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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1. General Information About this Document 
The proposed project is the rehabilitation and improvement of the municipal water system for the town of 
Jacumba Hot Springs, in San Diego County, California. The project is financed, in part, by the USDA 
Rural Development. This Initial Study was prepared to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed 
project to determine the correct level of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
The Jacumba Community Services District is the lead agency under the CEQA.  This document describes 
the Proposed Project, how the existing environment could be affected by the project, the potential impacts 
of each of the alternatives, and any proposed avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures.    

1.2. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
No environmental factors would be potentially affected by this project, and none involving at least one 
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated” as 
substantiated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
☐  Aesthetics ☐  Agricultural/Forestry Resources ☐  Air Quality 
☒  Biological Resources ☒  Cultural Resources ☐  Energy 
☒  Geology / Soils ☐  Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐  Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
☐  Hydrology/Water Quality ☐  Land Use/Planning ☐  Mineral Resources 
☐  Noise ☐  Population/Housing ☐  Public Services 
☐  Recreation ☐  Transportation ☒  Tribal Cultural Resources 
☐  Utilities/Service Systems ☐  Wildfire 

 
☐  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

1.3. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

1.3.1. Background and Need 
The Jacumba Community Services District (JCSD) operates a public water system with 251 connections 
in the town of Jacumba Hot Springs.  The water system is challenged with water quantity and quality 
issues and with aging and outdated infrastructure and delivery system, as detailed in the preliminary 
engineering report (SUSP 2025). The proposed project addresses the various deficiencies by 
implementing necessary upgrades that would improve operational efficiency and system reliability.  The 
upgrades are expected to occur in phases depending on funding availability. The total project consists of 
upgrades to the water treatment plant and booster station, installation of a new well, water meter and 
service line replacements, decommissioning of Well 4, distribution pipeline replacements, and control 
system upgrades (see Exhibits).  

1.3.2. Water Treatment Facility Improvements 
CSWD owns and operates a water treatment facility on a 1.65-acre parcel (APN 6600402600), located 
at 44310 Old Highway 80.  The raw water exceeds the secondary maximum contaminant levels for iron 
and manganese in Wells 7 and 8.  The existing treatment system uses oxidation and pressure filtration 
methods to remove the iron and manganese. The existing chemical injection system with be replaced 
with a new system to make it easier to work with, inspect, and calibrate the chlorine and pH analyzers. 
The monitoring and control system will be upgraded to a remote Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 
system. The existing treatment plant exterior walls will be fully enclosed with galvanized steel panels, 
including ventilation, lighting, and roll-up door.  



CEQA Checklist 

 Page 3 

1.3.3. Water Supply Improvements 
The water supply sources for JCSD are three groundwater wells.  The primary wells (Well 7 and Well 8) 
are located inside of the water treatment facility property.  There is also a standby well (Well 4) and an 
unused well (Well 6); these two wells are located on small parcels (APNs 6600403200 and 6600403300) 
within a larger parcel (APN 6600403100) located at 44420 Old Highway 80.  The existing wells cannot 
meet the Maximum Day Demand for the system as defined by the California Waterworks Standards with 
the highest capacity source (Well 7) offline.  Furthermore, Well 4 is an old and shallow well and the 
groundwater under the influence of surface water (and sometimes testing positive for coliform bacteria); 
for these reasons, there is a wellhead chlorination system at standby water source Well 4.  Well 4 is 
proposed to be decommissioned and abandoned in place per DWR standards. This typically includes the 
injection of cement slurry in to the well and capping.   Also proposed is the drilling of a new well to address 
water supply demand. An 8-inch test well will be constructed to a depth of approximately 700 feet to verify 
water quality and potential production through aquifer zone testing. After testing is complete, the test well 
would be reamed to the final diameter and the permanent well will be constructed. The final well design 
will be determined after testing is completed. The new well is expected to have an intermittent capacity 
of 200 to 220 gallons per minute, which would be sufficient to replace Wells 4 and 8 and provide a reliable 
source. The new well may need to be drilled deeper for greater resilience to anticipated drought 
conditions in the future. The well is anticipated to have 16-inch diameter borehole and a 10-inch diameter 
steel casing, louvered screen, and a 1.5-inch external sounding tube. The annular space between the 
borehole and casing/screen will be gravel packed with a cement sanitary seal to a minimum depth of 50 
feet below ground surface to minimize the risk of contamination form the surface and to meet the 
requirements of California Water Well Standards.   

