction, 

development, testing, demolition, building construction, paving, 3.5 acres per day for site 

preparation, and 3 acres per day for grading activities.  Any other construction phases of 

development would result in lesser emissions and consequently lesser impacts than what is 

disclosed herein. As such, Table 2 presents thresholds for localized construction and operational 

emissions. 

TABLE 2: MAXIMUM DAILY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

Source Activity 
Emissions (lbs./day) 

VOC NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Construction 

Well Drilling, 

Construction,  

Development,  

Testing 

118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 

Demolition  220 lbs./day 1,359 lbs./day 11 lbs./day 6 lbs./day 

Site Preparation 203 lbs./day 1,230 lbs./day 9 lbs./day 5 lbs./day 

Grading 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 

Building Construction 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 

Paving 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 4 lbs./day 3 lbs./day 

Operations - 118 lbs./day 667 lbs./day 1 lbs./day 1 lbs./day 

1Source of LSTs is provided on page 14 of 32. 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Construction activities associated with the Project would result in emissions of VOCs, NOX, SOX, 

CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Construction-related emissions are expected from the following activities: 

• Demolition 

• Site Preparation 

• Grading 

• Building Construction 

• Paving  

• Architectural Coating  

DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES 

Removal of existing asphalt will be required to construct the 40’ x 20’ well building, resulting in 

approximately 91 tons of demolished material.  
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GRADING ACTIVITIES 

Dust is typically a major concern during grading activities. Because such emissions are not 

amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called “fugitive 

emissions.” Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil 

moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, 

etc.). CalEEMod was utilized to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of 

activity.  The Project is expected to balance and will not require import/export.  

ON-ROAD TRIPS 

Construction generates on-road vehicle emissions from vehicle usage for workers, vendors, and 

haul trucks commuting to and from the site. Worker and hauling trips are based on CalEEMod 

defaults. 

CONSTRUCTION DURATION 

For purposes of analysis, construction of Project is expected to commence in September 2024 

and would last through August 2025. The construction schedule utilized in the analysis represents 

a “worst-case” analysis scenario should construction occur any time after the respective dates 

since emission factors for construction decrease as time passes and the analysis year increases 

due to emission regulations becoming more stringent.2 The duration of construction activity and 

associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet 

as required per CEQA Guidelines (16).  

CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment modeled is based on CalEEMod defaults and consultation with the Project Applicant. 

Consistent with industry standards and typical construction practices, each piece of equipment 

will operate up to a total of eight (8) hours per day, or more than two-thirds of the period during 

which construction activities are allowed pursuant to the code.  

REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY 

The estimated maximum daily construction emissions are summarized on Table 3, and as shown, 

the Project construction-source emissions would not exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds. Thus, 

the Project would result in a less than significant impact associated with construction activities. 

Detailed Construction model outputs are presented in Attachment A. 

  

2 As shown in the CalEEMod User’s Guide Version 2022.1.1, Section 4.3 “Off-Road Equipment” as the analysis year 

increases, emission factors for the same equipment pieces decrease due to the natural turnover of older equipment 

being replaced by newer less polluting equipment and new regulatory requirements. 
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TABLE 3: REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY 

Source 
Emissions (lbs./day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Summer 

2024 1.11 9.08 14.20 0.02 0.64 0.41 

2025 4.13 37.50 33.80 0.06 7.82 4.52 

Winter 

2024 1.10 9.10 13.80 0.02 0.64 0.41 

2025 1.01 8.50 13.60 0.02 0.57 0.34 

Maximum Daily Emissions 4.13 37.50 33.80 0.06 7.82 4.52 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO 

1PM10 and PM2.5 source emissions reflect 3x daily watering per SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust. 

REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Long-term air quality impacts occur from mobile source emission generated from Project-related 

traffic and from stationary source emissions generated from natural gas. The proposed Project 

primarily involves construction activity. For on-going operations, mobile emissions would be 

generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project sites during on-going 

maintenance. However, the project would generate a nominal number of traffic trips for periodic 

maintenance and inspections and would not result in any substantive new long-term emissions 

sources. As this Project involves the operations of a well which is expected to produce 967-acre 

feet per year (314,889,124 gallons per year) it is assumed that consumer products would not be 

used. 

All operational equipment associated with the Project would be electrically powered and would 

not directly generate air emissions. It is our understanding that the proposed Project will include 

the use of a 350-horsepower pump.  

Stationary area source emissions are typically generated by the consumption of natural gas for 

space and water heating devices and the use of consumer products. Stationary energy emissions 

would result from energy consumption associated with the proposed Project. However, the 

proposed Project may include the use of an emergency diesel generator supplying power to the 

treatment plant in case of emergency. If a backup generator were installed, the lead agency would 

be required to obtain the applicable permits from SCAQMD for operation of such equipment. The 

SCAQMD is responsible for issuing permits for the operation of stationary sources to reduce air 

pollution, and to attain and maintain NAAQS and CAAQS within the SCAB. The Project would not 

result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project 

region is non-attainment. A backup generator would be used only in emergency situations and 

for routine testing and maintenance purposes. Based on guidance from SCAQMD, the backup 

generator would operate for a maximum of 200 hours annually or approximately 0.5 hours per 
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ATTACHMENT A 

CALEEMOD PROPOSED PROJECT EMISSIONS MODEL OUTPUTS  
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3.9. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

3.11. Well Drilling, Construction, Development, Testing (2024) - Unmitigated

3.13. Well Drilling, Construction, Development, Testing (2025) - Unmitigated

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated
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4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

5.4. Vehicles
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5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

5.5. Architectural Coatings

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

5.7. Construction Paving

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption
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5.12.1. Unmitigated

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

5.16.2. Process Boilers

5.17. User Defined

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration



East Valley Water District Detailed Report, 5/7/2024

6 / 50

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

8. User Changes to Default Data
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name East Valley Water District

Construction Start Date 9/16/2024

Operational Year 2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.50

Precipitation (days) 11.2

Location 7804 Calle Del Rio St, Highland, CA 92346, USA

County San Bernardino-South Coast

City Highland

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5168

EDFZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.22

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description
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Other Asphalt
Surfaces

0.63 Acre 0.63 0.00 0.00 — — —

Unrefrigerated
Warehouse-No Rail

0.80 1000sqft 0.02 800 0.00 — — Well Building

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 4.91 4.13 37.5 33.8 0.06 1.93 5.89 7.82 1.78 2.74 4.52 — 6,881 6,881 0.28 0.17 2.47 6,908

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.31 1.10 9.10 13.8 0.02 0.37 0.26 0.64 0.34 0.06 0.41 — 2,114 2,114 0.09 0.02 0.03 2,123

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.63 0.53 4.62 6.37 0.01 0.18 0.18 0.36 0.17 0.06 0.23 — 1,067 1,067 0.04 0.01 0.14 1,071

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.11 0.10 0.84 1.16 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.04 — 177 177 0.01 < 0.005 0.02 177

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

-------------------
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Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 1.31 1.11 9.08 14.2 0.02 0.37 0.26 0.64 0.34 0.06 0.41 — 2,138 2,138 0.09 0.02 1.15 2,149

2025 4.91 4.13 37.5 33.8 0.06 1.93 5.89 7.82 1.78 2.74 4.52 — 6,881 6,881 0.28 0.17 2.47 6,908

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 1.31 1.10 9.10 13.8 0.02 0.37 0.26 0.64 0.34 0.06 0.41 — 2,114 2,114 0.09 0.02 0.03 2,123

2025 1.20 1.01 8.50 13.6 0.02 0.31 0.26 0.57 0.28 0.06 0.34 — 2,109 2,109 0.09 0.02 0.03 2,119

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.27 0.23 1.91 2.90 < 0.005 0.08 0.05 0.13 0.07 0.01 0.08 — 443 443 0.02 0.01 0.10 446

