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NOTICE OF INTENT (NOI) TO ADOPT AN INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

GROVE BASIN OUTLET STORM DRAIN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, County
Staff prepared a Draft Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) that identifies and evaluates
the environmental impacts of the proposed Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project

Project Title: Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project

Project No.: F02650

Project Location: The Project location is an approximately 1.25-miles stretch along Grove Avenue
between East Riverside Drive (Grove Basin) and the intersection of Edison Avenue, City of Ontario,
California, 91761. The approximate GPS coordinates of the Project site are 34.006727 N 117.628206 W
which is approximately the center of the Project location.

Project Description: San Bernardino County Flood Control District proposed project includes the
installation of a new 84-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) and 96-inch RCP from Edison Avenue to Chino
Avenue. Additionally, the existing 66-inch RCP will be replaced with a 72-inch RCP from Chino Avenue to
just south of the Grove Basin. Furthermore, the project would replace manholes and junction structures,
reconstruct the roadway and associated driveways, and remove existing outlet structures to enhance water
flow management. The pipeline disturbance area has a width of 14 feet and a total pipeline length of 6,583
feet from Edison Avenue to East Riverside Drive. The project also involves an excavation depth of up to a
maximum of 27 feet.

The Project connects to an existing storm drain at the intersection of Edison Avenue and Grove Avenue.
This storm drain ultimately discharges into the Prado Basin and subsequently the lower Santa Ana River.
Night work is not proposed for this project. The estimated construction duration is 160 working days.
Construction activities will take place primarily along Grove Avenue, with site access facilitated from this
main roadway. Lane closures along Grove Avenue may be necessary, including potential traffic detours at
intersections to maintain safety and minimize disruptions during construction operations.

Environmental Review and Public Comment: The circulation of the Initial Study/Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) is to encourage written public comments. Interested persons can review the Draft
ISIMND on the District project website: https://dpw.sbcounty.gov/#notices or at the following physical
location:

Department of Public Works, Environmental Management Division
825 E, Third Street, Rm. 123
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835

You may also view and obtain the document in an electronic format at https://dpw.sbcounty.gov/#notices
or by emailing the Planner at ayida.smith@dpw.sbcounty.gov.

To request a PDF version of the document from the Department of Public Works database, please
reference the project number above. The comment period on the IS/MND is June 10, 2025, through July
11, 2025, no later than 5:00 PM close of business.

Please submit comments to ayida.smith@dpw.sbcounty.gov or to:

Ayida Smith M.P.A, Planner Il - Capital Improvement Section
Department of Public Works

Environmental Management Division

825 E. Third Street, Rm. 123

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835


https://dpw.sbcounty.gov/#notices
mailto:ayida.smith@dpw.sbcounty.gov
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Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
San Bernardino County Flood Control District

Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project
Between East Riverside Drive and Edison Avenue
City of Ontario

Lead Agency

San Bernardino County Flood Control
District

825 E. Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92415

Technical assistance provided by:

SummitWest Environmental, Inc.
PO Box 1499
Bend, Oregon 97703
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SECTION 1 — INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND

The San Bernardino County Flood Control District (District) Department of Public Works (DPW)
proposes to address flooding issues associated with the existing Grove Basin outlet. Stormwater is
currently released from Grove Basin into reinforced concrete pipes on both sides of Grove Avenue from
approximately the intersection of Chino Avenue to Edison Avenue. The carrying capacity of the existing
concrete pipes is currently undersized for the levels of flow release being experienced. This situation
currently leads to flooding downstream during storm events, impacting low-density residential and
agricultural areas.

The region surrounding Grove Avenue has experienced significant urban development in recent years,
transitioning from predominantly agricultural and low-density residential land uses to medium and
high-density residential developments. With these changes, the volume of stormwater runoff has
increased, exacerbating existing flooding issues. Addressing these challenges is critical to protecting
property, infrastructure, and public safety in the area.

SECTION 2 - REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

The San Bernardino County Flood Control District has identified that the Grove Basin Outlet Storm
Drain Improvement Project meets the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section
15378 definition of a Project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 defines a Project as the following:

"Project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections
21000-21177), this Initial Study has been prepared to determine potentially significant impacts upon the
environment resulting from the construction, operation and maintenance of the Grove Basin Outlet
Storm Drain Improvement Project (hereinafter referred to as the "Project" or “proposed Project”). In
accordance with Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Initial Study is a preliminary
analysis prepared by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District as Lead Agency to inform the
Lead Agency decision makers, other affected agencies, and the public of potential environmental
impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed Project.

Initial Study Organization

This Initial Study is organized as follows:

Introduction: Provides the regulatory context for the review along with a brief summary of the CEQA
process.

Project Information: Provides fundamental Project information, such as the Project description,
Project location and figures.
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Lead Agency Determination: Identifies environmental factors potentially affected by the Project and
identifies the Lead Agency's determination based on the initial evaluation.

Mitigated Negative Declaration: Prepared when a determination can be made that no significant
environmental effects will occur because revisions to the Project have been made or mitigation
measures will be implemented which will reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than
significant levels.

Evaluating Environmental Impacts: Provides the parameters the District uses when determining level
of impact.

CEQA Checklist: Provides an environmental checklist and accompanying analysis for responding to
checklist questions.

References: Include a list of references and various resources utilized in preparing the analysis.

SECTION 3 — DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The District Proposed Project includes the installation of a new 84-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP)
and 96-inch RCP from Edison Avenue to Chino Avenue. Additionally, the existing 66-inch RCP will be
replaced with a 72-inch RCP from Chino Avenue to just south of the Grove Basin. Furthermore, the
project would replace manholes, junction structures, involve reconstruction of the roadway and
associated driveways, and remove existing outlet structures to enhance water flow management. The
pipeline disturbance area has a width of 14 feet and a total pipeline length of 6,583 feet from Edison
Avenue to East Riverside Drive. The project also involves an excavation depth of up to a maximum of
27 feet.

The Project connects to an existing storm drain at the intersection of Edison Avenue and Grove
Avenue. This storm drain ultimately discharges into the Prado Basin and subsequently the lower Santa
Ana River. Night work is not proposed for this project. The estimated construction duration is 160
working days. Construction activities will take place primarily along Grove Avenue, with site access
facilitated from this main roadway. Lane closures along Grove Avenue may be necessary, including
potential traffic detours at intersections to maintain safety and minimize disruptions during construction
operations.

Project Location

The project location is an approximately 1.25-miles stretch along Grove Avenue between East
Riverside Drive (Grove Basin) and the intersection of Edison Avenue, City of Ontario, California, 91761.
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Figure 1
(Regional Location Map)

Figure 1
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Figure 2
(Project Location Map)

Figure 2
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Figure 3
(Site Plan)
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SECTION 4 — ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1. Project Title:

2. Lead Agency Name:
Address:

3. Contact Person:

4. Project Location:
Topographic Quad
(USGS 7.5”):
Topographic Quad

Coordinates:

Latitude/Longitude

Site Access:
5. Project Sponsor:

Name and Address:

Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project

San Bernardino County Flood Control District

825 East Third Street Rm. 123
San Bernardino, California 92415-0835

Ayida Smith M.P.A, Planner Il — Environmental Management
Division, Capital Improvement Section
Ayida.Smith@dpw.sbcounty.gov

909-387-1864

Grove Avenue between East Riverside Drive to Edison Avenue,
City of Ontario, California 91761

Ontario Quad

T2S R7W, SBB&M

34.006727N 117.628206W approximately the center of the
Project location

Grove Avenue between East Riverside Drive to Edison Avenue
San Bernardino County Flood Control District

825 East Third Street, Room 123
San Bernardino, CA 92415

6. General Plan/Zoning The 2050 Ontario Plan designates the Project location’s land
Designation: use as Medium Density Residential (MDR), with Mixed-Use
(MU) designated areas adjacent to the Project. The Project
area is currently zoned as Agricultural (AG).
7. Project Description Summary:

Details of the Project are further discussed in Section 3.

8. Environmental/Existing Site Conditions:

The Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project addresses flooding along a 6,583
ft. section of Grove Avenue, a north-south asphalt road with dirt shoulders and intermittent
curb. The project involves modifying existing faciliies to improve stormwater flow
management. Currently, stormwater from Grove Basin is discharged into reinforced concrete

June 2025
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10.

1.

12.

pipes on both sides of Grove Avenue, spanning from approximately Edison Avenue to Chino
Avenue.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

The region surrounding Grove Avenue has experienced significant urban development in
recent years, transitioning from predominantly agricultural and low-density residential land
uses to medium and high-density residential developments.

Other public agencies whose approval is required:
The following agencies are responsible for review and approval of the Proposed Project:

City/County Agencies:

e City of Ontario

Have California Native American tribes traditionally affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is
there a plan for consultation?

On November 1, 2024, the County sent project notification letters to the following California
Native American tribes, which had previously submitted general consultation request letters
pursuant to 21080.3.1(d) of the Public Resources Code:

e San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (now known as The Yuhaaviatam of San
Manuel Nation)

e Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians

Each recipient was provided a brief description of the Proposed Project, a map of its location,
the lead agency representative’s contact information, and a notification that the tribe has

30 days to request consultation. The 30-day response period concluded on December 1,
2024.

As a result of the initial notification letters, the San Bernardino County received the following
responses:

e The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (now known as The Yuhaaviatam of San
Manuel Nation) declined to consult.

e No response or request to consult was received from the Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians.

Lead Agency Discretionary Actions:

e District Board of Supervisors approval of the CEQA document (expected to be a
Mitigated Negative Declaration) is required prior to Project implementation.

June 2025
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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 requiring mitigation to be reduced to a level that is less than significant as indicated in the
checklist on the following pages.

O | Aesthetics O Agricultural / Forest O | Air Quality
Resources

B | Biological Resources B | Cultural Resources O | Energy

O | Geology / Soils O | Greenhouse Gas Emissions | O Hazar.ds / Hazardous
Materials

O | Hydrology / Water Quality | O | Land Use / Planning O | Mineral Resources

O | Noise O | Population / Housing O | Public Services

O | Recreation O | Transportation O Tribal Cultural
Resources

O | Utilities / Service Systems | O | Wildfire g | Vandatory Findings of
Significance

LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation, the following finding is made:

The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

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

The proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

06/03/2025

Signature: Ayida Smith, MPA, Planner Il Date
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1. AESTHETICS

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than

Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact No Impact
Incorporated
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099,
would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X

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

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

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

(Check O if project is located within a view-shed of any Scenic Route listed in the General Plan):

Environmental Setting

The Project is situated within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, currently in a rural part
of the City of Ontario. The Project area has scenic views of the Chino Hills State Park and Angeles Mountains.

Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. The proposed project consists of ground-level or below-ground improvements to existing drainage
facilities and roads. These improvements will result in the obstruction of any scenic vista or open view to the
public beyond that which will take place temporarily during the time of construction. Therefore, no impacts are
identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. The Project involves underground utilities and pavement repair along Grove Avenue. This work will
not impact scenic resources and will improve the long-term scenic qualities of the area. The Project will not
impact any protected trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings, or state scenic highways (City 2025a).
Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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¢) Substantially degrade an 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 points.) If the
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site, situated in an urban area as defined by PRC 21071, involves
underground utilities and pavement repair along Grove Avenue (OPR 2025). This road repair will enhance the
long-term scenic quality of the area without negatively impacting the visual character experienced by the
public. The pavement of Grove Avenue from East Riverside Drive to Edison Avenue will be maintained to meet
standards established by the City of Ontario and will not alter the visual character of the area beyond the
temporary construction anticipated; however, these changes will be temporary and resolved through the
implementation of the Project. The Proposed Project will not substantially degrade the existing visual character
of the site and its surroundings, as all improvements will be underground or at-grade and within the existing
roadway. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. The Project would not result in new light sources. Construction will be conducted during daylight
hours, and operational activities will not require additional lighting. Therefore, there would be no impact from
light sources and no mitigation is required.

Aesthetics Impact Conclusions:

No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required regarding
impacts to aesthetics.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

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 X
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) Resultin 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?

(Check O if project is located in the Important Farmlands Overlay):
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Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. The Project site and surrounding area are not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency. As the proposed area of disturbance would occur within the
public right of way and not on land suitable for utilization as farmland, no impacts are anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The Proposed Project will not occur on lands zoned for agricultural use under Williamson Act
contract (DOC 2022), or on lands that would impact agricultural resources. The disturbance will be confined to
the existing public right-of-way. As such, there are no anticipated impacts to agricultural resources and no
mitigation is required.

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

No Impact. The project would not result in rezoning of, or conflict with existing zoning for, forest land or
timberland zoned for Timberland Production. The proposed improvements would occur within the public right of
way and would not include forest land or timberland. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. The project site does not contain forest land, and implementing the project will not result in forest
land loss or conversion to non-forest use. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

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

No Impact. The Project will not result in the loss of agricultural or forest land uses because the improvements
would occur on previously disturbed land that does not support those uses currently or in the foreseeable
future. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Agriculture and Forestry Services Impact Conclusions:

No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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3. AIR QUALITY

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

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) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

(Discuss conformity with the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan, if applicable):

Environmental Setting

Overview of the Existing Air Quality Environment

The project site is in the western portion of San Bernardino County, California, which is part of the South Coast
Air Basin (Basin) and is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.

Air quality in the planning area is not only affected by various emission sources (e.g., mobile and industry), but
also by atmospheric conditions (e.g., wind speed, wind direction, temperature, and rainfall). The combination of
topography, low mixing height, abundant sunshine, and emissions transported by prevailing winds from the
second-largest urban area in the United States gives the Basin some of the worst air pollution problems in the
nation. The Project area is at the northeastern edge of the Basin at an elevation of 716 feet above sea level.
Due to the elevation and location at the northeastern edge of the Basin, the project area is prone to the highest
ozone concentrations within the Basin.

Surrounding Land Uses in the Project Vicinity

The surrounding setting consists of various agricultural, industrial, and residential land uses including truck
storage yards, asphalt processing and storage, landscape materials handling, composting facilities,
interspersed with single-family residential.
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REGULATORY SETTING
Federal Regulations

Pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS was established for six major pollutants,
termed “criteria” pollutants. Criteria pollutants are defined as those pollutants for which the federal and State
governments have established ambient air quality standards (AAQS), or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to
protect public health.

California Regulations

In 1967, the State Legislature passed the Mulford-Carrell Act, which combined two Department of Health
bureaus (i.e., the Bureau of Air Sanitation and the Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Board) to establish the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). Since its formation, the CARB has worked with the public, the
business sector, and local governments to find solutions to the State’s air pollution problems.

California adopted the CCAA in 1988. CARB administers the CAAQS for the 10 air pollutants designated in the
CCAA. These 10 State air pollutants are the six criteria pollutants designated by the CAA as well as four
others: visibility-reducing particulates, H,S, sulfates, and vinyl chloride.

Regional Air Quality Planning Framework

The 1976 Lewis Air Quality Management Act established SCAQMD and other air districts throughout the State.
The CAA Amendments of 1977 required that each state adopt an implementation plan outlining pollution
control measures to attain the federal standards in nonattainment areas of the state.

CARB is responsible for incorporating Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) for local air basins into a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for EPA approval. Significant authority for air quality control within them has been
given to local air districts that regulate stationary-source emissions and develop local nonattainment plans.

Regional Air Quality Management Plan

SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are responsible for formulating
and implementing the AQMP for the Basin. The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring the area into compliance
with federal and State air quality standards. SCAQMD prepares a new AQMP every three years, updating the
previous plan and 20-year horizon.

The latest plan is the 2022 AQMP (SCAQMD 2022), which incorporates the latest scientific and technological
information and planning assumptions, including the 2020 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories which also
benefits reduction of GHG emissions. Key elements of the 2022 AQMP pertaining to GHG emissions include:

e Specifically addresses decarbonization and climate policy development and its role in achieving the 2015
Ozone standard.

e Calculation and credit for co-benefits from other planning efforts (e.g., climate, energy, and transportation)

e A strategy with fair-share emission reductions at the federal, State, and local levels
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e |nvestment in strategies and technologies meeting multiple air quality and climate objectives

e |dentification of new partnerships and significant funding for incentives to accelerate deployment of zero
and near-zero technologies

e Attainment of the 1-hour Ozone standard by 2022 with no reliance on “black box” future technology (CAA
Section 182(e)(5) measures). While not directly correlated to GHG emissions, the measures rely heavily on
zero emission technologies that will also significantly reduce GHG emissions.

SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement portions of the AQMP. Several of these rules may apply
to project construction or operations impacting reduction of GHG emissions.

Although SCAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have the authority to
directly regulate new development projects within the Basin, such as projects. Instead, SCAQMD published the
CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993) to assist lead agencies, as well as consultants, project
proponents, and other interested parties, in evaluating potential GHG and air quality impacts of projects
proposed in the Basin. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides standards, methodologies, and procedures
that can be used in conducting GHG analyses in environmental impact reports and were used extensively in
the preparation of this analysis. SCAQMD is currently in the process of replacing the CEQA Air Quality
Handbook with the Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.

While the replacement Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook is being updated, supplemental
guidance/information on the SCAQMD website includes: (1) Emission FACtors (EMFAC) on-road vehicle air
pollutant and GHG emission factors, (2) GHG analysis guidance, (3) mitigation measures and control
efficiencies, (5) off-road mobile source air pollutant and GHG emission factors, and (8) updated SCAQMD Air
Quality Significance Thresholds. SCAQMD also recommends using approved models to calculate emissions
from land use projects, such as the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). These
recommendations were followed in the preparation of this analysis.

County of San Bernardino GHG Reduction Plan

The County completed a GHG Emissions Reduction Plan Update in June 2021 (County of San Bernardino
2021), which sets forth emissions reduction targets, emissions reduction measures, and action steps to assist
the County to demonstrate consistency with California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (Senate Bill 32).
Together with the GHG Emissions Reduction Plan, the County adopted the GHG DRP (County of San
Bernardino 2021) in 2021. The DRP procedures need to be followed to evaluate GHG impacts and determine
significance for CEQA purposes. All projects need to apply the GHG performance standards identified in the
DRP and comply with State requirements.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SCAQMD has established daily emissions thresholds for construction and operation of a proposed project in
the Basin. The emissions thresholds were established based on the attainment status of the Basin with regard
to air quality standards for specific criteria pollutants. Because the concentration standards were set at a level
that protects public health within an adequate margin of safety (SCAQMD 2017), these emissions thresholds
are regarded as conservative and would overstate an individual project’s contribution to health risks.
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Regional Emissions Thresholds

Table 1 lists the CEQA significance thresholds for construction and operational emissions established for the

Basin.

Table 3-1: Regional Thresholds for Construction and Operational Emissions

Pollutant Emissions Threshold (lbs/day)
Emissions Source voC NOXx Cco PM,, PM, SOx
Construction 75 100 550 150 55 150
Operations 55 55 550 150 55 150

Source: SCAQMD. Air Quality Significance Thresholds. Website:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf (accessed May
2025).

CO = carbon monoxide

Ibs/day = pounds per day

NOXx = nitrogen oxides

PM,, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District
SOx = sulfur oxides

VOC = volatile organic compounds

Projects in the Basin with construction- or operation-related emissions that exceed any of their respective
emission thresholds would be considered significant under SCAQMD guidelines. These thresholds, which
SCAQMD developed and that apply throughout the Basin, apply as both project and cumulative thresholds. If a
project exceeds these standards, it is considered to have a project-specific and cumulative impact. Note that
because the proposed project consists of improvements to an existing storm drainage system, operational
activities providing maintenance to the storm drainage system are exactly the same as current maintenance
activities. Therefore, the proposed project will not generate any new operational air quality or GHG emissions
impacts. For this reason, the analysis focuses on construction period impacts to air quality and GHG
emissions.

Localized Significance Thresholds

SCAQMD published its Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology in June 2003 and updated it in
July 2008 (SCAQMD 2008), recommending that all air quality analyses include an assessment of both
construction and operational impacts on the air quality of nearby sensitive receptors. LSTs represent the
maximum emissions from a project site that are not expected to result in an exceedance of the NAAQS or the
CAAQS for CO, NO,, PM,;, and PM,5, as shown in previously referenced Table A. LSTs are based on the
ambient concentrations of that pollutant within the project Source Receptor Area (SRA) and the distance to the
nearest sensitive receptor. For this project, the appropriate SRA is the East San Bernardino Valley area (SRA
35).