1.3.4. Booster Station Upgrade 
JSCD has a pressure booster station on a small portion of a 28-acre parcel (APN 6601103100), located 
on Snob Hill Road just south of Old Highway 80. This booster system services 17 service connections in 
an elevated pressure zone. The existing booster pump will be replaced with a new one and the existing 
control system and valves will be upgraded or replaced.  The existing valve that isolates the upper 
pressure zone from the lower gravity pressure zone must be also be replaced. 

1.3.5. Distribution Pipeline Upgrade 
JCSD’s distribution system consists of 6 miles of pipelines and 176 valves. These water mains vary in 
size (4, 6, 8, and 10-inch diameters), and are generally buried under roads, including: Snob Hill Road; 
Railroad Street; Heber Street; Jacumba Street; Calexico Avenue; Seeley Avenue; Brawley Avenue; 
Carriso Street; Campo Street; Holtville Avenue; El Centro Ave; Holtville; Old Highway 80; and 
maintenance roads.  Some pipelines are above ground due to rocky soil conditions on the hills near Snob 
Hill Road. Some of these pipelines require replacement because of their age or condition (most are over 
20 or 40 years old). There were leaks in 2019 and 2020 that required emergency repair. Many of the 
pipes are made of asbestos cement. Asbestos cement, introduced in the 1960s and 1970s, is no longer 
an approved material for drinking water applications and must be replaced.  Some of the pipes need to 
be replaced with larger diameter pipes to accommodate water needs. The typical pipeline replacement 
procedure is to install a new pipeline parallel to the old pipeline.  This involves building tie-in connections 
that remain valved off, pressure testing and disinfecting the new pipeline, opening the valves to activate 
the new pipeline, valving off the old pipeline and physically disconnecting it.  Then, the old pipeline is 
abandoned in place by filling with the excavation with slurry. This allows the system to remain active while 
construction is going on so there are only very brief service interruptions.  Trenching activities will occur 
down to 5 feet below ground and trench widths may be up to 15 inches.  Soil stockpiling, material laydown, 
and equipment storage will occur within road rights-of-way so that no new land disturbance occurs.  A 
traffic control plan will be implemented to allow construction work in one lane and vehicular use of the 
adjacent lane.  



CEQA Checklist 

 Page 4 

1.3.6. Water Meters and Service Line Replacement 
The JSCD water system has water meters at all of the service connections; nearly 40 percent of these 
meters are over 20 years old, and 40 percent of service lines are over 30 years old. These old meters 
require replacement and many of the service lines will need to be replaced. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The Project Area is located in the Peninsular Ranges geographic subdivision of the California Floristic 
Province (Baldwin et al. 2012).  The Project Area is in climate Zone 13 “Subtropical Desert”, with 
extremely hot summers and short and mild winters, with only a few frosts (Sunset Western Garden 
Collection, 2025). 
 
The topography of the Project Area is rolling and consists of foothills in the Jacumba Valley.  The elevation 
ranges from approximately 2,865 feet above mean sea level (at the water treatment plant) to 2,920 feet 
(at the water tanks).  Drainage runs to the north and west in to Boundary Creek. The land uses of the 
Project Area and vicinity are rural residential, commercial, parks and open space, utility and road corridor, 
dry crop agriculture, and international border wall.     

3. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
This section identifies any environmental impacts of this project by answering questions from Appendix 
G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental Checklist Form.  All analyses take in to account the entire 
action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well 
as direct, and construction as well as operational, impacts.  Impacts are categorized as follows: 

• Potentially Significant Impact is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is 
significant, or where the established threshold has been exceeded. If there are one or more 
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) may be required. 

• Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures would reduce an effect from Potentially Significant Impact to a Less Than Significant 
Impact. Mitigation measures are prescribed to reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

• Less Than Significant applies when the project will affect or is affected by the environment, but 
based on sources cited in the report, the impact will not have an adverse effect. For the purpose 
of this report, beneficial impacts are also identified as less than significant. The benefit is identified 
in the discussion of impacts, which follows each checklist category. 