2025 0.63 0.53 4.62 6.37 0.01 0.18 0.18 0.36 0.17 0.06 0.23 — 1,067 1,067 0.04 0.01 0.14 1,071

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.05 0.04 0.35 0.53 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 0.02 — 73.4 73.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 73.8

2025 0.11 0.10 0.84 1.16 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.04 — 177 177 0.01 < 0.005 0.02 177

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 603 3,667 4,271 62.2 1.51 0.00 6,277

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 603 3,667 4,271 62.2 1.51 0.00 6,277

-------------------

-------------------
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Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 603 3,667 4,271 62.2 1.51 0.00 6,277

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 99.9 607 707 10.3 0.25 0.00 1,039

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,616 1,616 0.15 0.02 — 1,625

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 603 2,047 2,651 62.1 1.49 — 4,648

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Stationar
y

0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 3.69 3.69 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 3.71

Total 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 603 3,667 4,271 62.2 1.51 0.00 6,277

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,616 1,616 0.15 0.02 — 1,625

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 603 2,047 2,651 62.1 1.49 — 4,648

-------------------
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Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Stationar
y

0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 3.69 3.69 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 3.71

Total 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 603 3,667 4,271 62.2 1.51 0.00 6,277

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,616 1,616 0.15 0.02 — 1,625

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 603 2,047 2,651 62.1 1.49 — 4,648

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Stationar
y

0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 3.68 3.68 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 3.69

Total 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 603 3,667 4,271 62.2 1.51 0.00 6,277

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 268 268 0.03 < 0.005 — 269

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 99.9 339 439 10.3 0.25 — 769

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Stationar
y

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 0.61 0.61 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.61

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 99.9 607 707 10.3 0.25 0.00 1,039

3. Construction Emissions Details
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3.1. Demolition (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

2.86 2.40 22.2 19.9 0.03 0.92 — 0.92 0.84 — 0.84 — 3,425 3,425 0.14 0.03 — 3,437

Demolitio
n

— — — — — — 0.63 0.63 — 0.10 0.10 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.01 0.12 0.11 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 18.8 18.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 18.8

Demolitio
n

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.11 3.11 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.12

Demolitio
n

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.07 0.07 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 211 211 0.01 0.01 0.78 215

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.10 0.02 0.95 0.54 0.01 0.01 0.21 0.22 0.01 0.06 0.07 — 795 795 0.08 0.13 1.69 838

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.08 1.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.09

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.36 4.36 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.59

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.18 0.18 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.18

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.72 0.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.76

3.3. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.82 4.05 37.5 32.4 0.05 1.93 — 1.93 1.78 — 1.78 — 5,528 5,528 0.22 0.04 — 5,547

-------------------
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———————2.692.69—5.665.66——————Dust
From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.07 0.06 0.51 0.44 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.02 — 0.02 — 75.7 75.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 76.0

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.08 0.08 — 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.09 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 12.5 12.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.6

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.08 1.36 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 247 247 0.01 0.01 0.91 250

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.14 3.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.19

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.52 0.52 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.53

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

3.80 3.20 29.7 28.3 0.06 1.23 — 1.23 1.14 — 1.14 — 6,599 6,599 0.27 0.05 — 6,622

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.39 2.39 — 0.95 0.95 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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——————————————————Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.02 0.16 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 36.2 36.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 36.3

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 5.99 5.99 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.01

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.09 1.56 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 282 282 0.01 0.01 1.05 286

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.44 1.44 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.46

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.24 0.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.24

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.45 1.21 11.3 14.1 0.03 0.47 — 0.47 0.43 — 0.43 — 2,630 2,630 0.11 0.02 — 2,639

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.18 0.15 1.39 1.74 < 0.005 0.06 — 0.06 0.05 — 0.05 — 324 324 0.01 < 0.005 — 325

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.03 0.03 0.25 0.32 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 53.7 53.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 53.9

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

-------------------
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Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.73 4.73 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 4.81