The LST Methodology uses look-up tables based on site acreage to determine the significance of emissions
for CEQA purposes. Based on the SCAQMD recommended methodology and the construction equipment
planned, no more than 1 acre would be disturbed on any one day; thus, the 1-acre LSTs have been used for
construction emissions. On-site operational emissions would occur from stationary and mobile sources.
Because the project operation area would be less than 1 acre, the 1-acre thresholds would apply during project
operations.

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and similar uses that are sensitive to adverse air
quality. As described above, the closest residences are within 20 feet (6 meters) from the southern boundary of
construction. SCAQMD LST Methodology specifies, “Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to
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the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.” Therefore, the following
emissions thresholds apply during project construction and operation:

e Construction LST (1 acre, 25 meters, East San Bernardino Valley):
o 118 pounds per day (Ibs/day) of NOx.
o 775 Ibs/day of CO.
0 4 Ibs/day of PMy,.
0 4 Ibs/day of PM,5.

e Operation LST (1 acre, 25 meters, East San Bernardino Valley):
118 Ibs/day of NOx.

o 775 Ibs/day of CO.

o 1 Ib/day of PM,,.

o 1 Ib/day of PM,;.

o

Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. A consistency determination plays an essential role in local agency project review by linking local
planning and unique individual projects to the air quality plans. A consistency determination fulfills the CEQA
goal of fully informing local agency decision-makers of the environmental costs of the project under
consideration at a stage early enough to ensure that air quality concerns are addressed. Only new or amended
General Plan elements, Specific Plans, and significantly unique projects need to undergo a consistency review
due to the air quality plan strategy being based on projections from local General Plans.

The AQMP is based on regional growth projections developed by SCAG. The proposed project is
approximately 1.5 miles of storm drain improvements. Thus, the proposed project would not be defined as a
regionally significant project under CEQA,; therefore, it does not meet SCAG’s Intergovernmental Review
criteria. The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan. Impacts would be less than significant (Hendrix 2025).

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?

No Impact. Short-Term Construction Impacts: Construction activities produce combustion emissions from
various sources (utility engines, tenant improvements, and motor vehicles transporting the construction crew).
Exhaust emissions from construction activities envisioned on site would vary daily as construction activity
levels change. The use of construction equipment on site would result in localized exhaust emissions.

The most recent version of CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.1.29) was used to develop the construction equipment
inventory and calculate the construction emissions. The emissions shown in Table 2 are the combination of
the on-site and off-site emissions from the CalEEMod output tables. No exceedances of any criteria pollutants
are expected. The CalEEMod output is included in Appendix A.
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Table 3-2: Short-Term Regional Construction Emissions

Total Regional Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction Phase voC NOx co SOx PM,, PM,;
Site Preparation 0.09 8.81 9.54 0.04 0.29 0.27
Excavation/Trenching 1.65 10.25 12.41 0.04 0.38 0.35
Installation/Constructi
on 1.88 12.52 14.35 0.05 0.48 0.44
Paving 1.82 12.37 15.80 0.05 0.47 0.44
Architectural Coating 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Peak Daily 1.88 12.52 15.80 0.05 0.48 0.44
SCAQMD 75 100 550 150 150 55
Thresholds
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Source: Compiled by MHC (May 2025).
CO = carbon monoxide PM,, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in
Ibs/day = pounds per day size
NOx = nitrogen oxides SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management
PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size District

SOx = sulfur oxides
VOC = volatile organic compounds

Localized Impacts Analysis: Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and similar uses that
are sensitive to adverse air quality. Table 3 shows that the construction emission rates would not exceed the
LSTs for the existing residences near the project site. Table 3 also shows that the emissions of the pollutants
on the peak day of construction would result in concentrations of pollutants at the nearest residences that are
all below SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Note that the LST was set at 5-acres since the 15-acre project
is divided into 3 phases and land clearing and grading, the phases of construction with the highest emissions,
would not disturb more than 5-acres per day.

Table 3-3: Construction Localized Impacts Analysis

Emissions Sources NOXx Cco PM,, PM,
Construction Emissions 1.88 15.80 0.48 0.44
LST 118.00 863.00 5.00 4.00
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Source: Compiled by MHC (May 2025).

Note: Source Receptor Area 33 — Southwest San Bernardino Vally, 1 acre, 25 meters.

CO = carbon monoxide NOx = nitrogen oxides

Ibs/day = pounds per day PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
LST = localized significance threshold PM,, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

Construction Emissions Conclusions: Previously referenced Tables 2 and 3 show that daily regional
construction emissions and localized emissions would not exceed the daily thresholds or localized significance
thresholds established by SCAQMD; thus, during construction, there would be no regional or localized impacts.

Long-Term Operational Impacts: The current maintenance activities associated with the existing storm
drainage system would continue after completion of the proposed project. Since no new operational activities
occur as a result of the proposed project, no new long-term operational impacts occur.
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c¢) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

No Impact. Localized Impacts Analysis: Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and similar
uses that are sensitive to adverse air quality. Table 3 shows that the construction emission rates would not
exceed the LSTs for the existing residences near the project site. Table 3 also shows that the emissions of the
pollutants on the peak day of construction would result in concentrations of pollutants at the nearest residences
that are all below SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Note that the LST was set at 5-acres since the 15-acre
project is divided into 3 phases and land clearing and grading, the phases of construction with the highest
emissions, would not disturb more than 5-acres per day.

Table 3-3: Construction Localized Impacts Analysis

Emissions Sources NOXx co PM,, PM, ¢
Construction Emissions 1.88 15.80 0.48 0.44
LST 118.00 863.00 5.00 4.00
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Source: Compiled by MHC (May 2025).

Note: Source Receptor Area 33 — Southwest San Bernardino Valley, 1 acre, 25 meters.

CO = carbon monoxide NOx = nitrogen oxides
Ibs/day = pounds per day PM, s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
LST = localized significance threshold PM,, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Odors from Construction Activities: Heavy-duty equipment in the project area
during construction would emit odors, primarily from the equipment exhaust. However, the construction activity
would cease to occur after construction is completed. No other sources of objectionable odors have been
identified for the proposed project, and no mitigation measures are required.

SCAQMD Rule 402 regarding nuisances states: “A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever
such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to
any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety
of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to
business or property.” The proposed uses are not anticipated to emit any objectionable odors. Therefore,
objectionable odors posing a health risk to potential on-site and existing off-site uses would not occur as a
result of the proposed project.

Air Quality Impact Conclusions:

No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

June 2025 23



San Bernardino County Flood Control District
Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project

INITIAL STUDY

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact

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?

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

X

0 Check if project is located in the Biological Resources Overlay or Contains habitat for any species listed in
the California Natural Diversity Database

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of

underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario. Most of the project area consists of developed land, and all Project activities will occur within the
existing roadway.
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Impact Analysis

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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Five special-status plant species and eleven
special-status wildlife species have the potential to occur based on a CNDDB search within 3 miles of the
project area. No special-status plant species were observed along the edge of the roadway, next to the project
alignment, during the May 2025 site visit. Therefore, no Project impacts to special status plant species would
occur. However, two special-status wildlife species have been identified as likely to occur within the Project
alignment. According to the field observations, the general area contains open fields with low growing
vegetation, which offer suitable nesting and foraging habitat for Athene cunicularia or the burrowing owl
(BUOW). The extent of potentially suitable habitat actually inside the study area or Project alignment for
BUOW is limited; however, one potential BUOW burrow was observed within the study area, along the edge of
a suitable field. The qualified biologist determined this burrow is inactive. The second wildlife species that is
likely to occur within the Project alignment is Sefophaga petechia or the yellow warbler (YEWA). An area of
dense eucalyptus and other tall trees along the road side contains suitable nesting and foraging habitat for
YEWA, and one individual was detected during the May 2025 site visit. The Project’s immediate surrounding
area including trees, power poles, and shrubs also contains suitable habitat for other nesting birds .
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure potential impacts to nesting birds remain less than
significant.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. A literature search revealed that roadside drainage ditches are present
adjacent to the Project alignment. SummitWest conducted a site check of the roadside drainage ditches to
determine if they are jurisdictional features. Several locations were evaluated using the Rapid Ordinary High
Water Mark (OHWM) Field Identification Data Sheet (Appendix 2). Per Holland and Hart, “Key Takeaways
from the EPA and the Corps' New Waters of the U.S. (WOTUS) Guidance Memo” By Craig Galli, Ashley Peck,
and Melissa Reynolds, the new EPA and Army Corps of Engineers has new guidance further reiterates the
two-part test from Sackett for adjacent wetlands as follows:

e First, the adjacent body of water must be a “water of the United States,” which generally means
traditional navigable waters, or a relatively permanent body of water connected to a traditional
navigable water...

e Second, the wetland, assuming it satisfies the agencies’ longstanding regulatory definition of “wetlands
at 33 C.FR. 328.3 and 40 C.F.R. 120.2, must have a continuous surface connection to a requisite
covered water, making it difficult to determine where the water ends and wetland begins. (Holland and
Hart 2025).

2

Per the new guidelines, the adjacent body of water must be a “water of the United States,” although roadside
ditches convey water to traditional navigable waters, roadside ditches are not navigable waters. Furthermore,
the water that has ponded and flowing within the roadside ditch can be seen flowing from adjacent fields or
properties into the Project location, as seen in the photographs (Appendix 4). With photographic confirmation
water is entering the Project location from non-traditional waters, the water within the roadside ditches are not
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jurisdictional. Moreover, the Project will stay within the paved roadway, therefore, no jurisdictional features are
within the Project boundaries.

¢) 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?

Less than Significant Impact. A literature search revealed that there are potential drainage ditches adjacent
to the Project alignment. SummitWest conducted field observations of the roadside drainage ditches to
determine if they are jurisdictional wetlands. As described in section b above, the roadside drainage ditches do
not fall under the regulatory authority of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control
Board, or California Department of Fish and Wildlife, therefore, these ditches are not considered potentially
jurisdictional wetland features. Additionally, the Proposed Project is anticipated to avoid impacts to all features
outside of the roadway. As such, a less than significant impact would occur.

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?

No Impact. The Project area is not within any known wildlife corridors and would not impact movement of
migratory fish or wildlife.

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

No Impact. Most of the trees determined to be present within the Project area by the arborist report (Appendix
3) are non-native Eucalyptus trees, which are not regulated under San Bernardino County Development Code,
Chapter 88.01. Elderberry bushes (Sambucus sp.) were also observed on site, but these native plants also do
not hold any special protections. Therefore, removal of either species will not conflict with any local policies,
and no impact is anticipated.

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?

No Impact. The Project Site is not within or adjacent to a habitat conservation plan, and is not located within
any USFWS designated critical habitat. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are required.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1 To avoid potential impacts to nesting birds (common and special status) during the nesting
season (February 1- September 15), a qualified Avian Biologist shall conduct pre-construction
Nesting Bird Surveys prior to commencement of any project activities. If no active nests are
found, no further action will be required. If an active nest is found, the qualified biologist will
identify and flag a no-disturbance buffer around the nest which will be based upon the species,
level of disturbance, and expected fledge date. The nests and no-disturbance buffers shall be
checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor until project activities end or until young have
fledged the nest or the nest is deemed inactive.

Biological Resources Impact Conclusions:

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 would minimize potential impacts to Biological resources as
much as possible.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than Nol "
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact © Impac
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a X
historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an X
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside X
of formal cemeteries?

(Check if project is located in the Cultural I overlays or cite results of cultural resource review)

Environmental Setting

To identify previous investigations and known cultural resources within and near the project area, an in-house
records search was conducted by SummitWest at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at
California State University, Fullerton on April 29, 2025. The SCCIC is part of the California Historical Resources
Information System (CHRIS) and serves as the official repository for all cultural resources records and reports
for San Bernardino County. The records search was completed by Evelyn Chandler, a qualified archaeologist
who meets the U.S. Secretary of Interior’s standards for Archaeology. The records search examined records
and reports within a 0.5-mile radius around the project area.

SummitWest also conducted a review of the on-line Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) and
historic aerial photographs on May 1, 2025 to identify any resources that have been listed or determined
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) situated within or near the project area.

Previous Surveys.The results of the records search at SCCIC indicate that 10 cultural resources
investigations have been conducted within 0.5 mile of the project area, 7 of which overlap the project area
(Table 5-1). The seven studies that overlap the project area were conducted between 1995 and 2011 and
primarily consist of linear surveys in support of utility projects.
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Table 5-1. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations Within 0.5 Mile of Project Area

Report Overlaps
P Year Report Title Author(s) Organization | Project
Number
Area?
Archaeological - Historical Resources San
Assessment of Area Bounded By Philadelphia Bernardino
SB-00324 | 1976 Street on the North, Baker Avenue on the East, Harris, Ruth D. | County No
Riverside Drive on the South, and Sultana Museum
Avenue on the West Association
Foster, John Greenwood
SB-01499 | 1985 Cultural Resoquces Overvilew.: Callfornla Portion, | M. And And No
Proposed Pacific Texas Pipeline Project Roberta S. .
Associates
Greenwood
Cultural Resources Survey and Impact
) Assessment for the Cajon/Eptc Pipeline Owen, EIP
SB-03012 | 1995 Project Located In Portions of Los Angeles, Shelley Marie | Associates Yes
San Bernardino, and Orange Counties, CA
CA8118/SCE Grove, 13524 South Grove Ave, Rescom
SB-05729 | 2004 Ontario, San Bernardino County, California Gordon, Beth | Environment | Yes
91761 al Corp
Confidential Cultural Resources Specialist Apblied Applied
SB-06095 | 2009 | Report for the Tehachapi Renewal PP PP Yes
s . . Earthworks Earthworks
Transmission Project
A Record Search and Field Reconnaissance
Phase for the Proposed AT&T Wireless Wiodarski
SB-06928 | 2010 Telecommunications Site ES0342 (Anker Robert J ’ CARE Yes
Property) Located at 13524 Grove Avenue, )
Ontario, California 91761
Archaeological Survey Report for Southern Doolittle
SB-07956 | 2007 California Edison's G.0. 131-D Assessment of Christo ’her Earth Tech, Yes
the Chino A-Bank System and System Split J P Inc.
Project, San Bernardino County, California ’
Supplemental Archaeological Survey Report:
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project Holm, Lisa Pacific
SB-07968 | 2011 Segment 8 East (Phases 2 and 3) and West and John Leaacy. Inc Yes
(Phase 4), Los Angeles and San Bernardino Holson gacy, Inc.
Counties, California
Supplemental Archaeological Survey Report: Pa_nlch, Lee,
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project Tsim D. Pacific
SB-07977 | 2010 P ) Schneider, Yes
Segment 8 East (Phases 2 and 3), San Legacy, Inc.
. . . and John
Bernardino County California Holson
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Due-Diligence Historical/Archaeological
Resources Study Inland Empire Utilities Agency
SB-08257 | 2016 Recharge Basin Maintenance Plan Chino Basin Tang, Bai CRM TECH No
Area, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties,
California CRM TECH Contract No. 2989

*Bold indicates the study overlaps the project area

Known Cultural Resources. The results of the records search at SCCIC indicate that two cultural resources
(P-36-025440 and P-36-026051) have been recorded within 0.5 mile of the project area, both of which overlap
the project area (Table 5-2). Both resources consist of historic-age (i.e., 50 years old or older) power
transmission lines that bisect the project alignment.

No precontact resources have been recorded within 0.5 mile of the project area.

Table 5-2. Known Cultural Resources Within 0.5 Mile of Project Area

Resource Resource Name Resource Resource Proximity to
Number Type Age Project Area
Chino-Mira Loma No. 1 L
P-36-025440 Transmission Line Structure Historic Overlaps
Hayfield-Chino 220kV
P-36-026051 Transmission Line Structure Historic Overlaps

*Bold indicates the resource overlaps the project area

P-36-025440. This resource consists of the Chino-Mira Loma No. 1 Transmission Line, which is owned and
operated by Southern California Edison (SCE). The 220kV circuit was originally constructed in 1937 with two
parallel lines of single circuit towers to connect SCE’s Chino and Mira Loma substations. In 1979, the
transmission line was converted to a single line of steel lattice, double circuit towers. The transmission line was
evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP and CRHR in 2010 and recommended as not eligible for inclusion in either
register (Tinsley Becker 2010). Because the transmission line is not eligible for the CRHR, it does not qualify
as a historical resource under CEQA.

P-36-026051. This resource consists of SCE’s Hayfield-Chino 220kV Transmission Line. The line was
originally constructed between 1945 and 1946 between the Hayfield Pumping Plant, located east of Coachella,
and the Chino substation as a single circuit line of steel lattice towers. Between the 1950s and 1980s, the line
was segmented as SCE constructed new substations along the line, and portions of the line were renamed
based on the connection to the new substations. During these alterations, some segments of the original
transmission line were left intact, some segments were replaced with 66kV circuits, and other segments were
removed entirely. The transmission line was evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP and CRHR in 2014 and
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in either register (Tinsley Becker 2014). Because the transmission
line is not eligible for the CRHR, it does not qualify as a historical resource under CEQA.

Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) Review. The review of the BERD and historic aerial
photographs indicates that there are no resources that have been listed in or determined eligible for listing in
the NRHP or CRHR within the project area. One historic-age house, 8087 Schaeffer Avenue, was constructed
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in 1950, but has not been formally evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR. The house is situated at the corner of
Schaeffer Avenue and Grove Avenue, but lies outside the project area.

Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. No resources that have been listed in or determined eligible for listing in the CRHR are located
within the project area. The two historic-age transmission lines (P-36-025440 and P-36-026051) that bisect the
project alignment have been previously evaluated and determined not eligible for inclusion in the CRHR.
Therefore, they do not qualify as historical resources under CEQA. The historic-age house at 8087 Schaeffer
Avenue is situated outside the project area and will not be subject to impacts from the proposed flood control
improvements. Because there are no historical resources within the project area, there will be no impacts to
historical resources from the proposed project.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No archaeological resources have been identified
within the project area. Therefore, there will be no impact to known archaeological resources from the
proposed project. However, there is a potential for unknown, buried archaeological resources to exist below
depths of previous disturbance. The project will involve excavation to a depth of up to 27 feet below ground
surface (bgs). The project area is entirely paved and has likely sustained disturbances to a depth of at least 3
to 5 feet bgs from past construction of the roadway and installation of existing utility lines. Below the depths of
previous disturbance, however, there is the potential for intact, subsurface archaeological materials to exist.
Based on the lack of archaeological sites recorded within 0.5 mile of the project area, the potential for
subsurface archaeological materials is considered low.

Although unlikely, if buried archaeological deposits are extant, they could be subject to impacts from
construction activities. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would mitigate any potential inadvertent
impacts to subsurface archaeological sites.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No cemeteries are located within or adjacent to the
project area and no precontact archaeological sites have been recorded within 0.5 mile of the project area. The
project area is entirely paved and has likely sustained disturbances to a depth of at least 3 to 5 feet bgs from
past construction of the roadway and installation of existing utility lines. Below the depths of previous
disturbance, however, there is the potential for buried human remains to exist. Based on the lack of
archaeological sites and cemeteries in the area, the potential for subsurface human remains is considered low.

Although unlikely, if buried human remains are extant, they could be subject to impacts from construction
activities. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2 would mitigate any potential inadvertent impacts to
subsurface archaeological sites.
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Mitigation Measures:

CR-1

CR-2

Inadvertent Discovery Protocol

Prior to the start of construction, a qualified archaeologist will be retained to provide Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training to all contractors conducting
Project-related ground disturbing activities. The WEAP training will include information about the
types of archaeological resources that could be encountered, the laws and regulations
regarding archaeological resources, and the protocols to follow in the event of an inadvertent
discovery.

Should archaeological material be encountered during Project-related ground disturbance all
work in the vicinity of the discovery must be halted. A 50-foot buffer around the discovery will be
demarcated and work may resume elsewhere in the Project area outside of that buffer. The
District will be notified immediately and a qualified archaeologist will be contacted to assess the
discovery and evaluate whether it constitutes a historical resource or a unique archaeological
resource as defined by CEQA. The qualified archaeologist will provide guidance on the
treatment of the discovery and how work may proceed. Should the discovery be precontact in
age, consultation with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and the Soboba Band of
Luisefo Indians shall occur.

Inadvertent discoveries of human remains:

Should human remains and associated funerary objects be encountered during Project-related
ground disturbance all work within 50-feet of the discovery should be halted and redirected
elsewhere in the Project area outside of discovery. The San Bernardino County Coroner shall
be contacted immediately to determine the origin and disposition of the remains pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. A qualified archaeologist shall also be contacted to
assess the discovery and coordinate consultation with the appropriate agencies. If the remains
are determined to be precontact, the coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24 hours of the
determination in accordance with section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code, and
section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, as applicable. The NAHC will identify a
Most Likely Descendent (MLD) who will inspect the discovery and provide recommendations for
the proper treatment of the remains and any associated funerary objects.