• A No Impact answer is adequately supported if referenced information sources show that the 
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved.  A No Impact answer is explained 
where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards. 
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4. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

4.1. Discussion 
 
The Project Area is situated in a rural community with a hot springs resort.  Residential land use varies 
from higher density in the center of town to lower density in the surrounding foothills.  The town is adjacent 
to the Jacumba Valley and is surrounded by mountains.  The views are expansive and pleasing, except 
for the border wall to the south.    
 
Based on a review of the County General Plan and Mountain Empire Subregional Plan, the Project Area 
does not contain any designated scenic vistas. Additionally, the Project Area is not located near or within 
the viewshed of a scenic vista, nor is it visible from a scenic vista (County of San Diego 2011, 2016) 
 
a-d)  Old Highway 80 is designated as a County Scenic Highway from State Route 79 (Pine Valley) to I-
8 (Jacumba) (County of San Diego 2011).  The proposed project would not be visible to those traveling 
in either direction along the Scenic Highway because all of the pipelines are buried below ground and no 
new buildings will be erected.  There is another scenic vista is on Interstate 8, which is part of the “Sunset 
Cliffs Blvd/Route 98 (Near Coyote Wells)” Scenic Vista.   Due to the project’s distance from I-8 and its 
small scale, as well as intervening vegetation, buildings, and other visual features located between the 
highway and the Project Area, the Proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
scenic resources along or within view of this highway.  The Project Area is not in the watershed of a wild 
and scenic river; the nearest is the Colorado River.  The Proposed Project would not interfere with any 
scenic vista.  Almost all of the water pipe installations are below ground, and the water treatment plant 
and booster station and water tanks are in existing fenced compounds.  The proposed project will not 
add any new lighting or otherwise compromise any views.  Construction of the Proposed Project will 
introduce heavy equipment and trucks into the viewshed, but this new element is short-term and is 
buffered by elements such as existing buildings.  Implementation of the Proposed Project will have no 
impact upon scenic vistas or resources, nor will it degrade the existing visual character of the region or 
introduce new light sources.   

4.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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5. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5.1. Discussion 
a,b) The Project Area does not contain farmland and is primarily rural residential and commercial.  The 
Project Area s not identified 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.  The Project Area is mapped as “Urban and Built-up Land” and “Other Land;”  there 
is designated farmland “undefined Farmland of Local Importance” to the east of the Project Area in the 
Jacumba Valley.  The parcels are not enrolled in a Williamson Act contract.  The Proposed Project does 
not require significant amounts of land conversion. Therefore,  the proposed project will not result in any 
significant conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. 
 
c,d) The Project Area is not zoned forest land or timberland and does not contain any timber resources.  
Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project will not convert  forest land to other uses.   
 
e) The Project Area is not designated as “farmland” (i.e., Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance).  Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project will not convert farmland 
to other uses.    

5.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
 
  

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/county_info.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/county_info.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/county_info.aspx
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6. AIR QUALITY 
 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management district or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

6.1. Discussion 
a) The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD)’s Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) is the 
regional air quality plan for the San Diego region, which addresses State requirements, pursuant to the 
California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1998 and identifies feasible emissions control measures to provide 
expeditious progress toward attaining the state ozone standard in San Diego County.  The RAQS relies 
on the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) growth projections which are based on 
population, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and land use plans developed by the City or County as part of 
their general plans. 

 
The State Implementation Plan (SIP) includes strategies to be used to attain and maintain air quality 
standards in the County pursuant to the CCAA. The SIP includes strategies to be used to attain and 
maintain federal air quality standards. Under the SIP, SDAPCD has prepared the Plan for Attaining the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone in San Diego County (CARB 2023). The California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are 
based on population and vehicle trends and land use plans developed by the cities and by the County. 
As such, projects that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by the general 
plans would be consistent with the RAQS and SIP.  However, the Proposed Project does not involve new 
development or growth. 
 
The use of construction equipment in the RAQS and SIP are estimated for the region on an annual basis, 
and construction-related emissions are estimated as an aggregate.  Therefore, the project would not 
increase the assumptions for off-road equipment use in the RAQS or SIP. While the RAQS and SIP 
acknowledge mobile and area sources, minor changes in the assumptions relative to these sources 
would not obstruct successful implementation of the strategies for improvement of the San Diego Air 
Basin’s (SDAB) air quality.  Since the Proposed Project is the replacement and upgrading of existing 
utilities, population and VMT are anticipated to remain the same as current operation. Thus, the project 
would not conflict with the RAQS and SIP. 
 