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.05 4.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 4.25

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.54 0.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.55

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.50 0.50 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.52

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.08 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.95 0.80 7.45 9.98 0.01 0.35 — 0.35 0.32 — 0.32 — 1,511 1,511 0.06 0.01 — 1,517

Paving — 0.83 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 < 0.005 0.04 0.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 8.28 8.28 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.31

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.37 1.37 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.38

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.07 0.07 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 211 211 0.01 0.01 0.78 215

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.08 1.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.09

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.18 0.18 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.18

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Well Drilling, Construction, Development, Testing (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.20 1.00 8.99 12.5 0.02 0.37 — 0.37 0.34 — 0.34 — 1,850 1,850 0.08 0.02 — 1,856

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.20 1.00 8.99 12.5 0.02 0.37 — 0.37 0.34 — 0.34 — 1,850 1,850 0.08 0.02 — 1,856

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.25 0.21 1.88 2.62 < 0.005 0.08 — 0.08 0.07 — 0.07 — 387 387 0.02 < 0.005 — 389

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------



East Valley Water District Detailed Report, 5/7/2024

21 / 50

Off-Road
Equipment

0.05 0.04 0.34 0.48 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 64.1 64.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 64.4

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.10 0.10 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 288 288 0.01 0.01 1.15 292

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.10 0.11 1.28 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 264 264 0.01 0.01 0.03 267

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 56.0 56.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.10 56.8

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 9.28 9.28 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 9.41

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Well Drilling, Construction, Development, Testing (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e-------------------
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Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.11 0.92 8.41 12.4 0.02 0.31 — 0.31 0.28 — 0.28 — 1,851 1,851 0.08 0.02 — 1,857

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.11 0.92 8.41 12.4 0.02 0.31 — 0.31 0.28 — 0.28 — 1,851 1,851 0.08 0.02 — 1,857

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.31 0.26 2.35 3.48 0.01 0.09 — 0.09 0.08 — 0.08 — 518 518 0.02 < 0.005 — 520

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.06 0.05 0.43 0.63 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.01 — 0.01 — 85.8 85.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 86.0

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.09 1.56 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 282 282 0.01 0.01 1.05 286

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.10 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 258 258 0.01 0.01 0.03 262

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 73.3 73.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.13 74.4

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.1 12.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 12.3

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Unrefrige
Warehouse-No
Rail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

undefine
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — 1,616 1,616 0.15 0.02 — 1,625

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,616 1,616 0.15 0.02 — 1,625

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

undefine
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — 1,616 1,616 0.15 0.02 — 1,625

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,616 1,616 0.15 0.02 — 1,625

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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0.00—0.000.000.000.00————————————Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

undefine
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — 268 268 0.03 < 0.005 — 269

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 268 268 0.03 < 0.005 — 269

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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0.00—0.000.000.000.00—0.00—0.000.00—0.000.000.000.000.000.00Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Products

— 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Consum
er
Products

— 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Products

— 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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4,648—1.4962.12,6512,047603———————————Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 603 2,047 2,651 62.1 1.49 — 4,648

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 603 2,047 2,651 62.1 1.49 — 4,648

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 603 2,047 2,651 62.1 1.49 — 4,648

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 99.9 339 439 10.3 0.25 — 769

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 99.9 339 439 10.3 0.25 — 769

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Other
Asphalt
Surfaces

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Pumps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Pumps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Pumps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Emergen
cy
Generato
r

0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 3.69 3.69 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 3.71

Total 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 3.69 3.69 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 3.71

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Emergen
cy
Generato
r

0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 3.69 3.69 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 3.71

Total 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 3.69 3.69 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 3.71

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Emergen
Generator

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 0.61 0.61 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.61

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 0.61 0.61 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.61

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetatio
n

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Demolition Demolition 5/24/2025 5/27/2025 5.00 2.00 —