Cultural Resources Impact Conclusions:

No impacts

to historical resources, archaeological resources, or human remains are anticipated.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 would mitigate any potential inadvertent impacts to
unknown, subsurface archaeological sites and/or human remains.
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6. ENERGY

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project:

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

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

Environmental Setting

The Project is located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement and will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements. The project site is entirely situated within the existing roadway in a
rural area of the City of Ontario, CA within city limits.

Impact Analysis

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

Less Than Significant. Construction equipment that runs on carbon-based fuel would be used during the
Project. The construction-phase of the project will be temporary (insert time frame) and all equipment and
equipment operation shall include implementation of industry-standard best management practices (BMPs) in
compliance with SCAQMD regulations. All equipment will be maintained to best optimize performance and
reduce fuel consumption. A Less Than Significant Impact to the consumption of energy would occur. No
mitigations are required.

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

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Energy Impact Conclusions:

The identified impacts on energy resource consumption are less than significant, and there would be no impact
on state or local energy plans.
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

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 X
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? X

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? X

iv. Landslides? X
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and X
potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, 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 risks X
to life or property?

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

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological X
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
(Check if project is located in the Geologic Hazards O or Paleontologic Resources ClOverlay District ):

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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

i.

fil.

iv.

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.

No Impact. The Project Site and alignment are not located within a state-designated Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone for surface fault rupture hazards. Additionally, there are no known
Holocene-active or pre-Holocene faults with the potential for surface fault rupture passing directly
beneath the Project Site (City 2025b). Therefore, the potential for surface rupture due to faulting
beneath the alignment during the design life of the proposed public works project is considered low, and
no mitigation measures are required.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site could experience moderate to severe ground shaking
due to its location seismically in the Southern California region, which is considered seismically active
due to the presence of many active faults. The closest seismic fault is a westerly surface trace of a
regional fault within the City of Chino (City 2025b), located approximately 3.5 miles from the Project
site. In the case that moderate-to-severe ground shaking was to take place as a result of an earthquake
originating from one of these faults, it is unlikely that this project would experience significant impacts
as the effects of ground shaking can be minimized through the—project’'s engineered design and
construction. Therefore, the impacts are less than significant.

Seismic related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less than Significant Impact. The northern section of the Project site is located within an area
susceptible to liquefaction due to the pumping of ground water which can cause loss of bearing
capacity, the liquefiable layer must be close to the ground surface and within the zone of influence of
the proposed improvements (City 2025c). Impacts are expected to be less than significant with no
mitigation measures required, as the effects of liquefaction can be minimized if the proposed
infrastructures are designed and constructed in conformance with current engineering practices.

Landslides?

No Impact. The Project site has low potential for slope stability hazards because it is not located in an
area with potential for seismic slope instability, and the Project is located near any known landslides nor
is it in the path of any known or potential landslides. Therefore, the proposed improvements are not
expected to be adversely affected by slope stability hazards. No impacts are identified or anticipated.
and no mitigation measures are required.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

No Impact. Although construction activities may result in soil erosion, the Project is at or below grade and any
potential soil erosion impacts would be minimized through the preparation and implementation of a Storm
Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would prescribe Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
control wind and water erosion during and shortly after construction. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts
are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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¢) 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 landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

No Impact. The northern part of the Project site has a low potential for slope stability hazards because it is not
located in an area with potential for seismic slope instability, and there are no known landslides nearby nor is
the Project located within the path of any known or potential landslides. Although this area is susceptible to
liquefaction due to the pumping of ground water often resulting in the loss of bearing capacity, the liquefiable
layer must be close to the ground surface and within the zone of influence of the proposed improvements (City
2025c). Impacts are expected to be less than significant with no mitigation measures required, as the effects of
liquefaction can be minimized if the proposed infrastructures are designed and constructed in conformance
with current engineering practices.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project is associated with improving existing facilities within Grove Avenue. No
facilities for temporary or permanent occupation are required therefore there are no associated risks of
expansive soil. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

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?

No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include the use of septic tanks. No impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project will improve existing facilities within Grove Avenue and will remain
within the previously disturbed Project location footprint. The Project has mitigation measures in place for
unique resources under CR-1. Therefore, the impacts are less than significant.

Geology and Soils Impact Conclusions:

Less than significant impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project:

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

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

Environmental Setting

Overview of the Existing Air Quality Environment

The project site is in the western portion of San Bernardino County, California, which is part of the South Coast
Air Basin (Basin) and is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.

Air quality in the planning area is not only affected by various emission sources (e.g., mobile and industry), but
also by atmospheric conditions (e.g., wind speed, wind direction, temperature, and rainfall). The combination of
topography, low mixing height, abundant sunshine, and emissions transported by prevailing winds from the
second-largest urban area in the United States gives the Basin some of the worst air pollution problems in the
nation. The Project area is at the northeastern edge of the Basin at an elevation of 5,200 feet above sea level,
which is at the upper mixing height of the Basin. Due to the elevation and location at the northeastern edge of
the Basin, the project area is prone to the highest ozone concentrations within the Basin.

Surrounding Land Uses in the Project Vicinity

The surrounding setting consists of various agricultural, industrial, and residential land uses including truck
storage yards, asphalt processing and storage, landscape materials handling, composting facilities,
interspersed with single-family residential.

REGULATORY SETTING
Federal Regulations

Pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS was established for six major pollutants,
termed “criteria” pollutants. Criteria pollutants are defined as those pollutants for which the federal and State
governments have established ambient air quality standards (AAQS), or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to
protect public health.
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California Regulations

In 1967, the State Legislature passed the Mulford-Carrell Act, which combined two Department of Health
bureaus (i.e., the Bureau of Air Sanitation and the Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Board) to establish the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). Since its formation, the CARB has worked with the public, the
business sector, and local governments to find solutions to the State’s air pollution problems.

California adopted the CCAA in 1988. CARB administers the CAAQS for the 10 air pollutants designated in the
CCAA. These 10 State air pollutants are the six criteria pollutants designated by the CAA as well as four
others: visibility-reducing particulates, H,S, sulfates, and vinyl chloride.

Regional Air Quality Planning Framework

The 1976 Lewis Air Quality Management Act established SCAQMD and other air districts throughout the State.
The CAA Amendments of 1977 required that each state adopt an implementation plan outlining pollution
control measures to attain the federal standards in nonattainment areas of the state.

CARB is responsible for incorporating Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) for local air basins into a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for EPA approval. Significant authority for air quality control within them has been
given to local air districts that regulate stationary-source emissions and develop local nonattainment plans.

Regional Air Quality Management Plan

SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are responsible for formulating
and implementing the AQMP for the Basin. The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring the area into compliance
with federal and State air quality standards. SCAQMD prepares a new AQMP every three years, updating the
previous plan and 20-year horizon.

The latest plan is the 2022 AQMP (SCAQMD 2022), which incorporates the latest scientific and technological
information and planning assumptions, including the 2020 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories which also
benefits reduction of GHG emissions. Key elements of the 2022 AQMP pertaining to GHG emissions include:

e Specifically addresses decarbonization and climate policy development and its role in achieving the 2015

Ozone standard.

Calculation and credit for co-benefits from other planning efforts (e.g., climate, energy, and transportation)

A strategy with fair-share emission reductions at the federal, State, and local levels

Investment in strategies and technologies meeting multiple air quality and climate objectives

Identification of new partnerships and significant funding for incentives to accelerate deployment of zero

and near-zero technologies

e Attainment of the 1-hour Ozone standard by 2022 with no reliance on “black box” future technology (CAA
Section 182(e)(5) measures). While not directly correlated to GHG emissions, the measures rely heavily on
zero emission technologies that will also significantly reduce GHG emissions.

SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement portions of the AQMP. Several of these rules may apply
to project construction or operations impacting reduction of GHG emissions.
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Although SCAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have the authority to
directly regulate new development projects within the Basin, such as project. Instead, SCAQMD published the
CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993) to assist lead agencies, as well as consultants, project
proponents, and other interested parties, in evaluating potential GHG and air quality impacts of projects
proposed in the Basin. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides standards, methodologies, and procedures
that can be used in conducting GHG analyses in environmental impact reports and were used extensively in
the preparation of this analysis. SCAQMD is currently in the process of replacing the CEQA Air Quality
Handbook with the Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.

While the replacement Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook is being updated, supplemental
guidance/information on the SCAQMD website includes: (1) Emission FACtors (EMFAC) on-road vehicle air
pollutant and GHG emission factors, (2) GHG analysis guidance, (3) mitigation measures and control
efficiencies, (5) off-road mobile source air pollutant and GHG emission factors, and (8) updated SCAQMD Air
Quality Significance Thresholds. SCAQMD also recommends using approved models to calculate emissions
from land use projects, such as the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). These
recommendations were followed in the preparation of this analysis.

County of San Bernardino GHG Reduction Plan

The County completed a GHG Emissions Reduction Plan Update in June 2021 (County of San Bernardino
2021), which sets forth emissions reduction targets, emissions reduction measures, and action steps to assist
the County to demonstrate consistency with California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (Senate Bill 32).
Together with the GHG Emissions Reduction Plan, the County adopted the GHG DRP (County of San
Bernardino 2021) in 2021. The DRP procedures need to be followed to evaluate GHG impacts and determine
significance for CEQA purposes. All projects need to apply the GHG performance standards identified in the
DRP and comply with State requirements.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SCAQMD has established daily emissions thresholds for construction and operation of a proposed project in
the Basin. The emissions thresholds were established based on the attainment status of the Basin with regard
to air quality standards for specific criteria pollutants. Because the concentration standards were set at a level
that protects public health within an adequate margin of safety (SCAQMD 2017), these emissions thresholds
are regarded as conservative and would overstate an individual project’s contribution to health risks.

Regional Emissions Thresholds

Table 1 lists the CEQA significance thresholds for construction and operational emissions established for the
Basin.

Table 8-1: Regional Thresholds for Construction and Operational Emissions
Pollutant Emissions Threshold (Ibs/day)

Emissions Source vVOC NOx (o{0) PM,, PM, 5 SOx

Construction 75 100 550 150 55 150
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Table 8-1: Regional Thresholds for Construction and Operational Emissions
Pollutant Emissions Threshold (lbs/day)

Emissions Source vOC NOx co PM,, PM, s SOx

Operations 55 55 550 150 55 150

Source: SCAQMD. Air Quality Significance Thresholds. Website:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf (accessed May 2025).

PM,s; = particulate matter less than 2.5

CO = carbon monoxide microns in size

Ibs/day = pounds per day SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality
NOx = nitrogen oxides Management District

PM,, = particulate matter less than 10 SOx = sulfur oxides

microns in size VOC = volatile organic compounds

Projects in the Basin with construction- or operation-related emissions that exceed any of their respective
emission thresholds would be considered significant under SCAQMD guidelines. These thresholds, which
SCAQMD developed and that apply throughout the Basin, apply as both project and cumulative thresholds. If a
project exceeds these standards, it is considered to have a project-specific and cumulative impact. Note that
because the proposed project consists of improvements to an existing storm drainage system, operational
activities providing maintenance to the storm drainage system are exactly the same as current maintenance
activities. Therefore, the proposed project will not generate any new operational air quality or GHG emissions
impacts. For this reason, the analysis focuses on construction period impacts to air quality and GHG
emissions.

Localized Significance Thresholds

SCAQMD published its Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology in June 2003 and updated it in
July 2008 (SCAQMD 2008), recommending that all air quality analyses include an assessment of both
construction and operational impacts on the air quality of nearby sensitive receptors. LSTs represent the
maximum emissions from a project site that are not expected to result in an exceedance of the NAAQS or the
CAAQS for CO, NO,, PM,;, and PM,5, as shown in previously referenced Table A. LSTs are based on the
ambient concentrations of that pollutant within the project Source Receptor Area (SRA) and the distance to the
nearest sensitive receptor. For this project, the appropriate SRA is the East San Bernardino Valley area (SRA
35).

The LST Methodology uses look-up tables based on site acreage to determine the significance of emissions
for CEQA purposes. Based on the SCAQMD recommended methodology and the construction equipment
planned, no more than 1 acre would be disturbed on any one day; thus, the 1-acre LSTs have been used for
construction emissions. On-site operational emissions would occur from stationary and mobile sources.
Because the project operation area would be less than 1 acre, the 1-acre thresholds would apply during project
operations.

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and similar uses that are sensitive to adverse air
quality. As described above, the closest residences are within 20 feet (6 meters) from the southern boundary of
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construction. SCAQMD LST Methodology specifies, “Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to
the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.” Therefore, the following
emissions thresholds apply during project construction and operation:

e Construction LST (1 acre, 25 meters, East San Bernardino Valley):
o0 118 pounds per day (Ibs/day) of NOx.
o0 775 Ibs/day of CO.
0 4 Ibs/day of PMy,.
0 4 Ibs/day of PM,5.
e Operation LST (1 acre, 25 meters, East San Bernardino Valley):
o 118 Ibs/day of NOx.
o 775 Ibs/day of CO.
o 1 Ib/day of PMy,.
o 1 Ib/day of PM,;.

GHG Emissions Thresholds

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) provides that the “determination of whether a project may have a
significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based
to the extent possible on scientific and factual data,” and further, states that an “ironclad definition of significant
effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.”

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines includes significance thresholds for GHG emissions. A project would
normally have a significant effect on the environment if it would:

e Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment; or

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs.

Currently, there is no statewide GHG emissions threshold that has been used to determine the potential GHG
emissions impacts of a project. Threshold methodology and thresholds are still being developed and revised by
air districts in the State.

The lead agency for the project is San Bernardino County, which has adopted its GHG Emissions Reduction
Plan Update and GHG DRP (County of San Bernardino 2021) in 2021. The DRP procedures need to be
followed to evaluate GHG impacts and determine significance for CEQA purposes. All projects need to apply
the GHG performance standards identified in the DRP and comply with State requirements. For projects
exceeding the review standard of 3,000 MT CO.,e per year, the use of Screening Tables or a project-specific
technical analysis to quantify and mitigate project emissions is required. If the GHG emissions from the project
are less than 3,000 MT CO.e per year and the project would apply GHG performance standards and State
requirements, project-level and cumulative GHG emissions would be less than significant.
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Impact Analysis

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?

Less Than Significant. In evaluating the Project's GHG emissions impact, this analysis tiers from the San
Bernardino County GHG Reduction Plan Update.

The County’s GHG Emissions Reduction Plan Update includes the Performance Standard that will reduce
7,891 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalents (MT CO2e) per year from new development by 2030. The
County’s Development Review Process (DRP) procedures for evaluating GHG impacts and determining
significance for CEQA purposes is streamlined by utilizing (1) applying a uniform set of performance standards
to all development projects, and (2) utilizing the GHG Reduction Plan Screening Tables to mitigate project
GHG emissions. Projects will have the option of preparing a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and
mitigate GHG emissions. With the application of the GHG performance standards, projects that are exempt
from CEQA and small projects that do not exceed 3,000 MTCOZ2e per year will be considered consistent with
the GHG Reduction Plan and determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for
GHG emissions. A review standard of 3,000 MT CO2e per year is used to identify projects that require the use
of the Screening Tables.

Project analysis generated a total of GHG emissions calculated at 5,221 MT COZ2e during construction.
Following the SCAQMD methodology, GHG emissions associated with construction activities are divided by 25
years which is the anticipated economic life of the Project. Using this methodology, the Proposed Project will
generate 208.84 MT CO2e per year which is below the 3,000 MT CO2e review standard. Therefore, the
Project is consistent with the County’s GHG Reduction Plan Update and GHG emissions are considered less
than significant (Hendrix 2025).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Conclusions:

No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than

Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact No Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous X

materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident X

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 X
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 X
in a safety hazard 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 X
plan?

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

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.
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Impact Analysis

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project's construction would include the use, storage, transport,
and disposal of common hazardous materials in limited quantities. These materials would consist of gasoline,
diesel fuel, oils, solvents, and other similar substances. All materials used during construction will be managed
in accordance with State and local regulations and Best Management Practices. As such, impacts are
expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

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?

Less than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would include the use, storage, transport, and disposal
of common hazardous materials in limited quantities. Implementation of industry-standard BMPs regarding
storage and handling of these materials will prevent release of these materials into the environment therefore,
the use of these materials is not expected to result in any significant impacts, and no mitigation measures are
required.

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

No Impact. The closest school to the Project is Levi H Dickey Elementary School, located approximately half a
mile northeast at 2840 S. Parco Ave (City 2025d). Because the proposed project would not emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous materials within a quarter mile of a school, no impacts are anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

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?

No Impact. The Project does not occur on any hazardous materials sites listed pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 (City 2025€). As a result, no impacts were identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

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

No Impact. The project site is situated approximately 1 % miles north of Chino Airport, however the Project is
located outside the Airport Safety Review Area (City 2025f). The proposed project encompasses road repair
and stormwater facility improvements, which would be constructed at or below grade. Therefore, it would not
pose a safety hazard for residents or workers within the project area. As a result, no impacts are anticipated,
and no mitigation measures are required.

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
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Less than Significant Impact. The Project site does not contain any critical facilities, however, Grove Avenue,
which would be partially subject to construction detours, is an emergency evacuation route (City 2025g). Any
road closures would be temporary and short-term for the construction phase of the Project. Detours can be
established using crossroads at the Project location. As a result, impacts are anticipated to be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. The project is not located in lands classified as very high, high, or moderate fire hazard severity
zones (City 2025h). The proposed project consists of road repair and stormwater facility improvements
constructed at or below grade. It does not include any features that would increase the risk of wildfire.
Therefore, the project would have less than significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impact Conclusions:

No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or X
groundwater quality?

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

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

. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on — or X
off-site;

Il. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on X
— or off-site;

[l Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of the existing or planned X
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional resources of polluted runoff; or

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

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a rural area of the city of
Ontario.
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Impact Analysis

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Grove Basin Outlet replacement will not require utilization of any
groundwater resources for construction. However, construction may lead to downstream sediment transport,
particularly during storms. To mitigate this impact on surface water quality, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) will be drafted and approved before the project begins. The Regional Water Quality Control
Board has issued a County-wide NPDES Storm Water Permit, which mandates project-specific measures to
ensure compliance. The SWPPP will outline Best Management Practices (BMPs) aimed at reducing
construction-related impacts on surface water quality. The result will be a less than significant impact.
Therefore, no mitigation is needed.

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

No Impact. Groundwater resources would not be required to implement the Proposed Project. The project
activities would not affect groundwater recharge to a significant level, due to the nature of the Project.. No
impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

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

I. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on — or off-site;

Il.  Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off-site;

Ill.  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of the existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources of polluted runoff; or

No Impact. The intent of this Project is to improve the current drainage system to properly manage a 100-year
flood event, thereby reducing associated risks. This will be achieved by replacing the existing RCP below
ground level and repairing the existing roadway after construction. The project will not alter the existing
drainage pattern but will enhance storm flow management for up to a 100-year flood event. No impacts would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

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

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a tsunami hazard area or a FEMA 100-year floodplain. The
proposed project includes road repair and drainage improvements to mitigate existing flooding issues. The
project's Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would incorporate Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to prevent project-related pollutants from impacting surface waters. As a result, no impacts are
identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Conclusions:

No mitigation measures are required, as no significant adverse impacts were identified or are anticipated.
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? X

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the X
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The proposed project consists of ground-level or below-ground improvements to existing drainage
facilities and roads. These improvements will not require land use updates to the City of Ontario General Plan
(City 2025i). Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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?

No Impact. This Initial Study shows that the Proposed Project would not have any significant environmental
impacts with regard to any land use plans, policies, or regulations. No impacts were identified or are
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are needed.

Land Use and Planning Impact Conclusions:

No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

June 2025 47




San Bernardino County Flood Control District
Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project INITIAL STUDY

12. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

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 X
state?

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

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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?

No Impact. The Proposed Project is located in an area designated as other use within the City of Ontario and
per ER-5.5 Mining Operations (City 2025j). The City of Ontario prohibits future mining operations where the
resource extraction activities are incompatible with existing or proposed adjacent land uses (Plan 2022). Due
to the surrounding land uses and linear nature of the Proposed Project, mineral resource extraction would not
be compatible with the proposed areas of disturbance. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and
no mitigation measures are required.