A project would conflict with applicable air quality plans if it generated significant quantities of criteria 
pollutants, particulate matter (PM10 or PM2.5), toxins, odors, or if it exceeded the thresholds established 
by County guidelines.  Air emissions modeling performed for this project demonstrates that the project, 
in both the construction phase and the operational phase, will not generate significant quantities of criteria 
pollutants or particulate matter and does not exceed the project-level thresholds established.   
 
The GHG emissions from permitted stationary sources are calculated separately from a project’s 
operational emissions. Permitted stationary sources are subject to a different threshold than land use 
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developments. For example, the GHG emissions from the back-up generator should not be added to the 
project’s total emissions. The generator’s GHG emissions should be calculated separately and compared 
to the GHG threshold for stationary sources to determine its impact level.  Since the proposed back-up 
generator use is anticipated to be very infrequent, GHG emissions are below the threshold for stationary 
sources.  Furthermore, the project, in both the construction phase and the operational phase, will not 
generate air toxins.    Therefore, implementation of the project will have a less than significant impact 
upon implementation of the applicable air quality plans. 
 
b) San Diego County is currently designated as a nonattainment area for the 1-hour concentrations under 
the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for ozone, 8-hour concentrations under both the 
CAAQS and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone, 24-hour concentrations of 
particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10) under the CAAQS, as well as the annual 
geometric mean of particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5) under the CAAQS. Ozone 
is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) react in the presence of 
sunlight. VOC sources include any source that burns fuels (e.g., gasoline, natural gas, wood, oil), 
solvents, petroleum processing and storage, and pesticides. Sources of PM10 and PM2.5 in both urban 
and rural areas include motor vehicles; wood-burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from construction; 
landfills; agriculture; wildfires; brush/waste burning; and industrial sources of windblown dust from open 
lands. 
 
Construction emissions are described as “short-term” or temporary in duration; however, they have the 
potential to represent a significant impact with respect to air quality. Construction activities would involve 
site preparation, excavation of several miles of trenches, localized grubbing and grading, and then backfill 
and recompaction of trenches and repairing of paved roads.  Since the project does not involve long-term 
demolition or grading activities, fugitive dust is not anticipated to be a significant air pollutant source.  
Furthermore, construction best management practices will be employed, including dust suppression 
measures.  The main sources of construction emissions are exhaust from heavy equipment and tailpipe 
emissions from cars and trucks.  Construction of the proposed project would result in the temporary 
generation of ROG, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. Based on the County of San Diego 
Guidelines for Determining Significance, Air Quality, proposed projects would result in a significant impact 
if either construction or operation of the project would exceed the quantitative screening-level thresholds  
(County of San Diego 2007a). 
 
Emissions associated with construction of the proposed uses were modeled by Graening and Associates 
LLC using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2022.1.1.29 (California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association, 2022).  The data input was a combination of project-specific 
information regarding construction schedule and vehicle trip distances, as well as model defaults. 
Construction is anticipated to start January 2026 and is expected to take 12 months. Maximum daily 
emissions were estimated and compared to the County’s screening-level thresholds without mitigation.  
The estimate of maximum daily construction emissions of criteria pollutants is presented in Table 6.1. 
Additional modeling assumptions and details are provided in Appendix A. 
 
As shown in Table 6.1, construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 
would not exceed the County’s screening-level thresholds.  Moreover, emissions would also be controlled 
with standard construction practices enforceable pursuant to San Diego County Code of Regulatory 
Ordinances Title 9 Construction Codes.  Therefore, construction emissions would not violate an ambient 
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing violation. Construction-related impacts would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 

Table 6.1. Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions 
 

 ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
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Maximum Daily 
Construction 
Emissions (lbs./day)  
 

2 13 16 < 1 7 3 

Screening Level 
Threshold (lbs./day)  
 

75 250 550 250 100 55 

Significant Impact?  
 