Site Preparation Site Preparation 5/28/2025 6/3/2025 5.00 5.00 —

Grading Grading 6/4/2025 6/5/2025 5.00 2.00 —

Building Construction Building Construction 6/6/2025 8/7/2025 5.00 45.0 —

Paving Paving 8/8/2025 8/11/2025 5.00 2.00 —

Well Drilling, Construction,
Development, Testing

Trenching 9/16/2024 5/23/2025 5.00 180 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73

Demolition Excavators Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 367 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 367 0.40

Site Preparation Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 87.0 0.43

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
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Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Well Drilling,
Construction,
Development, Testing

Bore/Drill Rigs Diesel Average 1.00 10.0 83.0 0.50

Well Drilling,
Construction,
Development, Testing

Forklifts Diesel Average 1.00 10.0 82.0 0.20

Well Drilling,
Construction,
Development, Testing

Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 10.0 14.0 0.74

Well Drilling,
Construction,
Development, Testing

Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 10.0 37.0 0.48

Well Drilling,
Construction,
Development, Testing

Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 10.0 84.0 0.37

Well Drilling,
Construction,
Development, Testing

Welders Diesel Average 2.00 2.00 46.0 0.45

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix
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Demolition — — — —

Demolition Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Demolition Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Demolition Hauling 11.5 20.0 HHDT

Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 17.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 20.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 0.34 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 0.13 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Well Drilling, Construction,
Development, Testing

— — — —
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LDA,LDT1,LDT218.520.0WorkerWell Drilling, Construction,
Development, Testing

Well Drilling, Construction,
Development, Testing

Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Well Drilling, Construction,
Development, Testing

Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Well Drilling, Construction,
Development, Testing

Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (Ton of
Debris)

Acres Paved (acres)

Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 91.0 —

Site Preparation — — 17.5 0.00 —

Grading — — 6.00 0.00 —

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.63

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction
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Water Exposed Area 3 74% 74%

Water Demolished Area 2 36% 36%

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.63 100%

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2024 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

2025 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Other Asphalt
Surfaces

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unrefrigerated
Warehouse-No Rail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths
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5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) Non-Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

0 0.00 1,200 400 1,651

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 0.00

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No
Rail

0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 314,889,124 0.00
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5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 —

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Pumps Electric Average 1.00 24.0 350 0.74

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Hours per Year Horsepower Load Factor

Emergency Generator Diesel 1.00 0.55 200 8.00 0.73

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)
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5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 27.8 annual days of extreme heat



East Valley Water District Detailed Report, 5/7/2024

44 / 50

Extreme Precipitation 4.35 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 24.9 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and consider
inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events.
Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores
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Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 100

AQ-PM 53.1

AQ-DPM 20.0

Drinking Water 85.2

Lead Risk Housing 1.49

Pesticides 65.6
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Toxic Releases 39.4

Traffic 12.6

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 40.8

Groundwater 0.00

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 35.6

Impaired Water Bodies 33.2

Solid Waste 0.00

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 61.5

Cardio-vascular 77.6

Low Birth Weights 59.3

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —

Education 8.99

Housing 14.7

Linguistic 17.3

Poverty 6.73

Unemployment 78.3

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 76.41473117

Employed 79.81521879

Median HI 79.66123444

Education —
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Bachelor's or higher 62.03002695

High school enrollment 100

Preschool enrollment 21.73745669

Transportation —

Auto Access 96.70216861

Active commuting 3.721288336

Social —

2-parent households 68.31772103

Voting 80.48248428

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 76.9665084

Park access 35.82702425

Retail density 12.48556397

Supermarket access 33.02964199

Tree canopy 13.92275119

Housing —

Homeownership 92.2751187

Housing habitability 53.70204029

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 81.45771847

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 0.51328115

Uncrowded housing 76.50455537

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 85.66662389

Arthritis 0.0

Asthma ER Admissions 27.1

High Blood Pressure 0.0

Cancer (excluding skin) 0.0
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Asthma 0.0