Mineral Resources Impact Conclusions:

No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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13. NOISE

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project result in:

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

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration of X
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 X
airport, would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project is located currently in a rural part of the City of Ontario,
north of Chino Airport. Construction is scheduled to last approximately 160 working days, with anticipated start
of Fall 2025. Construction noise is regulated within Sec. 5-29.09 of the City of Ontario Municipal Code.
Accordingly, “No person, while engaged in construction, remodeling, digging, grading, demolition or any other
related building activity, shall operate any tool, equipment or machine in a manner that produces loud noise
that disturbs a person of normal sensitivity who works or resides in the vicinity, or a Police or Code
Enforcement Officer, on any weekday except between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. or on Saturday or
Sunday between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m (City 2025k).” The Proposed Project construction will not
occur outside of the hours outlined; therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed City-established
standards relating to construction noise. Furthermore, because of its location along an avenue with active
agriculture and light industrial land uses, which are major sources of noise in the area, the Proposed Project is
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not anticipated to significantly increase ambient noise. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are identified
or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. Construction noise is regulated within Sec. 5-29.09 of the City of Ontario Municipal Code, “No
person, while engaged in construction, remodeling, digging, grading, demolition or any other related building
activity, shall operate any tool, equipment or machine in a manner that produces loud noise that disturbs a
person of normal sensitivity who works or resides in the vicinity, or a Police or Code Enforcement Officer, on
any weekday except between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. or on Saturday or Sunday between the
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.4” Construction of the Proposed Project will not occur outside of the hours
outlined in City of Ontario Municipal Code (City 2025k). Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are identified
or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

¢) 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project is located within the Chino Airport Influence Area (City
2025f). The Project Site is located north of the Chino Airport, but outside of the airport's established noise
contours (City 2025I). The airport is a public airport and operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week. The
Proposed Project does impact any residential uses of adjacent or nearby properties and would not generate
noise levels during construction in excess of City Standards. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.

Noise Impact Conclusions:

No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required.
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and X
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 X
elsewhere?

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. The Project includes repair and replacement of underground utilities and pavement repair along
Grove Avenue. These improvements aim to serve the existing population and will not increase service capacity
or create new jobs. Therefore, the project is not expected to induce population growth, and no impacts are
anticipated or identified. As a result, no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project would improve existing public works infrastructure to serve the community. It
would not displace existing people or housing. As a result, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

Population and Housing Impact Conclusions:

No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than Nol "
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact © Impac
Incorporated
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:
i. Fire protection? X
ii. Police protection? X
iii. Schools? X
iv. Recreation/Parks? X
V. Other public facilities? X

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project includes improvements to existing San Bernardino County Flood Control
District infrastructure. Construction activities are proposed to be temporary and short-term, and the Project
would not increase the residential or employee population. Therefore, the Project would not result in the need
for additional public facilities, such as schools, recreation/parks, fire protection, police protection, and other
public facilities. However, the Project will have traffic control during construction that will require notification to
the City of Ontario. No impacts are identified or anticipated; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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Public Services Impact Conclusions:

No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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16. RECREATION

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

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

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

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario. There are no nearby parks near the Project site.

Impact Analysis

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

No Impact. The Project is proposed to improve existing public works infrastructure. It would not result in
population growth that would increase the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities. Therefore, no
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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?

No Impact. The Project does not include recreational facilities and would not require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

Recreation Impact Conclusions:

No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.
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17. TRANSPORTATION

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project:

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

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

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

d) Resultin inadequate emergency access? X

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would not require any permanent changes to the local
circulation system. There would be increased traffic associated with bringing construction equipment to the site
and for construction workers to travel daily to and from the Project area. This increased traffic would be
minimal and temporary and is not anticipated to add more than 50-peak hour trips to adjacent roadways. Once
construction is complete, trips would be limited to normal traffic circulation. Due to the project’s location along
the existing roadway (Grove Ave.), temporary road closures and detours may be required during the
construction phase of this project, however these changes in circulation would be temporary. Therefore, less
than significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project’s vehicle miles travelled (VMT) impact has been
assessed in accordance with the City of Ontario for this CEQA document. The Ontario Plan identifies M -1.6
“We will strive to reduce VMT through a combination of land use, transportation projects, travel demand
management strategies, and other trip reduction measures in coordination with development projects and
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public capital improvement projects (City 2025m)” Projects generating less than 110 daily vehicle trips should
not be required to complete a VMT assessment.

The construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would be temporary. Construction of the
Proposed Project is estimated to be approximately 160 working days and is anticipated to occur Fall 2025.

Construction traffic would be limited to delivery of equipment and material, and associated employee trips
during this period.

Once construction is complete, trips would be limited to normal traffic circulation. The Proposed Project is
exempt from preparation of a VMT Assessment and would have a less than significant impact on VMT.
Therefore, less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. The Project does not require construction of new roads or modification of existing roadways. No
impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. A small amount of traffic associated with construction workers would be generated at the
beginning and end of each workday. However, the work would be conducted on the Project site and would not
block existing roads or emergency access routes in the area. Notification of the period of any road closure or
required detours would be provided to emergency service providers and the existing surrounding road network
is sufficient to provide adequate emergency access. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Transportation Impact Conclusions:

No mitigation measures are required because no significant adverse impacts were identified or anticipated.
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

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

a) Listed or eligible for listing in California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as X
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 X
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.

Environmental Setting

A search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) was requested from the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) on April 16, 2025. The NAHC responded the same day and indicated that the results of the SLF
search were negative.

Native American consultation under Assembly Bill (AB) 52 for the project is being conducted by the San
Bernardino County Flood Control District with two Tribes who have submitted general request letters for
consultation on projects within the area of the project: the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and the
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians. Project notification letters were sent to each Tribe on November 1, 2024 and
included a project description, project location map, photographs of the project area, and an invitation to
consult on the project under AB 52. The San Manuel Band responded and declined to consult on the project.
No response has been received from the Soboba Band.

Impact Analysis

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)?

No Impact. No resources that have been listed in or determined eligible for listing in the CRHR are located
within the project area. Furthermore, the search of the SLF by the NAHC was negative. Tribal consultation
under AB 52 has not identified any Tribal Cultural Resources within or near the project area. Therefore, there
would be no impact to such resources from the proposed project.
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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 5024.17?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. No resources that have been determined by a lead
agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1 are located within the project area. The search of the SLF by the NAHC was negative. Tribal
consultation under AB 52 has not identified any Tribal Cultural Resources within or near the project area.
Therefore, there would be no impact to known Tribal Cultural Resources from the proposed project. However,
there is a potential for unknown, buried resources to exist below depths of previous disturbance. The project
will involve excavation to a depth of up to 27 feet bgs. The project area is entirely paved and has likely
sustained disturbances to a depth of at least 3 to 5 feet bgs from past construction of the roadway and
installation of existing utility lines. While considered unlikely, there is a potential for subsurface cultural
materials to exist below the depths of previous disturbance.

If buried cultural materials are extant, they could be subject to impacts from construction activities.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 would mitigate any potential inadvertent impacts to
Tribal Cultural Resources.

Mitigation Measures:
CR-1 (see Section 5)
CR-2 (see Section 5)
Tribal Cultural Resources Conclusions:

No impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources are anticipated. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and
CR-2 would mitigate any potential inadvertent impacts to unknown, subsurface resources.
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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications X
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 X
normal, dry and multiple dry years?

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has X
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 X
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and X

reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The carrying capacity of the existing concrete pipes is currently undersized for
the levels of flow release being experienced.This situation currently leads to flooding downstream during storm
events, impacting low-density residential and agricultural areas. The Proposed Project will address the outflow
from the Grove Basin Outlet. The Proposed Project would not require wastewater treatment, water supplies,
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication services. As demonstrated in this Initial Study, the
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construction of the proposed stormwater improvements or roadway pavement repair would not have significant
environmental effects. Less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures
are required.

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project may require water during construction for dust control. This water demand
would be temporary and negligible. The Proposed Project would not require water post-construction.
Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

¢) 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 Impact. The Proposed Project would not generate wastewater or require service by a wastewater
treatment provider. No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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?

Less than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project will enhance stormwater capacity from the Grove Basin
Outlet by replacing the existing reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) with larger RCP. This construction will generate
solid waste, including concrete and asphalt. However, the RCP and asphalt will be transported to recycling
facilities, resulting in less than significant impacts.

Utilities and Service Systems Impact Conclusions

No mitigation measures are required because no significant adverse impacts were identified or anticipated.
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20. WILDFIRE

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than No Impact

Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified
as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project?
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or X

emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, X
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate X
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 X
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

Environmental Setting

The project, located within a San Bernardino County Flood Control District easement, will consist of
underground and at-grade improvements situated within the existing roadway in a currently rural area of
Ontario.

Impact Analysis

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project is Grove Avenue, which has been identified as an
evacuation route (City 2025g). This portion of Grove Avenue, between Edison Avenue and East Riverside
Drive, would be partially blocked during construction with easily accessible detours provided. Final material
staging areas would be determined by the contractor. Detours would be provided for any road closures that
would be short-term and temporary. Less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
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No Impact. The Project is not situated in lands classified as very high, high, or moderate fire hazard severity
zones (City 2025h). The proposed improvements, which include underground infrastructure replacement and
pavement repair along Grove Avenue, do not include features that would exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore,
no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. The Project is not situated in lands classified as very high, high, or moderate fire hazard severity
zones. The proposed improvements, which include underground infrastructure replacement and pavement
repair along Grove Avenue, do not include features that would exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore, no impacts
are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

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?

No Impact. The Project entails underground infrastructure replacement and pavement repair along Grove
Avenue. It is situated outside of a FEMA 500-year floodplain and not located in lands classified as very high,
high, or moderate fire hazard severity zones (City 2025h) Additionally, the Project Site is not within an area
identified as having a potential for seismic slope instability, near any known landslides, or in the path of any
known or potential landslides. The proposed drainage improvements aim to reduce the intensity of flooding in
the area. As the Project doesn't include structures and would not expose people to flooding or landslides, no
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Wildfire Impact Conclusions:

No mitigation measures are required as no impacts were identified or are anticipated.
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated

No Impact

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 X
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 X
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 X
or indirectly?

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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As concluded in the Biological Resource section, no
state and/or federally listed threatened or endangered species are documented/or expected to occur within the
Project Site. Furthermore, no plant species with the California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1 or 2 were
observed along the Project alignment. No other sensitive species were observed within the Project alignment
or buffer area. Since there is some habitat within the immediate surrounding area that is suitable for nesting
birds in general, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 shall be implemented.

The archaeological records search at SCCIC indicate that 10 cultural resources investigations have been
conducted within 0.5 mile of the Project area, 7 of which overlap the Project area. Furthermore,the records
search at SCCIC indicate that two cultural resources (P-36-025440 and P-36-026051) have been recorded
within 0.5 mile of the Project area, both of which overlap the Project area. Both resources consist of
historic-age (i.e., 50 years old or older) power transmission lines that bisect the Project alignment. Because the
transmission lines are not eligible for the CRHR, they do not qualify as a historical resource under CEQA. The
review of the BERD and historic aerial photographs indicates that there are no resources that have been listed
in or determined eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR within the project area. One historic-age house, 8087
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Schaeffer Avenue, was constructed in 1950, but has not been formally evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR. The
house is situated at the corner of Schaeffer Avenue and Grove Avenue, but lies outside the Project area.

There remains a potential that buried archaeological resources may inadvertently be discovered within the
Project boundaries. As such, implementation of the Proposed Project could potentially uncover cultural
resources. Therefore, to ensure less than significant impacts, the Proposed Project shall implement Mitigation
Measures CR-1and CR-2.

On November 1, 2024, the San Bernardino County mailed notification pursuant to AB 52 to YSMN and Soboba
Band of Luiseno Indians. The YSMN declined to consult and Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians provided no
response. However, if buried cultural materials are extant, they could be subject to impacts from construction
activities. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 would mitigate any potential inadvertent
impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources.

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)?

Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project has the potential to have cumulative impacts to air quality and
greenhouse gases. However, as discussed in Section 3 (Air Quality) and Section 8 (Greenhouse Gas
Emissions), these impacts would be temporary during construction and would not be significant.

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

Less Than Significant. The Proposed Project may have indirect minor short-term effects on human beings
during construction. However, in the long term, the Project would have a beneficial impact because the
improved flood control channel would reduce the potential for flooding in the surrounding area. No substantial
adverse effects on human beings would occur.
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SECTION 5 - SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measures were identified to reduce impacts to less than significant:

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:

BlO-1

To avoid potential impacts to nesting birds (common and special status) during the nesting
season (February 1- September 15), a qualified Avian Biologist shall conduct pre-construction
Nesting Bird Surveys prior to commencement of any project activities. If no active nests are
found, no further action will be required. If an active nest is found, the qualified biologist will
identify and flag a no-disturbance buffer around the nest which will be based upon the species,
level of disturbance, and expected fledge date. The nests and no-disturbance buffers shall be
checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor until project activities end or until young have
fledged the nest or the nest is deemed inactive.

CULTURAL RESOURCES:

CR-1

CR-2

Inadvertent Discovery Protocol

Prior to the start of construction, a qualified archaeologist will be retained to provide Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training to all contractors conducting
Project-related ground disturbing activities. The WEAP training will include information about the
types of archaeological resources that could be encountered, the laws and regulations
regarding archaeological resources, and the protocols to follow in the event of an inadvertent
discovery.

Should archaeological material be encountered during Project-related ground disturbance all
work in the vicinity of the discovery must be halted. A 50-foot buffer around the discovery will be
demarcated and work may resume elsewhere in the Project area outside of that buffer. The
District will be notified immediately and a qualified archaeologist will be contacted to assess the
discovery and evaluate whether it constitutes a historical resource or a unique archaeological
resource as defined by CEQA. The qualified archaeologist will provide guidance on the
treatment of the discovery and how work may proceed. Should the discovery be precontact in
age, consultation with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and the Soboba Band of
Luisefio Indians shall occur.

Inadvertent discoveries of human remains:

Should human remains and associated funerary objects be encountered during Project-related
ground disturbance all work within 50-feet of the discovery should be halted and redirected
elsewhere in the Project area outside of discovery. The San Bernardino County Coroner shall
be contacted immediately to determine the origin and disposition of the remains pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. A qualified archaeologist shall also be contacted to
assess the discovery and coordinate consultation with the appropriate agencies. If the remains
are determined to be precontact, the coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24 hours of the
determination in accordance with section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code, and
section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, as applicable. The NAHC will identify a
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Most Likely Descendent (MLD) who will inspect the discovery and provide recommendations for
the proper treatment of the remains and any associated funerary objects.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES:

CR-1

CR-2

Inadvertent Discovery Protocol

Prior to the start of construction, a qualified archaeologist will be retained to provide Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training to all contractors conducting
Project-related ground disturbing activities. The WEAP training will include information about the
types of archaeological resources that could be encountered, the laws and regulations
regarding archaeological resources, and the protocols to follow in the event of an inadvertent
discovery.

Should archaeological material be encountered during Project-related ground disturbance all
work in the vicinity of the discovery must be halted. A 50-foot buffer around the discovery will be
demarcated and work may resume elsewhere in the Project area outside of that buffer. The
District will be notified immediately and a qualified archaeologist will be contacted to assess the
discovery and evaluate whether it constitutes a historical resource or a unique archaeological
resource as defined by CEQA. The qualified archaeologist will provide guidance on the
treatment of the discovery and how work may proceed. Should the discovery be precontact in
age, consultation with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and the Soboba Band of
Luisefio Indians shall occur.

Inadvertent discoveries of human remains:

Should human remains and associated funerary objects be encountered during Project-related
ground disturbance all work within 50-feet of the discovery should be halted and redirected
elsewhere in the Project area outside of discovery. The San Bernardino County Coroner shall
be contacted immediately to determine the origin and disposition of the remains pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. A qualified archaeologist shall also be contacted to
assess the discovery and coordinate consultation with the appropriate agencies. If the remains
are determined to be precontact, the coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24 hours of the
determination in accordance with section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code, and
section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, as applicable. The NAHC will identify a
Most Likely Descendent (MLD) who will inspect the discovery and provide recommendations for
the proper treatment of the remains and any associated funerary objects.

June 2025

66



San Bernardino County Flood Control District
Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project INITIAL STUDY

SECTION 6 - REFERENCES

City of Ontario (City). 2025a. City of Ontario Traffic & Transportation.
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/67764dd03c4e4b5e848f89d319540c14. Accessed
April 9, 2025

—--. 2025b. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Regional Faults & Fault Zones.
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-01%20Regional%20Faults
%207%20Fault%20Zones.pdf. Accessed April 21, 2025.

—--. 2025c¢. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Subsidance Zones.
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-02%20Subsidence%20Zon
€5%20%281%29.pdf. Accessed April 21, 2025.

—--. 2025d. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Critical Facilities.
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-08%20Critical%20Facilities
pdf. Accessed April 21, 2025.

—--. 2025e. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Hazardous Material Cleanup Sites.

https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure %20S-07 %20Hazardous %20Mate
rial%20Cleanup%20Sites.pdf. Accessed April 21, 2025.

—--. 2025f. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Airport Safety Zones & Influence Areas
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure %20LU-06%20Airport%20Safety
%20Z0ones%20%26%20Influence%20Areas.pdf. Accessed April 21, 2025.

. 2025g. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Evacuation Routes.

https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure %20S-10%20Evacuation%20Site
s.pdf. Accessed April 15, 2025 .

—--. 2025h. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Fire Hazard Severity Zone.
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-05%20Fire%20Hazard %20
Severity%20Zones%20%281%29.pdf. Accessed April 15, 2025.

—--. 2025i.The Ontario Plan: Land Use Element.

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/99e7aleffa0242218701ac06ca387f9b. Accessed April
11, 2025.

—--. 2025j. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan - Environmental Resources.
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/ontario-plan/ontario-pl
an-policy-plan/environmental. Accessed April 10, 2025.

—--. 2025k. City of Ontario Municipal Code 2024 Chapter 29: Noise.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/ontarioca/latest/ontario_ca/0-0-0-41895#JD 5-29.04.
Accessed April 11, 2025.

June 2025 67


https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/67764dd03c4e4b5e848f89d319540c14
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-01%20Regional%20Faults%207%20Fault%20Zones.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-01%20Regional%20Faults%207%20Fault%20Zones.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-02%20Subsidence%20Zones%20%281%29.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-02%20Subsidence%20Zones%20%281%29.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-08%20Critical%20Facilities.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-08%20Critical%20Facilities.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-07%20Hazardous%20Material%20Cleanup%20Sites.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-07%20Hazardous%20Material%20Cleanup%20Sites.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20LU-06%20Airport%20Safety%20Zones%20%26%20Influence%20Areas.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20LU-06%20Airport%20Safety%20Zones%20%26%20Influence%20Areas.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-10%20Evacuation%20Sites.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-10%20Evacuation%20Sites.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-05%20Fire%20Hazard%20Severity%20Zones%20%281%29.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-05%20Fire%20Hazard%20Severity%20Zones%20%281%29.pdf
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/99e7a1effa0242218701ac06ca387f9b
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/ontario-plan/ontario-plan-policy-plan/environmental
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/ontario-plan/ontario-plan-policy-plan/environmental
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/ontarioca/latest/ontario_ca/0-0-0-41895#JD_5-29.04

San Bernardino County Flood Control District
Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project INITIAL STUDY

—--. 2025I. The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan Airport Noise Cortours.
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-06c%20Airport%20Noise%
20Contours.pdf.Accessed April 11, 2025.

—--. 2025m.The Ontario Plan: Policy Plan - Mobility
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/ontario-plan/ontario-pl
an-policy-plan/mobility. Accessed April 9, 2025.

Department Of Conservation. 2022. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program — Important Farmland
Finder.https://maps.conservation.ca.qgov/DLRP/CIFF. Accessed April 10, 2025.

Department of Parks and Recreation. 2010. 523 Record for P-36-025440: Southern California Edison
Company Chino-Mira Loma No. 1 Transmission Line. Record prepared by Urbana Preservation
& Planning, LLC, San Diego, California. Record on file at South Central Coastal Information
Center, California State University, Fullerton.

Department of Parks and Recreation. 2014. 523 Record for P-33-015035/P-36-026051: Southern
California Edison Company Hayfield-Chino 220kV Transmission Line. Record prepared by
Urbana Preservation & Planning, LLC, San Diego, California. Record on file at South Central
Coastal Information Center, California State University, Fullerton.

Holland and Hart. 2025. Key Takeaways from the EPA and the Corps' New WOTUS Guidance Memo.
https://www.hollandhart.com/key-takeaways-from-the-epa-and-the-corps-new-wotus-quidance-
memo. Accessed May 15, 2025.