No No No No No No 

 
 
After construction, day-to-day activities associated with the operation of the proposed project would 
generate emissions from mobile and area sources. Operational emissions may be both direct and indirect 
emissions and would be generated by area and mobile sources associated with the project. Area-source 
emissions would be associated with maintenance activities and power generation.  Emergency 
generators to power water pumps in cases where the power grid is down.  These generators use diesel-
powered combustion engines and cause some emissions.  Mobile-source emissions would consist 
primarily of vehicle trips by JCSD personnel for maintenance activities. The number of vehicle trips is not 
expected to increase from existing levels because the Proposed Project is the replacement of existing 
water supply infrastructure, and not the expansion of new infrastructure.  As shown in Table 6.2, the 
operational emissions would not exceed the County’s screening-level thresholds.  Therefore, operation 
of the project would not violate an ambient air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
violation. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 
 

Table 6.2 Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions 
 

 ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Maximum Daily 
Construction 
Emissions (lbs./day)  
 

< 1 2 3 < 1 < 1 < 1 

Screening Level 
Threshold (lbs./day)  
 

75 250 550 250 100 55 

Significant Impact?  
 

No No No No No No 

 
 
c) Sensitive receptors generally include those land uses where exposure to pollutants could result in 
health-related risks to sensitive individuals, such as children or the elderly. Residential dwellings, schools, 
hospitals, playgrounds, and similar facilities are of primary concern because of the presence of individuals 
particularly sensitive to pollutants and/or the potential for increased and prolonged exposure of individuals 
to pollutants.  Land uses immediately surrounding the Project Area are transportation corridor, residential, 
rural residential, commercial, and undeveloped, vacant land. The nearest sensitive receptors are 
residences. The residential units represent the nearest sensitive receptors with the potential to be 
impacted by construction and operation of the proposed project. 
 
Carbon Monoxide 
The primary mobile-source pollutant of localized concern is carbon monoxide (CO). Local mobile-source 
CO emissions near roadway intersections are a direct function of traffic volume, speed, and delay. CO 
concentrations near roadways and/or intersections may reach unhealthy levels related to local sensitive 
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land uses such as residential units, hospitals, schools, and childcare facilities. CO concentration is a 
direct function of motor vehicle activity, particularly during peak commute hours, and meteorological 
conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions, CO concentrations may reach unhealthy levels with 
respect to local sensitive land uses, such as residential areas, schools, preschools, playgrounds, and 
hospitals. As a result, air districts typically recommend analysis of CO emissions at a local rather than a 
regional level. 
 
The proposed project would not cause an increase in traffic volumes and would not result in CO 
concentrations exceeding the emission limit. Accordingly, the CO concentrations resulting from the 
project would not violate the California Ambient Air Quality Standard for either the 1-hour period (20 parts 
per million [ppm]) or the 8-hour period (9.0 ppm). This impact would be less than significant. 
 
Construction-Related Health Risks 
The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions resulting from construction of the 
proposed project would derive from diesel PM emissions associated with heavy equipment operations. 
Project construction would result in the generation of diesel PM from the use of off-road diesel 
construction equipment required for site preparation and building construction. Most diesel PM emissions 
associated with material delivery trucks and construction worker vehicles would occur off-site and would 
not substantially contribute to TAC emissions in the project area. The generation of diesel PM emissions 
from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period of time. 
 
During construction, diesel PM is an issue of concern; however, project construction activities would be 
temporary, and long-term exposure to diesel PM would not occur. Site grading activities during 
construction would also include dust control measures required by the San Diego County Grading 
Ordinance Section 87.428 
 
Thus, considering the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor, intermittent emission source, and 
relatively low overall exposure period, construction emissions would not generate pollutant 
concentrations that expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 
d) Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Manifestations of a 
person’s reaction to odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological 
(e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). The occurrence and severity 
of odor impacts depend on numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; 
wind speed and direction; and the presence of sensitive receptors. While offensive odors rarely cause 
any physical harm, they still can be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress and often 
generating citizen complaints to local governments and regulatory agencies. 
 
Potential sources that may emit odors during construction of the proposed project consist primarily of 
exhaust from diesel construction equipment. The project would utilize typical construction techniques, 
and the odors from off-road equipment and on-road vehicles would be typical of most construction sites 
and temporary in nature.  The operation of the project would not add any new odor sources, and any 
odors generated would be similar to existing odors associated with land uses in the area. Operation of 
the drinking water system does not generate odors, although chlorine is used.  At the concentrations and 
volumes typically used, this chemical does not escape the water treatment process, and if small quantities 
did, they would dissipate into the air well before it is detectable by sensitive receptors.  Therefore, the 
project will not impact of odors or other emissions affecting people. 