Coronary Heart Disease 0.0

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 0.0

Diagnosed Diabetes 0.0

Life Expectancy at Birth 76.7

Cognitively Disabled 29.3

Physically Disabled 94.1

Heart Attack ER Admissions 24.0

Mental Health Not Good 0.0

Chronic Kidney Disease 0.0

Obesity 0.0

Pedestrian Injuries 19.6

Physical Health Not Good 0.0

Stroke 0.0

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 0.0

Current Smoker 0.0

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 0.0

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 45.3

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 79.8

Elderly 81.3

English Speaking 58.4

Foreign-born 17.5

Outdoor Workers 47.5

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —
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Impervious Surface Cover 71.1

Traffic Density 13.5

Traffic Access 23.0

Other Indices —

Hardship 27.1

Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 84.8

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 43.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 71.0

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) No

Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification
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Construction: Construction Phases Construction schedule based on consultation with the Applicant

Construction: Off-Road Equipment Construction equipment based on consultation with the Applicant

Operations: Vehicle Data Project not anticipated to generate substantive amount of trips

Operations: Landscape Equipment Project does not anticipate landscaping

Operations: Energy Use Building use is to house a well. As such, the CalEEMod defaults for the land use modeled are not
appropriate

Operations: Water and Waste Water Based on information provided by Applicant the average water use for a well is 967 AFY (314,889,124
GPY)

Operations: Solid Waste Building use is to house a well. As such, the CalEEMod defaults for the land use modeled are not
appropriate

Operations: Consumer Products Building use is to house a well. As such, the CalEEMod defaults for the land use modeled are not
appropriate

Operations: Off-Road Equipment Based on similar projects
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	EAST VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
	WELL NO. 129 PROJECT
	Project Description
	Introduction
	East Valley Water District (EVWD or the District) was formed in 1954 for providing water service
	to residents of its service area. EVWD's service area encompasses an area of approximately 30
	square miles along the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains and includes the City of Highland, some eastern parts of the City of San Bernardino, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and some unincorporated parts of San Bernardino County. EVWD ...
	EVWD secures its water supply from a network of groundwater production wells and surface water derived from the Santa Ana River and State Water Project. With groundwater production rights of 14,217 acre feet per year (AFY), as a non-plaintiff party to...
	It is normal for the production capacity of a groundwater well to decline over time. More often, this phenomenon is related to the physical plugging of the aquifer sediments, gravel pack materials , and the well screen openings. The lifespan of a well...
	Project Description
	The District seeks to install a new well, which would aid the District in meeting current and future demand. Well No. 129 is proposed to be located within a less than one acre portion of an approximately 2.37-acre parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [AP...
	The site would include the following features: the new well (wellhead); an 8” diameter pipeline connecting to the District’s booster pump station onsite; a 4’ diameter reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) that extends 2’ above grade and 16” RCP drain line; ...
	The District anticipates that the new well will be drilled utilizing the reverse circulation rotary drilling method to about 550 feet below ground surface (bgs), based on the depth of the District’s nearby well. The objective for the well is to genera...
	Access to the proposed project site is provided from the intersection of Calle Del Rio Street and Vista Clara Street, at which the gated Plant No. 129 can be accessed (refer to Figure 3). Stormwater is removed from the project site via sheet flow into...

	ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
	DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
	EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
	Background
	General Site Conditions

	ii. Strong Seismic Ground Shaking
	iii. Seismic-Related Ground Failure Including Liquefaction
	Conclusion
	Therefore, through the implementation of the mitigation measures identified above, neither operation or construction of the proposed project would violate City of Highland noise standards outlined in the City’s Municipal Code. Impacts under this issue...
	The analysis in this Initial Study and the findings reached indicate that the proposed project can be implemented without causing any new project specific or cumulatively considerable unavoidable significant adverse environmental impacts.  Mitigation ...
	SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES
	Biological Resources
	BIO-1 Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified avian biologist no more than three (3) days prior to vegetation clearing or ground disturbance activities. Preconstruction surveys shall focus on both direct and indirect evidence of nesting...
	Cultural Resources
	Geology and Soils
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	Noise
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