Michael Hendrix. 2025. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Grove
Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project. May 9, 2025

Office of Planning and Research. 2025. Site Check https://sitecheck.opr.ca.gov. Accessed April 10,
2025.

June 2025 68


https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-06c%20Airport%20Noise%20Contours.pdf
https://content.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Figure%20S-06c%20Airport%20Noise%20Contours.pdf
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/ontario-plan/ontario-plan-policy-plan/mobility
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/ontario-plan/ontario-plan-policy-plan/mobility
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF
https://www.hollandhart.com/key-takeaways-from-the-epa-and-the-corps-new-wotus-guidance-memo
https://www.hollandhart.com/key-takeaways-from-the-epa-and-the-corps-new-wotus-guidance-memo
https://sitecheck.opr.ca.gov/

San Bernardino County Flood Control District
Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project INITIAL STUDY

SECTION 7 - APPENDICES

Appendix - 1: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain
Improvement Project

Appendix - 2: Biological Resources
Appendix - 3: Grove St Storm Drain Tree Work
Appendix - 4: Photographs Field Survey Grove Avenue May 8, 2025

June 2025 69



MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 12, 2025

To: Mark Hopkins, Project Manager, SummitWest Environmental

FrROM: Michael Hendrix

SUBJECT: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Grove Basin Outlet Storm

Drain Improvement Project

Michael Hendrix Consulting (MHC) is pleased to provide you with this air quality and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions analysis for the Grove Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project, Ontario
California. The following sections summarize the analysis.

INTRODUCTION

This air quality and GHG emissions analysis has been prepared to evaluate the potential air quality
and GHG emissions impacts and identify mitigation measures associated with the proposed Grove
Basin Outlet Storm Drain Improvement Project which would construct storm drain improvements
within the paved right-of-way of Grove Avenue between Edison Avenue to the south to Chino Avenue
at the north terminus of the proposed storm drain improvements. This report is intended to satisfy
County of San Bernardino (County) requirements for a project-specific air quality and GHG emissions
impact analysis by examining the short-term impacts on regional air quality, localized air pollutant
impacts on sensitive uses adjacent to the project site and evaluate conformity with the County’s GHG
Reduction Plan. Note that because the proposed project is an improvement to an existing storm drain
system, operational activities are the same as the existing maintenance activities for the current storm
drain system and do not generate new operational impacts to air quality or GHG emissions.

The project is located within the City of Ontario but is part of the San Bernardino County Flood Control
system. Therefore, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District is the lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The project is located within the South Coast Air Basin within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). As such this analysis will also evaluate project consistency
with the SCAQMD’s 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Project is within the existing paved right-of-way of Grove Avenue, between Edison Avenue to the
south to Chino Avenue at the north terminus of the proposed storm drain improvements in the
western portion of San Bernardino County within the City of Ontario.

The Project includes the installation of a new 84” reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) and 96” RCP from
Edison Avenue to Chino Avenue. Additionally, the existing 66” RCP will be replaced with a 72” RCP



from Chino Avenue to just south of the Grove Basin. Furthermore, the project would replace
manholes, junction structures, involve reconstruction of the roadway and associated driveways, and
remove outlet structures. The pipeline disturbance area has a width of 14 feet and a total pipeline
length of 6,583 feet from Edison Avenue to East Riverside Drive. The project also involves an
excavation depth of up to 27 feet, junction structures, and the reconstruction of roadways and
driveways as necessary. Existing outlet structures will be removed to enhance water flow
management.

The project connects to an existing storm drain at the intersection of Edison and Grove, ultimately
discharging into the Prado Basin and subsequently the lower Santa Ana River. Night work is not
proposed for this project. The estimated construction duration is 160 working days. Construction
activities will take place primarily along Grove Avenue, with site access facilitated from this main
roadway. Lane closures along Grove Avenue may be necessary, including potential traffic detours at
intersections to maintain safety and minimize disruptions during construction operations.

EXISTING SETTING

Overview of the Existing Air Quality Environment

The project site is in the western portion of San Bernardino County, California, which is part of the
South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.

Air quality in the planning area is not only affected by various emission sources (e.g., mobile and
industry), but also by atmospheric conditions (e.g., wind speed, wind direction, temperature, and
rainfall). The combination of topography, low mixing height, abundant sunshine, and emissions
transported by prevailing winds from the second-largest urban area in the United States gives the
Basin some of the worst air pollution problems in the nation. The Project area is at the northeastern
edge of the Basin at an elevation of 5,200 feet above sea level, which is at the upper mixing height of
the Basin. Due to the elevation and location at the northeastern edge of the Basin, the project area
is prone to the highest ozone concentrations within the Basin.

Surrounding Land Uses in the Project Vicinity

The surrounding setting consists of various agricultural, industrial, and residential land uses including
truck storage yards, asphalt processing and storage, landscape materials handling, composting
facilities, interspersed with single-family residential.

REGULATORY SETTING

Federal Regulations

Pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS was established for six
major pollutants, termed “criteria” pollutants. Criteria pollutants are defined as those pollutants for
which the federal and State governments have established ambient air quality standards (AAQS), or
criteria, for outdoor concentrations to protect public health.



California Regulations

In 1967, the State Legislature passed the Mulford-Carrell Act, which combined two Department of
Health bureaus (i.e., the Bureau of Air Sanitation and the Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Board) to
establish the California Air Resources Board (CARB). Since its formation, the CARB has worked with
the public, the business sector, and local governments to find solutions to the State’s air pollution
problems.

California adopted the CCAA in 1988. CARB administers the CAAQS for the 10 air pollutants
designated in the CCAA. These 10 State air pollutants are the six criteria pollutants designated by the
CAA as well as four others: visibility-reducing particulates, H,S, sulfates, and vinyl chloride.

Regional Air Quality Planning Framework

The 1976 Lewis Air Quality Management Act established SCAQMD and other air districts throughout
the State. The CAA Amendments of 1977 required that each state adopt an implementation plan
outlining pollution control measures to attain the federal standards in nonattainment areas of the
state.

CARB is responsible for incorporating Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) for local air basins
into a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for EPA approval. Significant authority for air quality control
within them has been given to local air districts that regulate stationary-source emissions and
develop local nonattainment plans.

Regional Air Quality Management Plan

SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are responsible for
formulating and implementing the AQMP for the Basin. The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring
the area into compliance with federal and State air quality standards. SCAQMD prepares a new
AQMP every three years, updating the previous plan and 20-year horizon.

The latest plan is the 2022 AQMP (SCAQMD 2022), which incorporates the latest scientific and
technological information and planning assumptions, including the 2020 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and updated emission inventory methodologies for various
source categories which also benefits reduction of GHG emissions. Key elements of the 2022 AQMP
pertaining to GHG emissions include:

e Specifically addresses decarbonization and climate policy development and its role in achieving
the 2015 Ozone standard.

e Calculation and credit for co-benefits from other planning efforts (e.g., climate, energy, and
transportation)

e Astrategy with fair-share emission reductions at the federal, State, and local levels
e Investment in strategies and technologies meeting multiple air quality and climate objectives

e Identification of new partnerships and significant funding for incentives to accelerate
deployment of zero and near-zero technologies



e Attainment of the 1-hour Ozone standard by 2022 with no reliance on “black box” future
technology (CAA Section 182(e)(5) measures). While not directly correlated to GHG emissions,
the measures rely heavily on zero emission technologies that will also significantly reduce GHG
emissions.

SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement portions of the AQMP. Several of these rules
may apply to project construction or operations impacting reduction of GHG emissions.

Although SCAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have the
authority to directly regulate new development projects within the Basin, such as project. Instead,
SCAQMD published the CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993) to assist lead agencies, as well
as consultants, project proponents, and other interested parties, in evaluating potential GHG and air
quality impacts of projects proposed in the Basin. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides
standards, methodologies, and procedures that can be used in conducting GHG analyses in
environmental impact reports and were used extensively in the preparation of this analysis.
SCAQMD is currently in the process of replacing the CEQA Air Quality Handbook with the Air Quality
Analysis Guidance Handbook.

While the replacement Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook is being updated, supplemental
guidance/information on the SCAQMD website includes: (1) Emission FACtors (EMFAC) on-road
vehicle air pollutant and GHG emission factors, (2) GHG analysis guidance, (3) mitigation measures
and control efficiencies, (5) off-road mobile source air pollutant and GHG emission factors, and (8)
updated SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. SCAQMD also recommends using approved
models to calculate emissions from land use projects, such as the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod). These recommendations were followed in the preparation of this analysis.

County of San Bernardino GHG Reduction Plan

The County completed a GHG Emissions Reduction Plan Update in June 2021 (County of San
Bernardino 2021), which sets forth an emissions reduction targets, emissions reduction measures,
and action steps to assist the County to demonstrate consistency with California’s Global Warming
Solutions Act (Senate Bill 32). Together with the GHG Emissions Reduction Plan, the County adopted
the GHG DRP (County of San Bernardino 2021) in 2021. The DRP procedures need to be followed to
evaluate GHG impacts and determine significance for CEQA purposes. All projects need to apply the
GHG performance standards identified in the DRP and comply with State requirements.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SCAQMD has established daily emissions thresholds for construction and operation of a proposed
project in the Basin. The emissions thresholds were established based on the attainment status of
the Basin with regard to air quality standards for specific criteria pollutants. Because the
concentration standards were set at a level that protects public health within an adequate margin of
safety (SCAQMD 2017), these emissions thresholds are regarded as conservative and would
overstate an individual project’s contribution to health risks.



Regional Emissions Thresholds

Table 1 lists the CEQA significance thresholds for construction and operational emissions established
for the Basin.

Table 1: Regional Thresholds for Construction and Operational Emissions

Pollutant Emissions Threshold (lbs/day)
Emissions Source vocC NOx co PMio PMys SOx
Construction 75 100 550 150 55 150
Operations 55 55 550 150 55 150

Source: SCAQMD. Air Quality Significance Thresholds. Website: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-
air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf (accessed May 2025).

CO = carbon monoxide

Ibs/day = pounds per day

NOx = nitrogen oxides

PMio = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

PM2s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District
SOx = sulfur oxides

VOC = volatile organic compounds

Projects in the Basin with construction- or operation-related emissions that exceed any of their
respective emission thresholds would be considered significant under SCAQMD guidelines. These
thresholds, which SCAQMD developed and that apply throughout the Basin, apply as both project
and cumulative thresholds. If a project exceeds these standards, it is considered to have a project-
specific and cumulative impact. Note that because the proposed project consists of improvements
to an existing storm drainage system, operational activities providing maintenance to the storm
drainage system are exactly the same as current maintenance activities. Therefore, the proposed
project will not generate any new operational air quality or GHG emissions impacts. For this reason,
the analysis focuses on construction period impacts to air quality and GHG emissions.

Localized Significance Thresholds

SCAQMD published its Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology in June 2003 and updated
it in July 2008 (SCAQMD 2008), recommending that all air quality analyses include an assessment of
both construction and operational impacts on the air quality of nearby sensitive receptors. LSTs
represent the maximum emissions from a project site that are not expected to result in an
exceedance of the NAAQS or the CAAQS for CO, NO,, PMjo and PM;s, as shown in previously
referenced Table A. LSTs are based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant within the
project Source Receptor Area (SRA) and the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. For this
project, the appropriate SRA is the East San Bernardino Valley area (SRA 35).

The LST Methodology uses look-up tables based on site acreage to determine the significance of
emissions for CEQA purposes. Based on the SCAQMD recommended methodology and the
construction equipment planned, no more than 1 acre would be disturbed on any one day; thus, the
1-acre LSTs have been used for construction emissions. On-site operational emissions would occur
from stationary and mobile sources. Because the project operation area would be less than 1 acre,
the 1-acre thresholds would apply during project operations.

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and similar uses that are sensitive to
adverse air quality. As described above, the closest residences are within 20 feet (6 meters) from the



southern boundary of construction. SCAQMD LST Methodology specifies, “Projects with boundaries
located closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at
25 meters.” Therefore, the following emissions thresholds apply during project construction and
operation:

e Construction LST (1 acre, 25 meters, East San Bernardino Valley):
o 118 pounds per day (Ibs/day) of NOx.
o 775 lbs/day of CO.
o 4 lbs/day of PMyj.
o 4lbs/day of PMys.
e Operation LST (1 acre, 25 meters, East San Bernardino Valley):
o 118 lbs/day of NOx.
o 775 lbs/day of CO.
o 1lb/day of PMyo.
o 1lb/day of PM,s.

GHG Emissions Thresholds

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) provides that the “determination of whether a project may
have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public
agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data,” and further, states that
an “ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an
activity may vary with the setting.”

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines includes significance thresholds for GHG emissions. A project
would normally have a significant effect on the environment if it would:

e Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment; or

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs.

Currently, there is no statewide GHG emissions threshold that has been used to determine the
potential GHG emissions impacts of a project. Threshold methodology and thresholds are still being
developed and revised by air districts in the State.

The lead agency for the project is San Bernardino County, which has adopted its GHG Emissions
Reduction Plan Update and GHG DRP (County of San Bernardino 2021) in 2021. The DRP procedures
need to be followed to evaluate GHG impacts and determine significance for CEQA purposes. All
projects need to apply the GHG performance standards identified in the DRP and comply with State
requirements. For projects exceeding the review standard of 3,000 MT CO,e per year, the use of
Screening Tables or a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and mitigate project emissions is
required. If the GHG emissions from the project are less than 3,000 MT CO.e per year and the project



would apply GHG performance standards and State requirements, project-level and cumulative GHG
emissions would be less than significant.

IMPACTS

Calculations of air pollutant and GHG emissions in the following analysis were conducted using the
California Emissions Estimator Model Version 2022.1.1.29 (CALEEMo0d2022).

Short-Term Construction Impacts

Construction activities produce combustion emissions from various sources (utility engines, tenant
improvements, and motor vehicles transporting the construction crew). Exhaust emissions from
construction activities envisioned on site would vary daily as construction activity levels change. The
use of construction equipment on site would result in localized exhaust emissions.

The most recent version of CalEEMod (Version 2022.1.1.29) was used to develop the construction
equipment inventory and calculate the construction emissions. The emissions shown in Table 2 are
the combination of the on-site and off-site emissions from the CalEEMod output tables. No
exceedances of any criteria pollutants are expected. The CalEEMod output is included in Appendix A.

Table 2: Short-Term Regional Construction Emissions

Total Regional Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day)

Construction Phase voc NOx co SOx PMyo PM_s
Site Preparation 0.09 8.81 9.54 0.04 0.29 0.27
Excavation/Trenching 1.65 10.25 12.41 0.04 0.38 0.35
Installation/Construction 1.88 12.52 14.35 0.05 0.48 0.44
Paving 1.82 12.37 15.80 0.05 0.47 0.44
Architectural Coating 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Peak Daily 1.88 12.52 15.80 0.05 0.48 0.44
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Source: Compiled by MHC (May 2025).

CO = carbon monoxide PMyo = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size
Ibs/day = pounds per day SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District
NOx = nitrogen oxides SOx = sulfur oxides

PM. s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size VOC = volatile organic compounds

Localized Impacts Analysis

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and similar uses that are sensitive to
adverse air quality. Table 3 shows that the construction emission rates would not exceed the LSTs
for the existing residences near the project site. Table 3 also shows that the emissions of the
pollutants on the peak day of construction would result in concentrations of pollutants at the
nearest residences that are all below SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Note that the LST was set
at 5-acres since the 15-acre project is divided into 3 phases and land clearing and grading, the
phases of construction with the highest emissions, would not disturb more than 5-acres per day.



Table 3: Construction Localized Impacts Analysis

Emissions Sources NOx co PMyo PMys
Construction Emissions 1.88 15.80 0.48 0.44
LST 118.00 863.00 5.00 4.00
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Source: Compiled by MHC (May 2025).

Note: Source Receptor Area 33 — Southwest San Bernardino Vally, 1 acre, 25 meters.

CO = carbon monoxide NOx = nitrogen oxides
Ibs/day = pounds per day PMas = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
LST = localized significance threshold PMio = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

Odors from Construction Activities

Heavy-duty equipment in the project area during construction would emit odors, primarily from the
equipment exhaust. However, the construction activity would cease to occur after construction is
completed. No other sources of objectionable odors have been identified for the proposed project,
and no mitigation measures are required.

SCAQMD Rule 402 regarding nuisances states: “A person shall not discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger
the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.” The proposed uses are not
anticipated to emit any objectionable odors. Therefore, objectionable odors posing a health risk to
potential on-site and existing off-site uses would not occur as a result of the proposed project.

Construction Emissions Conclusions

Previously referenced Tables 2 and 3 show that daily regional construction emissions and localized
emissions would not exceed the daily thresholds or localized significance thresholds established by
SCAQMD; thus, during construction, there would be no regional or localized impacts.

Long-Term Operational Impacts

The current maintenance activities associated with the existing storm drainage system would
continue after completion of the proposed project. Since no new operational activities occur as a
result of the proposed project, no new long-term operational impacts occur.

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN CONSISTENCY

A consistency determination plays an essential role in local agency project review by linking local
planning and unique individual projects to the air quality plans. A consistency determination fulfills
the CEQA goal of fully informing local agency decision-makers of the environmental costs of the
project under consideration at a stage early enough to ensure that air quality concerns are
addressed. Only new or amended General Plan elements, Specific Plans, and significantly unique
projects need to undergo a consistency review due to the air quality plan strategy being based on
projections from local General Plans.



The AQMP is based on regional growth projections developed by SCAG. The proposed project is
approximately 1.5 miles of storm drain improvements. Thus, the proposed project would not be
defined as a regionally significant project under CEQA; therefore, it does not meet SCAG’s
Intergovernmental Review criteria. The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Impacts would be less than significant.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

In evaluating the Project’s GHG emissions impact, this analysis tiers from the San Bernadino County
GHG Reduction Plan Update.

The County’s GHG Emissions Reduction Plan Update includes the Performance Standard that will
reduce 7,891 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalents (MT CO2e) per year from new development
by 2030. The Counties Development Review Process (DRP) procedures for evaluating GHG impacts
and determining significance for CEQA purposes is streamlined by utilizing (1) applying a uniform set
of performance standards to all development projects, and (2) utilizing the GHG Reduction Plan
Screening Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions. Projects will have the option of preparing a
project-specific technical analysis to quantify and mitigate GHG emissions. A review standard of
3,000 MTCO2e per year is used to identify projects that require the use of the Screening Tables.

For Projects that are below 3,000 MTCO2e per year are considered less than significant and
consistent with the County’s GHG Emissions Reduction Plan Update if they incorporate into the
Project the following criteria:

e Waste stream reduction: The developer shall provide to all tenants and project employees
County-approved informational materials about methods and need to reduce the solid
waste stream and listing available recycling services.

e Vehicle Trip Reduction: The developer shall provide to all tenants and homeowners County
approved informational materials about the need to reduce vehicle trips and the program
elements this project is implementing. Such elements may include: participation in
established ride-sharing programs, creating a new ride-share employee vanpool, and/or
providing a web site or message board for coordinating rides.

e landscape Equipment: he developer shall require in the landscape maintenance contract
and/or in onsite procedures that a minimum of 20% of the landscape maintenance
equipment shall be electric-powered (not applicable to the proposed project).

e Meet Title 24 Energy Efficiency requirements (not applicable to the proposed project).

Project generated total GHG emissions are calculated at 5,221 MT CO2e during construction.
Following the SCAQMD methodology, GHG emissions associated with construction activities are
divided by 25 years which is the anticipated economic life of the Project. Using this methodology,
the proposed project will generate 208.84 MT CO2e per year which is below the 3,000 MTCO2e
review standard. Therefore, with the applicable criteria shown in the bullet points above
incorporated into the project, the project is consistent with the County’s GHG Reduction Plan
Update and GHG emissions are considered less than significant.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project
Construction Start Date 1/5/2026

Lead Agency San Bernardino County Flood Control

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.60

Precipitation (days) 9.20

Location 34.01148861809304, -117.62816822085699
County San Bernardino-South Coast

City Ontario

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5260

EDFz 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.29

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq | Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

User Defined Linear 1.50 Mile Storm Drain
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Construction Cc-2* Limit Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicle Idling

* Qualitative or supporting measure. Emission reductions not included in the mitigated emissions results.

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Dalily,

Summer

(Max)

Unmit. 1.88 12.5 14.4 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 0.00 5,221
Mit. 1.88 12.5 14.4 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 0.00 5,221

% Reduced — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Unmit. 1.88 125 15.8 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 0.00 5,221
Mit. 1.88 125 15.8 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 0.00 5,221

% Reduced — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily (Max)

uUnmit. 1.13 7.30 8.69 0.03 0.27 0.25 — 3,073 3,073 0.12 0.02 0.00 3,083
Mit. 1.13 7.30 8.69 0.03 0.27 0.25 — 3,073 3,073 0.12 0.02 0.00 3,083

% Reduced — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Unmit. 0.21 1.33 1.59 0.01 0.05 0.05 — 509 509 0.02 < 0.005 0.00 511
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Mit.
% Reduced

Exceeds
(Daily Max)

Threshold
Unmit.
Mit.

Exceeds
(Average
Daily)

Threshold
Unmit.

Mit.

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

0.21

75.0
No

No

75.0
No

No

1.33

100
No

No

100
No

No

1.59

550
No

No

550
No

No

0.01

150
No

No

150
No

No

0.05

150
No

No

150
No

No

0.05

55.0
No

No

55.0
No

No
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509

509

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

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

2026

Dalily -
Winter
(Max)

2026

Average
Daily

2026
Annual

2026

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

511

3,000
Yes

Yes

3,000
Yes

Yes

1.88

1.88

1.13

0.21

12.5

12.5

7.30

1.33

14.4

15.8

8.69

1.59

0.05

0.05

0.03

0.01

0.48

0.48

0.27

0.05

0.44

0.44

0.25

0.05

7139

5,204

5,204

3,073

509

5,204

5,204

3,073

509

0.21

0.21

0.12

0.02

0.04

0.04

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

5,221

5,221

3,083

511
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2.3. Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

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

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

2026 1.88 12.5 14.4 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 0.00 5,221

Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

2026 1.88 12.5 15.8 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 0.00 5,221

Average — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily

2026 1.13 7.30 8.69 0.03 0.27 0.25 — 3,073 3,073 0.12 0.02 0.00 3,083
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

2026 0.21 1.33 1.59 0.01 0.05 0.05 — 509 509 0.02 < 0.005 0.00 511

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing (2026) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite — —_ — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.34 8.80 9.54 0.03 0.29 0.27 — 3,235 3,235 0.13 0.03 — 3,246
Equipment
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Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.58

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.63

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
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0.00

213

0.00

35.2

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

213

0.00

35.2

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

213

0.00

35.3

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00



Annual
Worker
Vendor

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
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0.00 —
0.00 —
0.00 —

3.2. Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing (2026) - Mitigated

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

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

Locaon [0

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

1.34

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.02

8.80

0.00

0.58

0.00

0.11

9.54

0.00

0.63

0.00

0.11

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.29

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

<0.005

0.27 —

0.00 —

0.00 —

0.02 —

0.00 —

0.00 —

< 0.005 —
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0.00

213

0.00

35.2

3,235

0.00

213

0.00

35.2

0.13

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

3,246

0.00

213

0.00

35.3
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Dust From — — — — 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — —
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
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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

3.3. Linear, Grading & Excavation (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
cocmon oo~ nox oo sz [owor Jowzs Jacor |vecoe oo Jow o v loom
Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)
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Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Offsite

Dalily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker

1.65

0.00

1.65

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

10.2

0.00

10.2

0.00

3.03

0.00

0.55

0.00

0.00

12.4

0.00

12.4

0.00

3.67

0.00

0.67

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.38

0.00

0.00

0.38

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025
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4,513

0.00

1,335

0.00

221

0.00

4,513

0.00

1,335

0.00

221

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4,528

0.00

4,528

0.00

1,340

0.00

222

0.00

0.00



Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

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
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

— 0.00
— 0.00

— 0.00
— 0.00
— 0.00

— 0.00
— 0.00
— 0.00

— 0.00
— 0.00
— 0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

3.4. Linear, Grading & Excavation (2026) - Mitigated

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

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.65 10.2 12.4 0.04 0.38
Equipment

0.35 — 4,513 4,513 0.18 0.04 — 4,528

Dust From — — — — 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — —
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
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Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.65
Equipment

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.49
Equipment

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00
Annual —

Off-Road 0.09
Equipment

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00
Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.00
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

10.2

0.00

3.03

0.00

0.55

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

12.4

0.00

3.67

0.00

0.67

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.38

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.35

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025
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4,513

0.00

1,335

0.00

221

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

4,513

0.00

1,335

0.00

221

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.18

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

4,528

0.00

1,340

0.00

222

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00



Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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

3.5. Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Sub-Grade (2026) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.88 125 14.4 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 — 5,221
Equipment

Dust From — — — — 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — —
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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.88 125 14.4 0.05 0.48 0.44 — 5,204 5,204 0.21 0.04 — 5,221
Equipment
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Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

0.00

0.37

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

2.47

0.00

0.45

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

2.83

0.00

0.52

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025
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0.00

1,026

0.00

170

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

1,026

0.00

170

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

1,030

0.00

171

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00



Worker 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00
Annual — —

Worker 0.00 0.00
Vendor 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
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

3.6. Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Sub-Grade (2026) - Mitigated

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

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

Onsite — —

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.88 12.5
Equipment

Dust From — —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00

Daily, — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.88 12.5
Equipment

Dust From — —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00

Average — —
Daily

14.4

0.00

14.4

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.48

0.00

0.00

0.48

0.00

0.00

0.44

0.00

0.00

0.44

0.00

0.00

17/39

5,204

0.00

5,204

0.00

5,204

0.00

5,204

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.21

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

5,221

0.00

5,221

0.00



Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Annual

0.37

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

2.47

0.00

0.45

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

2.83

0.00

0.52

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025
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1,026

0.00

170

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

1,026

0.00

170

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

1,030

0.00

171

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00



Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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

3.7. Linear, Paving (2026) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.82 12.4 15.8 0.05 0.47 0.44 — 5,054 5,054 0.21 0.04 — 5,071
Equipment

Architectura < 0.005 — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _
I
Coatings

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

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.18 1.22 1.56 < 0.005 0.05 0.04 — 498 498 0.02 < 0.005 — 500
Equipment

Architectura < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — _ _
|

Coatings

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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.03 0.22 0.28 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 82.5 82.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 82.8
Equipment
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Architectura < 0.005
I
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00
Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.00
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

Average —
Daily

Worker 0.00
Vendor 0.00

Hauling 0.00

Annual —
Worker 0.00
Vendor 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
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

3.8. Linear, Paving (2026) - Mitigated

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

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

Onsite

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

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

Architectura
|
Coatings

Onsite truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Architectura
I
Coatings

Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Architectura
I
Coatings

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

1.82

< 0.005

0.00

0.18

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

<0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

12.4

0.00

1.22

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

15.8

0.00

1.56

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.44

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
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— 0.00

— 498

— 0.00

— 82.5

— 0.00

— 0.00
— 0.00

— 0.00
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0.00

498

0.00

82.5

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.04

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

5,071

0.00

500

0.00

82.8

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00



Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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
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

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Sequestere — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — —_ — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Removed — —_ — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — —_ — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Daily, — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — - — — _

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — _ — — _
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Sequestere — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — —
Removed  — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — —
Avoided — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — —

Sequestere — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — —

4.10.4. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Mitigated

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

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

Dalily,
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — —

Total — — — — — —

4.10.5. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Mitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _

4.10.6. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Mitigated

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Sequestere — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Removed — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Daily, — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — - — — _

Subtotal — — — — — — — — —_ — _ _ _
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Sequestere — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Removed  — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _

Sequestere — — — — — — — — — — _ — _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Removed — — — — — — — — — — — — _

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Linear, Grubbing & Land Linear, Grubbing & Land  1/5/2026 2/7/12026 5.00 24.0 Clearing pavement of
Clearing Clearing existing roadway

Linear, Grading & Linear, Grading & 2/8/2026 7/9/2026 5.00 108 Excavating for storm dain
Excavation Excavation

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, Linear, Drainage, Utilities, 7/10/2026 10/18/2026 5.00 72.0 Installation of storm drain
& Sub-Grade & Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving Linear, Paving 10/19/2026 12/8/2026 5.00 36.0 filling and paving

5.2. Off-Road Equipment
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5.2.1. Unmitigated

Linear, Grubbing & Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 16.0 0.38
Land Clearing hoes

Linear, Grubbing & Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Land Clearing

Linear, Grubbing & Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 376 0.38
Land Clearing

Linear, Grubbing & Concrete/Industrial Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73
Land Clearing Saws

Linear, Grading & Trenchers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 40.0 0.50
Excavation

Linear, Grading & Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 376 0.38
Excavation

Linear, Grading & Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Excavation

Linear, Drainage, Trenchers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 40.0 0.50
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 376 0.38
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.29
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36
Linear, Paving Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 376 0.38
Linear, Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 81.0 0.42
Linear, Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

5.2.2. Mitigated
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Linear, Grubbing & Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 16.0 0.38
Land Clearing

Linear, Grubbing & Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Land Clearing

Linear, Grubbing & Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 376 0.38
Land Clearing

Linear, Grubbing & Concrete/Industrial Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73
Land Clearing Saws

Linear, Grading & Trenchers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 40.0 0.50
Excavation

Linear, Grading & Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 376 0.38
Excavation

Linear, Grading & Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Excavation

Linear, Drainage, Trenchers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 40.0 0.50
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 376 0.38
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.29
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36
Linear, Paving Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 376 0.38
Linear, Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 81.0 0.42
Linear, Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing —
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Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Worker 0.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Onsite truck — — HHDT

Linear, Grading & Excavation — — — —

Linear, Grading & Excavation Worker 0.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Linear, Grading & Excavation Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Linear, Grading & Excavation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Grading & Excavation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & — — — —

Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Worker 0.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Onsite truck — — HHDT
Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving — — — —

Linear, Paving Worker 0.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Linear, Paving Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Linear, Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.3.2. Mitigated

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing —

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Worker 0.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
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Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving
Linear, Paving
Linear, Paving
Linear, Paving

Linear, Paving

5.4. VVehicles

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

20.0

18.5
10.2
20.0

185

10.2

20.0

18.5
10.2
20.0

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

HHDT
HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2

HHDT,MHDT

HHDT

HHDT

LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water unpaved roads twice daily 55% 55%
Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 25 mph 44% 44%
Sweep paved roads once per month 9% 9%
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5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Residential Exterior Area Non-Residential Interior Area | Non-Residential Exterior Area |Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Linear, Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Material Imported (Cubic Material Exported (Cubic Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) | Acres Paved (acres)
Yards) Yards)

Linear, Grubbing & Land 0.00 0.00

Clearing

Linear, Grading & Excavation 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.00 —
Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.00 —
Sub-Grade

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 61% 61%

5.7. Construction Paving

User Defined Linear 0.72 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2026 0.00 0.03 < 0.005
31/39




Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2.2. Mitigated

Tree Type Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)
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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.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 19.8 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 4.05 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise

meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 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 ¥ 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 (MIROCS5). 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

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation 2 4 0 N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire 1 2 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought 0 3 0 N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 2 0 N/A
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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

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 2

Extreme Precipitation 2 4 1 4
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire 1 2 1 3
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought 1 3 1 3
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 1 2 1 3

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.

Exposure Indicators

AQ-Ozone 80.1
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AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water

Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases

Traffic

Effect Indicators
CleanUp Sites
Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies
Solid Waste

Sensitive Population
Asthma
Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

95.9
61.4
99.7
10.0
76.9
70.5
12.6

19.0
97.8
63.9
43.8
95.7

42.6
67.7

45.9

52.1
11.2
75.8
34.7

49.9

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.

Economic
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Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting

Neighborhood

Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy

Housing
Homeownership
Housing habitability
Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden
Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Grove Basin Storm Drain Improvement Project Detailed Report, 5/9/2025

80.61080457
84.28076479
74.02797382
64.24996792
100
21.59630438
80.12318748
28.08931092
68.63852175
58.7963557
77.23598101
50.75067368
13.56345438
57.55164892
14.56435262
67.43231105
76.73553189
83.54933915
44.41165148
60.77248813
78.89131272

80.8
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Asthma ER Admissions 59.0
High Blood Pressure 87.7
Cancer (excluding skin) 71.8
Asthma 55.1
Coronary Heart Disease 88.8
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 74.0
Diagnosed Diabetes 73.9
Life Expectancy at Birth 56.4
Cognitively Disabled 91.4
Physically Disabled 90.7
Heart Attack ER Admissions 29.6
Mental Health Not Good 53.9
Chronic Kidney Disease 85.5
Obesity 57.9
Pedestrian Injuries 43.5
Physical Health Not Good 62.9
Stroke 84.7

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 29.5
Current Smoker 54.4
No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 61.9

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0
SLR Inundation Area 0.0
Children 11.1
Elderly 89.5
English Speaking 63.5
Foreign-born 35.4
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Outdoor Workers 64.2

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 72.5
Traffic Density 14.9
Traffic Access 23.0

Other Indices —
Hardship 39.2
Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 78.3

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 73.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 70.0
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
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Construction: Construction Phases Better description of work
Construction: Off-Road Equipment Equipment list for installation of storm drain improvements
Construction: Architectural Coatings Painting lines in roadway after paving
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Scientific Name

Athene cunicularia

Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus

Polioptila californica californica

Aquila chrysaetos

Buteo swainsoni

Agelaius tricolor

Setophaga petechia

Calystegia felix

Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii

Sidalcea neomexicana

Symphyotrichum defoliatum

Common Name

burrowing owl

California black rail

coastal California gnatcatcher

golden eagle

Swainson's hawk

tricolored blackbird

yellow warbler

lucky morning-glory

Robinson's pepper-grass

salt spring checkerbloom

San Bernardino aster

Status

SE (candidate);

BLM:S;
CDFW:SSC;
USFWS:BCC

ST; BLM:S;
CDFW:FP;
IUCN:EN
FT;
CDFW:SSC

BLM:S; CDF:S;
CDFW:FP;
CDFW:WL

ST; BLM:S;

ST; BLM:S;
CDFW:SSC;
USFWS:BCC;
IUCN:EN

CDFW:SSC

CRPR: 1B.1

CRPR: 4.3

CRPR: 2B.2;
USFS:S

CRPR: 1B.2;
BLM:S;
USFS:S

PTO

Likely

Does Not Occu

Does Not Occu

Does Not Occu

Unlikely

Unlikely

Occurs

Unlikely

Unlikely

Does Not Occu

Unlikely

Rationale

The general area contains potentially suitable habitat, including open fields with
low growing vegetation. The extent of potentially suitable habitat actually inside
the study area is limited, but one potential burrow was observed within the
boundary, on the edge of a suitable field - INACTIVE

No suitable habitat; prefers wetlands with dense marshy grasses

No suitable habitat; prefers scrubland

No suitable habitat; nests high up on steep cliff faces, foraging over
grassland/shrubland habitats

Suitable habitat potentially exists in the surrounding agricultural fields, but the
habitat immediately adjacent to this study area is highly developed and/or
fragmented with few large, open expanses.

Potentially suitable habitat exists in the surrounding areas due to the presence of
dairy farms and agricultural fields. Thus, it's possible, but unlikely that TRBL
would be using the habitat within this study area beyond just flying over; as the
study area is along a busy road and is highly disturbed/developed.

One patch along the side of the road is dense with eucalyptus and other tall trees,
suitable for YEWA,; one individual detected.

Potentially suitable habitat is highly disturbed and fragmented. Species prefers
habitat types associated with water such as meadows, seeps, marshes, and
riparian scrubland.

Available habitat is limited and highly disturbed, prone to high foot traffic and/or
grazing, with little vegetation, dominated by nonnative species. This species
prefers chaparral and coastal scrubland.

No suitable habitat in the immediate vicinity. Prefers alkaline flats/springs and
marshes. Available habitat is limiited and highly disturbed.

Potentially suitable habitat is limited and highly disturbed.



Bombus crotchii

Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis

Antrozous pallidus

Arizona elegans occidentalis

Anniella stebbinsi

Crotch's bumble bee

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

pallid bat

California glossy snake

Southern California legless lizard

SE (candidate);
IUCN:EN

BLM:S;
CDFW:SSC;
USFS:S

CDFW:SSC

CDFW:SSC;
USFS:S

Unlikely

Does Not Occu

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Potentially suitable habitat is limited and low quality, consisting of highly
fragmented and disturbed habitat along the sides of the road, containing little
vegetation and rpedominantly nonnative species; lacking their favorite plant
species.

Restricted to Delhi sand environment with limited disturbance, prefering native
scrub vegetation. Available habitat is highly developed and disturbed, along the
sides of the road, containing little vegetation and predominantly nonative species.

Potentially suitable habitat likely exists in some of the surrounding areas, as they
can be found in open grasslands and can use day roosts that include building
crevices; but the habitat within and immediately adjacent to the survey area is
highly developed/disturbed.

Habitat within the survey area is highly disturbed and developed. Unlikely to
occur, as they inhabits arid scrubland, grassland, and rocky washes; prefering
open areas with loose soils.

Potentially suitable habitat is limited and low quality. Highly developed and
disturbed habitat along the sides of the road, containing little vegetation. They can
be found in a variety of habitat types but require vegetation cover as they are
commonly found under downed trees, leaf litter, rocks, and similar objects.
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The Agoncy Disclosure Notico (ADN)
The Public reporting burden for this collection of information, 0710-0024. Is ostimated lo averaga 30 minules per response, including time for reviewing
Instructions, searching exisling data saurces, gathering and maintauing the dala noeded, and completing and reviewing Lhe colleclion aof information.
Send comments regarding tho burden oslimate or burdan reduction suggastions 1o the Dopartmant of Defensa, Washington Headquarters Services, at
whs.mc-slox,esd, mbx.gd-dod-informatian-collectons@mail.mil. Respondunts should be Bware that notwithslanding any other prowision of law, no
person shall ba subjact Lo any ponally for lailing to comply with a callactiun of information if it does not dispiay a currently valid OMB control number.

Project 1D #: San RBernarding Greve Bagin I Site Name. S8 (8- §-C/ IDalo ond Time: S/¢/ 1028 (04§

Location (latlongl: 34, 009058 -17.618162 [investigatorts) David Tofoyq

Step 1 Site overview from remote and online resources., Dencribe land use and flow conditions from online resources.
Check boxes for online rescurces used to ovaluate site; Wara here any recen! exireme events (floods or drought)?

Dgege data D LIDAR Dgaologlc maps et 1
D climatic dala [:l satellite imagery D land use maps
Daerial photos D topographic maps D Othar:

Step 2 Site conditions during flold assessment. Firs! look for changos in channel shape, depositional and erosional featuros, and changes in
vdtigela!rc;n and sediment type, size, density, and distribution. Make nole of nalural or human-made disturbances that would affect flow 33d y
annel lo uch as bridges, riprap, landslidgs, rock(alls, el o | ey
Crmend . f.'nc}"bishfl ¢ ‘M.-v?c? q?ow‘; tle s‘:. 1 ;?c'lia. srf-ce‘, vl buil =p dirt bask +a the E s'&] 5”{"“‘ J(I‘H"
eatures 4 tlosional feadures, Moy "vthtludum wndreadry n.g,‘d,v thavges in vtfd-hh dussily, vefetetion matiig.
Wil gdein -‘-,q avd ?n'v, alty ehaerved,
Step 3 Mark the boxes next to tha indicators used to help identify the location of the OHWM.
OHWM 15 al a transition point, therefore some indicators used lo ientify the location of the OHWM may be just below or above the OHWM.
Make a slash in boxes next 1o indicators that are helpful in identifying the OHWM. After the initial assessment, Ihose indicators
identified at the OHWM alevalion should be ¢hanged from slashes to x's. Note, il is nol necessary to mark mdicalors that are present
but do not help inform Identification of the OHWM.
Go to page 2 to descnbe overall ralionale for location of OHWM, wnite any additional observations, and attach a photo log.

Gec}morphic indicators Sediment indicators
reak in slope DChannol bar il development
the bank efving (berms) on bar hanges in character of soil
rout bank nvegetated . udcracks
Ro— vegelation transition (go to veg.
xboffom ndheatars) hanges in particle-sizad distribution
ther sediment transition (go fo sed.
: ndtcators‘) . L ansition from "
helving ipper hmit of deposition on bar s
nstream bedforms and other kipper limit of sand-sized particles
eff at top of bank edload transport evidence
[~ Weposition bedioad indicators (e g., il deposits
atural levee imbricatad clasts, gravel shests, elc.)
uman-made berms or levess 7|"f"f')'°'"'s (e g. poois, riffles. steps.
ther benms: ] Weathered clasis or bedrock
- lerosional bedioad indicators (e.g..
, lSecondary channels lobstacle marks. scour, smoothing, eic.)

Vegetation Indicators (Consider the vegetation transition looking from the midd'e of the channe,

up the banks, and inlo the floodptain) Otharpiyaicalindicators

hange in vegetation type from to ediment deposited on vegetation or
tructures
i etation [
“K [Change in density of veg -Z]!Nracklng!presenco of organic litter

Exposed roots below Intact soil layer rl _/: IVegataiion matted down andfor bent
reseance of large wood

Other vagetation observations

R * RLeat litter disturbed or washed away

N

>( ater staining

Other observed Indicators? Describe: Ak

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2024 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Pagse 1 of 4
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ProjectID #: §% GR

Step 4 Was additional Information used to support identfication of the OHWM? D You E No
It yes, describe and atlach informalion lo data sheei:

Step 5 Is an OHWM present at Lhis sile? m\'l DNQ

Describe ralionaI? for location of QHWM or lack thergof by describing any observad indicators (al, above, and/or below the OHWM location).
offw{n dedormned fqr?dy by clm.fg’ m e 5/.,; of e bunk o the oM, dn'-frs M v-y«t#“"-'
AM{J, aF The OHWM, U‘a"\,“;“ "“"“H‘hﬂ avd P.‘.\,” “l” +le OHHM, qu‘ watker fl-uu;nj
4‘“ Mrl’ Bdow +le O“WM.

Additional observations or notes

Road e J‘.J‘k; cemead -1vard wath o bult np w,,f"afr’ beim m me bank (E l..,,l,)_ e, ntrd
sl Made Ha tement Chewar/ hag W|k‘rh-’¢lﬂ«f'¢9 .\qw’;h‘:ﬂ simifly; Crosionad and JrPtf-'iim’ feiisl
Te (hannel hay up‘*r\rqm rm-wciMijl{hm.’h culurely, and b L Ly atlest twe rw-‘,.a(-'m
(bannels 'F‘ﬂ'f'br uf'5‘|'r¢4w.

Altach an imagery log of the site.
Imagery log attached? E’ Yeas D No If no, explain why nol:
List photographs, or other imagery/sketches, and include descriptions in the table below,

Number photographs in the order thal they are laken. Attach imagery and include annolations of fealures.

Imagery

Number Imagery description

e Culvard ot vpfiroam @vd ob 10y clonadd sqmict, (honpe v Tie 50gc 75 Dank 4 57¢™ &rrm The
#308-5-01-0) Shipt of ble 5:;.-4- chaseel, yyadre Sdaimny ten by §ten on ’#& \gmi'(r;fgl Deek, Ppaley algo wiinbiy

Pt

SL0%-5-01- 02 Ck"““ tw The dant f‘utlff.4i: &(lhh k‘ ceem T ¢ L\nuh Aense Jfrﬁ(! nfu’ el b re VZitataes

anHs, Ha -wiade b; & cemcad "lovie” ta W b

5068501 03 |Vegtdndiom mafbed down and bond, cen bt sten o~ He Channt], ncir B2 bbiam g £ Fo plofy,

i
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Form Approved -
RAPID ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK OMB No. 0710-0024

OHWM) FIELD IDENTIFICATION DATA SHEET
(I'hu propo)nant agoncy is Hoadquarters USACE CECW-COR. Explires: 2027-09-30

The Agancy Disclosure Nolice (ADN) .
The Public reporting burden for this collaction of information, 0710-0024, Is eslimated lo averaga 30 minutes per response. including lime for reviewing
inslructions. searching exsting data sourcas, gathering and maintaining tho dala needed, and comploling and raviewang the coflection of mformghon
Send commaents ragarding the burden estimato or burdan reduction suggostions o the Department of Dafensae, Washington Haadquarters Servicas, at
whs.me-alex,¢5d.mbx.dd-dod-infermation-collections@mail. mil. Respondents should bo aware thal notwithslanding any olher provision of law, no
person shall be subject lo any penalty for lalling to comply with a collaction of Information if it does nol display a currently valid OMB control number.

Project ID #: Suw Bernarding Gewe Bosm [StaName. SR B -5-02 [Date and Time §/5/2425 1 507

Location (latlong): 34, 0oL $71 -117. "LS]OO |invonlugutor[l) D,q.‘l' T;'rvyo

Step 1 Site overview Irom remote and online rasources. Describe land use and flow conditions from online resources.
Check boxas for online rescurces used to evaluate site: Were Lhere any recenl exireme evens (floods or drought)?

D gage data l:l LIDAR D goologic maps
D climatic data D satellita Imagery D land use maps
D serial photos D topographic maps D QOther:

Step 2 Site conditions during field assessment. First look for changos In channel shape, deposilional and erosional fealures, and changes in
vegelalion and sedimenl type, size, densily, and distribulion. Make note of ?Iural or human-made disturbances that would affect flow and
channel form, such as bridgas, riprap, lpndslides, rockfalls, elc. AMow-nesde readyi/e gutbet b« tall (uib '-3 tie £

havh and o ﬁ.’( ™~ te Af,?tl Y3 Hf. W Lﬂ‘t, with foue J‘f’«!l’?ﬂ-o’ r.uln,.fﬂ e fu/-\w'-' (51

dtrﬁ'lal s 4{7-1..-»':‘,/,

Step 3 Mark the boxes next to the indicators used o halp Identify the location of the OHWM, )
OHWM is al & transition point, therelore some indicalors used to idantity the location of lhe OHWM may be jus! below or above the OHWM.
Make a slash in boxes next to Indicators that are helpful In ldentifying the OHWM. After the Initial agsessment, those indicators

identifisd al the OHWM alevation should be changed from slashes lo x's. Note, il Is nol necessary to mark indicators thal are present
but do not help Inform identification of lhe CHWM.

Go to page 2 to descnibe overall rationala for location of OHWM, writa any addilional observations, and alach a photo log.
Gsomorphic indicators

Sediment indicators

Break in slope Dchannel bar Il davelopment
the bank helving (berms) on bar hanges in character of sol)
rout bank nvegetated udcradiis
sy Boti vegetation transition (go to veg.
y Doltom ncicalors) ; hanges in particie-sized distribution
ediment transition (go fo sed.
ther. ndicators) T &
Bsmlvlng pper limit of deposition on bar
Instream bedforms and other ipper kmit of sand-sized particles
i at top of bank Dedload transport evidence
leposition bedload indicators (e.g., it deposits
atursl lovee mbncated clasts, grave_l sheets, elc.)
uman-made berms or lavees ;ad;orms {e.g., pools, riffles, steps,
c.
" bother berms: Weathered clasts or bedrock
rosional bedload indicators (e.g..
DSecondary channels bstacle marks, scour, smoothing, elc.)
Vegetation indicators (Consider the vegelation transition locking from the middie of the channel, o
up the banks, and into the floodplain) ther physical indicators

hange in vegetation type from to ]Sedimnnt deposited on vegetation or

structures
ey

IChange in density of vegetation

Wracking/presence of organic litter
[Exposed rcots below intact soil layer D\Iegelallon matted down and/or bent
i resence of large wood

ther vegetation observations

::.eaf litter disturbed or washed away

__}Nator staining

Other ohserved indicators? Describe: pjA

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2024 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Page 1 of 4
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Step 4 Was additional information used to support identification of the OHWM? D Yes No
If yes, describa and attach Information to data sheet:

Step 5 Is an OHWM present gl this site? Iz] Yes G No
Describe rationale for location of OHWM or lack thoreof by describing any observed indicators (at, above, and/or below the OHWM location).

The OHwM s dedgimned by tle shape o Y chwnve/ avd changsy Mt 15,( of the GHwa,

" well as 'Hl(, presenit ot Wmtkn\v, lgq" I,‘{vhf hc.\’ Wlfl‘( nw7’ gl r\-u..d m&’-“\’
helar T oHwWM,

Additional observations or notes Roaes1de gnther / cewentlined Aidl witl o bafl (ovbh o tle E buk,
Upstrean cowmec s exnfs l:y vy of « evlwet emned mg Yo amettes rn-'(,.'}(( At cls ne ]
ond fuctlec p Shotun i5 6o by aneter caliwet o sikneen ovigtes

Mo Jms#c.m l’wr“‘-\r-"y. The resdsile comeatolmed chasmel f“i“’ f"/f ..Lm'aﬁy +aq
Streed Mdetseckinn ad 145 wnlar wbere Lliv is dovecke] heywl YA

Aftach an imagery log of the site.

Imagery log attached? Yes I:l No If no, explain why not:
List photographs, or other imagery/sketches, and include descriptions in the table below.

Number photographs In the order that they are taken. Attach imagery and include annotations of features.

Imagery
Number Imagery description

’3“'5'01-0[ SJW" J{Pg‘—{'lq i’s N?Jlm'\' o™ +He ﬁfmflﬂ,f (J-_(h—dT*‘N. 6 b‘!llka

Haman-mede Peom creuded with 4lg ctored (ueh, Al ardad Tn Fi 5y o4 ey
58v%-5-01.02 b::'; :::4 }‘a{"ud Erw ,le“"}#(' +e oo 4t ws’i.ﬂ.l‘ "b {4 A |onf (T7Hbe

508 5-0qy LT F T ey sl F RS gt o E T hanT sl wpiram aneilindy,

$6GB-5-L .04 I"h\?mthm, witible b He cendec - bt o f!‘civ.

5B 06-S- 0005 mckhz £€A€7-vm IHee 3 present aod vinhi srmid Fle ceabr A e IL,I,.,, Ay F4g
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Form A d -
RAPID ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK oo o ar700034
(OHWM) FIELD IDENTIFICATION DATA SHEET >
ha proponent agancy is Hoadquarters USACE CECW-COR. Expires: 2027-09-30

The P 7 Tha Agency Disclosure Notice (ADN)

ms?ru ;zlrt‘:sr?on'ncr;‘g burden for this collection of information, 0710-0024. Is estimated 1o average 30 minutes per responsa, including time for reviewing

Moy mmn';e ;:‘a m?ﬂ existing data sources, gathering and mantaining the data needed, and compieling and reviewing the collection of informaton,

o) :l raganding the burden aslimate or burdlen reduction suggostions 1o the Depariment of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, al
sty ﬁ&.gs .mbx.dd-dod-infermation-collections@mail mil, Respondents should bo aware that notwithsianding any other provision of law, no

p all be subject 1o any penalty for failing lo comply with a colloction of information if it does nol display a currently valid OMB control number.

Project ID #: Su Bermard e G rove Roagin Is.l. Name: 9563-§—°‘-/ IDale and Time: 5/9/“,25 1240
Location (laVlang): 34,009710 -117, 6L83i14 l!nvnhgalor(nl' Deid TA‘Fuya

Step 1 Site overview from remote and online resources.
Check boxes for online resources used to svaluate site:

D gage data D LIDAR [:] goologic maps
E climetic dala D satellite imagery D land use maps
aarial pholos |:| lopographic maps D Other:

Step 2 Sito conditions during field assessment. Firs! look for changes in channel shape, doposilional and erosional fealures, and changes in
vegetation and sediment type, size, densily, and distribution. Make nole of natural or human-made disiurbances that would affect low and
channel form, such as bridges, riprap, landslides, rocklalis, elc. A1qu -.—-Jc rmd side AL, cillah Tocal rand

acd dicechy 14 iate m calverd Mot Tt | ikely Coaphying At o Glonn dram,

Shert segmend ot codside At achlly (lvs 'S4 N, aguinid e govtrel Qo 4 11 Termday

Step 3 Mark the boxes next to the indicators used to help identify the location of the OHWM,
OHWM is at a transibion poinl, therefore some indicators used fo idenlify the location of ihe OHWM may be just below or above the OHWM.
Make a slash In boxes next to indlcators that are helpful In identifying the OHWM. After the initial assessment, those indicators

kdentfied al the OHWM elevation should be changed from slashes [0 x's. Note, il is not necessary lo mark indicators that are presant
but do not help inform identification of the OHWM. :

Go lo page 2 1o descnbe overall rationala for location of OHWM, write eny additional observations, and allach a photo log.
Geomorphic indicators

Describe land use and llow conditions from online resources,
Waere there any recenl exireme events (floods or drought)?

Sediment indicators

Break in siope Dl:hannal bar Il developmant
the bank helving (berms) on bar hanges In character of soil
reut bank nvegeltated
- udcracks
lley boltom ve: sre'mon transition (go fo veg,
ceaton) hanges In particle-sized distribution
ther: adiment transition (go to sed.
! indicators) N
nsition from to
EFhalving ipper himit of deposition on bar
nstream bedforms and other r limit of sand-sized particles
If at top of bank Dedload transport evidence
[ |deposition bedload indicalors (e.g., it deposits
alimailleves | __pmbncated clasis, gravel sheets, elc.)
uman-made berms or levess bid; orms (e.g, pools, nffles, steps,
or barms: - Weathered clasts or bedrock
erosional bedload indicators (e.g.,
I:ISecondary channels lobstacle marks, scour, smoothing, etc.)

Vegetation Indicators (Consider the vegetalion ransition locking from the nuddle of the channel,

. . Oth hysical Indi
up the banks, and into the floodplain) er physical indicators

hange in vagetation type from to ediment deposited on vegetation or
slructures

(Change In density of vegstation Wracking/presence of organic litter
Exposed roots below intact soll layer DVegotat]on matted down and/or bant
Frasence of large wood

[Other vegstation observations

P.eaf litter disturbed or washed away

i Mater staining

Other observed indicators? Describe: NA

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2024 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Page 1 of 4
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Step 4 Was adddtional information usad to supporl identlification of the OHWM? D Yes g No
It yes, describa and atiach Information to data sheet:

Step 3 Is an OHWM present al this sile? ‘%‘ YnfD No
Describe rationale for localion of OMWM or lack thereof by describing any observed indicators (st, above, and/or below the OHWM location).

The CHwm s d(-‘r:#lu(‘ '-r Yle SL,Pg A e channe/ ang c‘w{‘]H m ot i[tf{, af the OHwM,
AJO;T'HNA/ rq‘h‘ﬂﬂ’( hn’.l-/() ks d—min,,%: N.t-whlﬁl-‘th mnd wrpd.t\, rt (r,“‘:l.l-\vqa-‘g

Ither, and water Saving ot the gHWM, AL, 4l washiy avwy A leuf liHer beiow
the oHwmm,

Additional observations or notes

TUrS Gog et A e rdside didel o ortented oppesie Lremn the f,tw:*/-sffpt o, e
‘MJS(qf(.‘ank go¢s ?'fa,wv'v-q-”’ Comn N dewn o So Bat RS rlhanne/ fliws €rom
S 30 N. Mo Ypstraim tanmudiwly, Dumsteanm the chamme/ emplig by 4 culvet i
avn anknovn gud Pﬂ\d' l.'h([, Llows e & sdecm dran o‘,s-‘rm.

Aftach an imagery log of the site.

Imagery log attached? IZ] Yeos I:] No If no, explain why nol.
List photographs, or other imagery/sketches, and include descriptions in the table below.
Number photographs in the order thal they are 1aken. Attach imagery and include annolations of fealures.

Imagery

Number Imagery description

$86B-5- 04— O Fammt-pmade berme evident o He photu on Dot bewTs mprmed o (turnt luume] @als v coeb,

58085 04 02 wrathiny ad Fae presenct oF crpeee & CabepqiE litder 0 BcdeaT tlry wit wabie s.X...\,.-.’_

§868-5-04.03 Lead T ymgled avey Lom ter o clennel bed.
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Form Approved -
RAPID ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK OMB No. 0710-0024

OHWM) FIELD IDENTIFICATION DATA SHEET .
(rne pmpo)nont ngoncy is Hoodquurtars USACE CECW-COR. Expires: 2027-09-30

The Agency Disclosura Notica (ADN)
The Public reporting burden lor this collection of information, 0710-0024, is esimaled to average 30 minules per responsa, including time for reviewing
inslructions, searching axisling data sources, gathering and mamtaining the dala noedod, and complating and roviewing the colleclion of information.
Send commants ragarding tha burden eslimate or hurdon raduction suggastons lo tho Department of Dafanse, Washington Hnadquarters Services, at
whs.me-alax,esd.mbx.dd-dog-infarmaton-collectionsg@mail.mil. Respondants should be aware that notwithstanding any olhor provision of law, no
person shall be subject lo any penalty for failing 1o comply with a collection of Informalion if il does nol display a currenlly valid OMB control number.

Project 10 #: §uu Betnurelino Gerve Bagin |S|le Name. §8 3 -9 - 05 IDﬂlO and Time: 5/?/‘8019 Wiy

Location (latlong): 34, OV 745 ~17. 628718 [Invoultgator(s): Naund .r“'r"‘l4

Step 1 Site overview from remote and online resources. Describe land use and I’I’ctw conditions from online rasources.
Check boxes for online resources used (o evaluate slte: Were there any recent exireme events (floods or drought)?

D gage data D LIDAR D geologic maps
D climatic dala D satellile Imagery D land use maps
|_| aarial photoa '—l topographic mapa r_] Other:

Step 2 Site conditions during field assessmant. First lock for changos in channol shape, depositional and erosional features, and changes in
vegelation and sedimenl type, size, densily, and distribution. Make note of nalural pr h:ln}n-rrfdc dislurbances that would affect flow and
channel form, such as bridgas, riprap, landslidps, rocklalls, atc. (¢meid = fie] 7 cde Akl witl §ame eutdinge o

sehinend J‘r'f"‘- v Ny wpsiftam Couvel Wity {geal runcff H c.:”u,lr] aad is Ctmrtl‘-"() 4“""’","’(‘"“ P

o Shran Ao, Ceosioan] feadores Suk a5 Scoueng [ ensim of wgpbit book.

Step 3 Mark the boxes next to the indicators used to halp Identity the location of the OHWM.
OHWM is at a fransilion point, therelore some indicators used lo Identity the localian of the OHWM may be jusl below or above the OHWM.
Make a slash in boxes next o Indicalors that are helpful In Identifying the OHWM. After the initial assessment. those indicatons
identified a1 the CHWM elevation should be changed Irom slashes lo x's. Nole, It is not necessary lo mark indicators that are present
but do not help inform identification of the OHWM.
Go to page 2 lo descnbe overall rationale for location of QHWM, write any additional observations, and altach a photo log.

Geomorphic Indicators Sediment indicators
Break in slope Dcnannol bar oll developmant
the bank shelving (berms) on bar IChanges in character of soil
ndercut bank _unvegera!ed . udcracks
oy botfom yci?efa tion transition (go to veg. |
v ndicators) Changes In particle-sized distribution
isediment transition (go o sed.
ther: || indicators) nsition f o
IESMM"“ upper fimit of deposition on bar
nstream bedforms and other ipper imit of sand-sized particles
helf at top of bank |Z:Jedlcad transport evidence
[ Joeposition bedload indicators (e.g., it deposits
atural levee | __tmbricated clasts, gravel sheets, efc.}
uman-made berms or levees bedforms (e.g , pools, riffles, steps,
p——clC.
ther berms: || We.)arhered clasts or bedrock
lerosional bedload indicators (e.g.,
| ISecondary channels lobstacie marks, scour, smoothing, efc.)

Vegetatlon Indicators (Considers the vegetation transition looking from the middie of the channel,

up the banks, and into the floodpiain) Other physical indicators

hange in vegetation type from to ediment deposited on vegetation or
tructures

IChange In density of vegetation

racking/presence of organic litter
Exposed roots balow intact soll layer [’Vngotatlon matted down and/or bent

resence of large wood

Fthar vegetation observations 4
|Leaf litter disturbed or washed away

ater staining

Other observed indicators? Describe: A/A

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2024 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Page 1 of 4
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Step 4 Was additional Information used to support Identification of the OHWM? D Yeos @ No
If yes, describe and attach Information to data shesl:

Step 5 Is an OHWM presant &t this sile? E Yes D No
Describe rationale for location of OHWM o lack thereof by describing any observed indicalors (at, above, and/or below the OHWM location).

The 0w 1y deteramed by the iL-fc F e chawng/ m:lu’n\., a lmend carh o He W binh 1ad
aslype v He anghlf serviy m Hle £ beak, Brrgmal €oaducts ot Hhe GHWM  ag well <3 wrachhy
o He oHw# 40 leat 1THee be vy msu,,.ny belnw He oHwm

Additional observations or notes Mo “f‘l'r‘“* M,\,‘f,\,.'" du wakrs o4 A n‘, tHe rasdirie Ak
gcpm&d |>7 o red mﬂw’. Lotnl cam  ruwmeft 79 Airched snby +e chonre/ ,«(n7 e ide of
e mJ as i+ 'Mi‘w} s Vo olwmlm‘nfullht-k" %.;.7 ,\.\l. " ;‘}n-ﬂ Arnca,

Attach an imagery log ol the site.

Imagery log attached? @ Yes |:| No If no, explain why not:
List photographs, or other imagery/sketches, and Include descriptions In the table below.

Number photographs in the order that they are taken. Attach imagery and include annotations of features.

Imagery
Number Imagery description

5BGB-5-05_ 01 L..;; showrs man-mslt tach fleves servivy as He W baaR ot tle chavee] ay meV oy [puf ptioe
i

wat '.v-'v-’f-

$868-5-05_02 Dovia $recavw tanmecdividy F He § wd A Has thannel (rbere cator T vy s S5 Jratm.

% -
stod 06 03| B0t R ST b ey ey et o Fe T Pl GRS e
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U.S. Army Corps of Enginaers (USACE) Form Approved -
RAPID ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK OMB No. 0710-0024
(rOHWM) FIELD IDENTIFICATION DATA SHEET
ha proponenl agoncy is Hoadquarlors USACE CECW-COR. Explres: 2027-09-30

Tho Agancy Disclosure Notice {ADN)

The Public reporting burden for this collection of information, 0710-0024. s eshmaled lo average 30 minutes per response, including time for reviewing
inslructions, searching exisling dala sources, galhenng and maintaining Ihe data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.
Send commanits regarding tha burden estimate or burdon reduciion suggoestions 1o the Dopartmant of Dafonse, Washinglon Haadquartars Servicas, at
whs.me-alex.esd.mhx.dd-dod-information-coliections@mal.mil. Respondents should bo awarg that notwithslanding any other provision of law, no
person shall be subject to any penalty for falling to comply with a coliaction of Infarmalion if it doos not display a currenly valid OMB control number.

Project ID#. $41n Bernarding Frve &g,;]Sllo Name. $8GR -6 - 06 |Da!e and Time: 54 /3028 | 150,

Location (lalong): 34, 0|2 647 =-117,6 L gLIL Ilnvoltlgalur(l)‘ David Tafoya

Step 1 Site overview from remole and online iesourcas, Describe land use and flow conditions from online resources.
Chaeck boxes for online resources used to evaluate site: Were thare any recenl extreme events (foods or drought)?

D gage data D LiDAR D geologic maps
D climatic data |:| satellite imagery D land use maps
[_I sarial photos D topographic maps |-_| Other:

Step 2 Slte conditions during field assessmaent. Firsl look for changes in channe! shape, depositional and erosional fealures, and changes In
vegetalion and sedimenl type, size, denaily, and distnbution, Make note of njural or humari-made disturbancas that would aﬂe-c‘ljlaw and 1
= channal form, such as bridges, riprag./y\dshdes. rockfalls, ?lc. Maneria rc‘p{;w ¢ Aﬂclﬁ/ temnent -[ilcd nud gluers’y
with suhgdandial Godwprt ba :[ theawabon?, Chyanelizotin with errsimel €caturey qad sa)wtut
Ac(v‘;ﬂ}ln. Chawgtf ™ tle 9lope ot Dankf 4 ‘h_._’“ - V"‘,(‘&;_,_, o’(ﬂ”y’ /g0 ﬂt“‘J"

Step 3 Mark the boxes next to the indicators used to halp identity the location of the OHWM.
OHWM is st a transilion point, therefore soma indicators used lo identily the location of the QHWM may be just below or above the OHWM.
Make a slash In boxes next to Indicators that are helpful in identifying the OHWM. After the initial assessment, thosa indicators
identified at the OHWM elevation should be changed from slashes Lo X's. Nola, it is not necessary 1o mark indicators that are presant
but do not help inform identification of the OHWM.
Go to page 2 to descnbe overall ralionale for location of OHWM, write any addilional observations, and attach a photo log.

Geomorphic indicators Sediment indicators
reak in slope DChannel bar | developmaent
the bank F’TB‘V"HQ (bermsj on bar hanges in character of soil
reut bank _unvege!afed _’}dudmcks
W ve;?eratron transition (go to veg. a
BRI - IChanges in particle-sizad distribution
isediment fransition (go lo sed.
LE | yindicators) arisition from o
Bsmmng | Jupper fimit of deposition on bar
nstream bedforms and other upper imit of sand-sized particies
helf at top of bank edload transport evidence
[ ldeposition bedload indicators (e.g., it deposits
alural lsvee _“Enbncafed clasts, gravel sheels, elc.)
uman-made berms or levees b"d;"""s (8.9. pools, nfies, steps,
fc.
ther berms: Weathered ciasts or bedrock
rosional bedioad indicators (e.g.,
DSGCOHG?TV channels bslacle marks, scour, smoothing, etc)

Vegetation indicators (Consider the vegetation transition looking from the muddle of the channel,

up the banks, and into the floodplain) Other physical indlcators

hangs In vegetation type from to [Sediment deposited on vegetation or
0 structures
in density of vegetation 1
YChangi SIS ? Wracking/presence of organic litter
Exposed roots below intact soil layer I '_Jl\(egolatlon matted down and/or bent B
resence of large wood

Fther vagetation observatlons
/ eaf litter disturbed or washed away

de-id Jug bed do dense {rasfcs alovy bauns. ater staining

Other observed indicators? Dascribe: NA
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Step 4 Was addilional information used to support identification of the OHWM? D Yeos No
If yes, describe and altach information 1o data sheet:

Step 5 Is an OHWM present at this site? E Yes D No
Dascribe rationale for location of OHWM or lack thereof by describing any observed indicators (at, above, and/or below the OHWM location).

OHwM dedeemmmel L), ‘L“"?" in e ;/,,c of tle bauh. at the OHWM, :L‘...yn A w;el-l.‘a-.
J“"‘[‘f ot the oHwm, Mudcrache sofianent J,fos?hm, vty:-‘q#.‘m wolheg, Ml'\-yl fewf Ve p
waslel awny ane all wdicaders Fr-u,v! belaw 1he OHWWAM,

Additional obssrvations or notes

Roadside odHcle "l"“"fl, fracd Wil tewend + with acwimeleded sor] present M tle thmel,
Up stromm convect ity exls by a culuret conpeclng Yo ondlr rentside dihl vp s
‘Fhffl‘t( “rfh}ua '{"Q f‘-ﬂﬂ'-‘!‘ e rn’ ‘7 ot 'mr" 2 rf';f"li‘w‘ LL'M'J‘ LI? (hhfﬂhl
DMI;II.M 4le c‘“m-f’ 'ﬂm_; I\\J‘o " SJ‘WM J"'\'\v

Altach an iImagery log of tha sile.

Imagery log anachod?m Yes D No If no, explain why not: .
List photographs, or other imagery/sketches, and include descriptions in the table below.
Number photographs in the order that they are laken. Attach Imagery and Include annotations of features.

Imagery
Number Imagery description

$068-%- 0b 0! Dovertrmam copmgetivily, whet de Channe? €Tews 7ado a $Frren dran.

868506 0 Pc.l.\., N efdml new  conler A He 'l"di'l.

4 et ta ¥ - wh Lok - At (ark n » :
poin-s-06- 03| Ve 114 S X it Il e e M ey g Lot e M e B B

5868-5-06.. 04 LLzLu rﬁ:t;ei»-::r:vkwdy can be seew almg Heis ‘w-ﬁm oF e chaani’ G al o e d T
7 7

al s ¥ e Pt en

<808~ 5-0b 05| Vps tren~ ‘Mr‘iﬁ?v-:y ff{Lﬂ;Twl:k« o ulupch B peared o b cvssly wlot H wmtor T3 gt
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers {USACE) Form Approved -
RAPID ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK OMB No. 0710-0024
((OHWM) FIELD IDENTIFICATION DATA SHEET
ha proponent agoncy is Hoadquorlors USACE CECW-COR, Expires: 2027-09-30

The Agency Disclosure Notice (ADN)
The Public reporting burden for this collection of information, 0710-0024, is eslimaled to average 30 minutes per rasponse, including Lime for reviewing
instructions, searching existing data sources, galhering and maintaining the dala needoed, and completing and raviewing the colleclion of information.
Send commants ragarding the burden estimate or burden reduction suggnstions to tho Dopartmant of Delonsa, Washinglon Headquarters Servicas, at
whs.me-alex.esd,mbx.dd-dod-infarmaton-collections@mail.mil. Respondenls should be aware that nolwithstanding any other provision of law, no
person shall be subject to any penalty for failing to comply with a colloction of informalion If it does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

Project 1D #:$4,1 Bermardiog Grove 3«.\.[ SteName: GRS - 07 IDale and Time: 5/5/2.015 1264

Location {laviong): 34, O 149867 -7, 622 3 g 3 l Invesligator(s). Dav?{’ T'of. ve

Step 1 Site overview from remote and online resources. Describe land use and llow canditions from online resources.
Check boxes for online resources used to evaluate site: Waere there any recenl exireme events (floods or drought)?

D gage data I:I LIDAR D goologic mops
D climatic data [:l satellite Imagery |:] land use maps
I_] aerial photos D lopographic maps D Other:

Step 2 Site conditlons during field assessmont. Firsl look for changes in channel shape, deposilional and erosional features, and changes in
vegetation and sediment type, size, densily, and distribution. Make note of natural or human-made disturbances that would affect fNlow and
channsl form, such as dgej. d’:waﬂ. Iandflide+s. rocklalls, elc. M gu- madt cemen? -lwsd, coadytdt Ardch witl vfb'h v

rel ¢ a

CMmulh'.‘L, do o Fleod e dnee He Nerd, Dpon s4ream Tl clame! & .'..erf}‘c' by a froct cwsey.

Step 3 Mark the boxes next to the indicators used to help identity the location of the OHWM.
OHWM is al & iransition point, therefore some indicators used to idenlify tho location of lhe OHWM may be just below or above the OHWM.
Make a slash in boxes next to indicators that are helpful In identifying the OHWM. After the wniial assessment. those Indicators
identified at lhe OHWM elavation should be changed from slashes lo x's. Nole, it is not necessary to mark indicators that are present
but do not help inform identification of lhe OHWM.
Go to page 2 to descnbe overall rationale for localion of OHWM, writa any additional observations, and attach a pholo log.

Geomorphic indicators Sediment indicators
l’“" in slope DChannel bar il development
_Z(m the bank helving (berms) on bar Changes in character of soil
nvegelated ]
_undercut bank veg _ / Mudcracks
r—— vegetation transition {(go lo veg. -
| ey Boffom Acicators) Changes In particle-sized distribution
Dther: sediment Iransition {go lo sed.
§ indicators) .
T . fransition from 10
mshgmng ipper limit of deposition on bar —-—
Instream bedforms and other wpper limit of sand-sized particies
eif at fop of bank Dedload transport evidence —
[ |deposition bedload indicators (e.g., it deposits
eliiralisves | [/mbricated clasts, gravel shesls, efc.) —Is'
uman-made berms or levees b‘ed)forms (e.9, pools, nifles, steps,
ther berms: _W‘Eathered clasls or bedrock
rosional bedioad indicetors (e.g.,
| iSecondary channels bstacle marks, scour, smoothing, elc.)

Vegetation indicators (Consider the vegetalion transition looking from the middie of the channel,

up the banks, and inta the floodplain) Other physical indicators

hange in vegetation type from to ediment deposited on vegetation or
tructures

IChange in density of vegetation
/ racking/presence of organic litter

Exposed roots below intact soil layer Degemtlon matted down and/or bent
resance of large wood

/ Leaf litter disturbed or washed away
ater staining

ther vegetation cbservations

Other observed indicators? Describe: /\fA

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2024 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE, Page 1 of 4
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ProjectiD#: 5B 8

Step 4 Was additiona! information used to support Identification of the OHWM? D Yes @ No
If yes, describe and altach Information to data sheal:

Step 5 Is an OHWM presenl at this sila? E! Yes D No

Describe rationals for location of OHWM or lack thereof by describing any obsarved Indicators (at, above, and/or below the OHWM location).
OHWA s o’ekmMcJ edaminantly by the Slage of the man-pade chanre] and e changes v the flepes
o€ Fhe banhy sbore e anm Add: ‘-wnﬂy te presente o podicochs uarl;\-,, } uagt.\’ avey of Jeot
| rtdee freseat belw Ale owm,

Additienal observations or notes

‘ﬂm} (LMM/ l\kd] 0-[7 l\\s waJﬂ flew ofler ﬂr};JquJ fem M-Ji frw. !Cu/ I"Mc"‘f dn‘ «\'
((n;f‘u-—f// durky extrene fleod ewrnts,

Attach an imagery log of the sile.

Imagery log atlached? EI Yes D No If no, explain why not:
List photographs, or other imagery/sketches, and Include descriptions In the table below.
Number photographs in the order thal they are taken. Attach imagery and include annotalions of leatures.

Imagery
el Imagery description

68-5-07_0) Tue wage shass e v padt beom yf.,, +e W benh, and to clait) o Ae flipls o€ P B2aKE, 1,

808-5-97_02| “™ k.\.\, T4 evident o fM"

Upsiram cturectivi § Sfhasn i Fle l\’"'l whirt %‘G(‘Jl cﬂ\h I chqare! €7mmn rZ$ecan ¥ {.m 4L
SBG—B-G-O?_,O-s ‘}gq Wiy o Fld c'iyg-.rl Ate N tr/ M_thﬂ("r\/l Spprt et V"-‘“c' ag "fff-é'f!-" I fdre -"N-d' Ll W
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers {USACE) Form Approved -
RAPID ORDINARY HIGH WATE: MAASR:EET OMB8 No. 0710-0024
OHWM) FIELD IDENTIFICATION DAT.
(I'he propo)neni ngency is Hendquorters USACE CECW-COR. Explres: 2027-09-30

The Agency Disclosure Notice (ADN)
The Public reporting burden lor this colleclion of Information, 0710-0024, is eslimaled 1o average 30 minules per response, including lime for raviewing
instructions, searching exisling dala sources, galhering and maintaining the dala needed, and compleling and raviowing Ihe coltechion of information.
Sand commants regarding the burden eslimata or burden reduction suggnstions to tha Department of Delensa, Washington Headquarters Sernces, at
whs.me-alex.esd.mbx.dd-dod-nfermation-coliections@mail.mil. Respondents should bo aware thal notwithstanding any other provision of law, no
person shall be subjoct 1o any penally for failing to comply with a collaction of intormation If it does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

P1oject ID #: Sun Beraasdhins Grop, bacia |SieName. SEG8-S-08 [Date end Time. 5/ g5 153

Location (latlong): 3y, 014940 = 117.62¢146 [lnvolliﬂlor(l)i David Tefrsa

Step 1 Site overview from remote and online resources. Describe land use and flbw conditions from online resources.
Check boxas for online resources usad to avaluste site: Waera there any recent exirema events (floods or drought)?

D gage data D LiDAR D goologic maps
I:’ climatic data D satellile imagery D land use maps
I:l aerial photos D lopographic maps D Othar:

Step 2 Site conditions during fiald assessment. First look for changes in channel shapo, deposilional and erosicnal features, and changes in
vegstation and sediment type, size, density, and disiribution. Make note of natural or human-made disturbances that would affect flow and
channel form, such as bridgas, riprup, landshides, rocklalls, slc.

Mon-made voendgide At wth ao6imal fephres and sed pmen? ansﬁ‘-'-u- Chaapts M $lops o hesk
and ~4P4h‘uw um‘h-’*—r ws He L'ImM, x &/ fy ot leasd oy lrr-’a{"'ﬂ cham s "'fs"rﬂ"'-

Step 3 Mark the boxes naxt to the indicators used to halp Identify the location of the OHWM,
OHWM is at a transition point, therefore some indicetors used lo identfy the location of the OHWM may be just below or above the OHWM.
Make a slash in boxes next to indicators (hat are halpful in idenlifying the OHWM. Afler the inibal assessment, those indicators
identified at the OHWM elevation should be changed from slashes o x's. Nole, it i8 nol necessary to mark indicators that are present
but do not help inform identification of the OHWM.
Go 1o page 2 to descnbe overall rationale for location of OHWM, write any additional observations, and altach a photo log.

Geomorphic indicators Sediment indicators
Break In slope Bhannel bar Il development
the bank |shelving (berms) on bar / hanges in character of soil
rout bank ' nvegetalsd dErscks
lov bot vegetation transition (go to veg. _é_
aey botiom |__yndicators) ) IChanges In particle-sized distribution
ther: lsediment transition (go to sed.
c kndicators)

lupper limit of deposition on bar

ream bedforms and other

load transport evidence

|depos.-tron bedioad indicators (e.g.,
kmbricated clasts, gravel sheets, etc.)
bedforms (e g, pools, riffles, sleps,

helving

if at top of bank Iﬂ
atural levee
uman-made berms or levees

er berms:

- econdary channels
Vegetation indicators (Consider the vegelation transition looking from the middle of the channel,
up the banks, and into the floodplain)

=]
-

S

o
a

W‘égrhered clasis or bedrock

erosional bedioad indicators (e.g.,
obstacle marks, scour, smoothing, etc.)

NN

Other physical indicators

ediment deposited on vegetation or

hange In vegetation type from to
tructures

f Change in density of vegetation

/ racking/presence of organic litter

Exposed roots below Intact soil layer I I\Iegeta!lon matted down andfor bent
resence of large wood

ther vegetation observations L
/ eaf litter disturbed or washed away

o

ater staining

Other observed indicators? Describe:

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2024 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Page 1 of 4
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Step 4 Was additional informalion used 1o suppor! identification of the OHWM? EI Yeos @ No
It yes, describa and aliach information to data sheel:

Step § s an OHWM presant a! this site? E Yos m

Describe rationale for location of OHWM or lack theraof by describing any absorvad Indicstors (at, sbove, and/or below the OHWM location).

OH"N‘M '(CJn‘M‘-r\Cl Ly ‘Ldl\’f‘ TA '"-1 i’t’t o« Yhe bgnl‘s at 'fh‘ OHWM' g'g‘,'i“ e VZCJ'J;M
Adentdy ow Hhe OBM, Muderacks, ¢adt meat J(rncnlt‘m,vzd-./l‘m wrackihg, leaf |iHer waskd
away, ad r..l..}, are Wl ters fffs'c-‘* helow the oM,

Additional observations or notes

ROJ;,"J; D{f"tl'n (N 5 ’.Agp{ with (tment qu(,’ with Qfluwu-’aJlJ i.-‘, rfﬂ{lﬂ"'o
Ur?"MaM conutcﬁ.v-‘fly exisfy , a§ H\fs clumnef iy 4 {ed Ly n"l.lq.[v y R i'fr.'?q-,:m
C\verds fovm Yhe odiocend Lields, Donnstream tle chanue! coavects to avebler
fﬁ‘g]lz J:'h‘. b)f - CI\’V?(#(J Wna’trl,fﬂw’ $€(1“‘", anp, u,l-'wn-!ff] J,-.:;,s .\A{#
o Sdorm deotn Laurtlec Avan $4f(4"‘-

Altach an imagery log of the site.
Imagery log attached? E’ Yes D No If no, explain why not:

List photographs, or other imagery/sketches, and include descriptions in the table below.
Number photographs in the order that they are taken. Atlach imagery and include annotations of features.

Imagery jie
Number magery description

56B-5-08-01| Totvres stwme sy soil deppariung

Colvart ot bee dovrstreom e T fhoun, s el @b venchony of oy & Yerraawe Tty and Ierﬂ;ﬁ,,,}

5808-5-08_ 02 Porliag 75 edont aF Detimm righd A phely, Ale shoagy wpricam ctantotivdy o5 tio chmned 15 CeF By

F-m er?ml-‘rv\ losmsp ! fuluped,

bauke,

$868-5-08. 03 P‘g‘" Fhowy SiTF 'k{"ﬂ?-\j awd eoiionnf hfa-lu{, ;a5 wsell 44 fle ciu-,; Mt fupt 4l Pie

Clavgt - Rl devtily 0 v denl alms 7 v Tl P Ty
808-5-08.0f | Codl » yepe it devirty N eiHed aloy g bed A T Clanntly g e T a5 Kyt s] ¥
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Grove St Storm Drain
Tree work

Prepared By: Christopher Danyow
Public Works Arborist

Arborist # WE - 7307AU

Christopher.Danyow@dpw.subcounty.gov

Mobile # (909) 801-6785

March 12, 2025


mailto:Christopher.Danyow@dpw.subcounty.gov




























Photographs from Field Survey Grove Avenue May 8, 2025

Photo: 1. Irrigation flowing in to the Project Location

Photo: 2. Water coming for property into the Project Location



Photographs from Field Survey Grove Avenue May 8, 2025

Photo: 3. Irrigation flowing in to the Project Location

Photo: 4. Irrigation flowing in to the Project Location
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