6.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required 
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7. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

7.1. Discussion 
A biological resources assessment was prepared for the Proposed Project (and is provided in Appendix 
B): 

• Graening and Associates, LLC. 2025.  Biological Resources Assessment for the Jacumba 
Community Services District Domestic Water Supply System Improvements Project, Jacumba 
Hot Springs, California. 55 pp.  

The biological field survey was conducted in March 2025 by biologist Geo Graening, PhD.  Vegetation 
communities were mapped and described according to Oberbauer et al. (2008) (see Exhibits).  The 
Project Area contains two terrestrial vegetation communities: semi-desert chaparral; and disturbed land.  
The semi-desert chaparral is found on the high desert plateaus and escarpment of the Peninsular Range 
in San Diego County, and is associated with drier, cooler winters (Holland 1986; Oberbauer et al. 2008).  
Within the Project Area, the semi-desert chaparral community is predominantly comprised of the following 
species: California juniper (Juniperus californica); desert apricot (Prunus fremontii); Honey mesquite 
(Neltuma odorata); Engelmann's prickly-pear (Opuntia engelmannii); cholla (Cylindropuntia spp.); jointfir 
(Ephedra); and jojoba (Simmondsia chinensis).   In rock outcrops, there is white sage (Salvia apiana), 
Chalk dudleya (Dudleya pulverulenta), Mohave yucca (Yucca schidigera), and Engelmann's hedgehog 
cactus (Echinocereus engelmannii).  In semi-natural sandy areas, there ae patches of regenerating 
desert scrub, which are comprised of sagebrush (Artemisia spp.), saltbush (Atriplex canescens), and 
annual-bristle grass (Aristida adscensionis).  Semi-desert chaparral is not considered a special status 
habitat by CDFW.  
 



CEQA Checklist 

 Page 12 

Disturbed land refers to areas that have been permanently altered by previous human activity and have 
lost almost all future biological value of the land for most species. The native vegetation is no longer 
present, and the land lacks habitat value for special-status wildlife, Vegetation within this habitat type 
consists primarily of nonnative weedy or invasive species or ornamental plants lacking a consistent 
community structure. Disturbed land found throughout the Project Area consists primarily of paved and 
unpaved roads. There is also a very small portion of agriculture on the eastern end of one water main.  
This community consist of typical pasture grasses and associated weeds, such as barley (Hordeum spp.), 
short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and wild oats (Avena spp.).     
  
a) Very few wildlife species were active during the field survey; these consisted primarily of side-blotched 
lizard (Uta stansburiana), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), 
and other common songbirds.  Cats and dogs are present in some of the residential areas.  The CNDDB 
was queried and any reported occurrences of special-status species were plotted in relation to the Project 
Area boundary using GIS software (see exhibits).  The CNDDB reported the following special-status 
species occurrences in the vicinity of the Project Area: prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus);  
chaparral ragwort (Senecio aphanactis); southern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus ramona); 
Parry's tetracoccus (Tetracoccus dioicus); Jacumba milk-vetch (Astragalus douglasii var. perstrictus); 
Tecate tarplant (Deinandra floribunda); coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii); Mountain Springs 
bush lupine (Lupinus albifrons var. medius); Mt. Laguna aster (Dieteria asteroides var. lagunensis); 
slender-leaved ipomopsis (Ipomopsis tenuifolia); western spadefoot (Spea hammondii); quino 
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino); and tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor).  A USFWS 
species list was generated online using the USFWS’ IPaC Trust Resource Report System, and the 
following listed species occur in the region: Peninsular Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni); Least 
Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus); Western Spadefoot (Spea hammondii); Monarch Butterfly (Danaus 
plexippus); and Quino Checkerspot Butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino). 
 
No special-status species were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur in the Project 
Area.  The following discussion summarizes species that have a low potential to occur in the Project 
Area. 
 
Special-status Plants 
 
Various special-status species are found in Sonoran desert scrub habitat, but the Project Area does not 
contain this vegetation community; semi-desert chaparral is present in some pipe alignments, but this is 
not a scrub community.  Other special-status species are found in wetlands or riparian corridors but the 
Project Area does not contain this vegetation community; there is a riparian forest adjacent to the fenced 
boundary of the water treatment plant compound. 
 
The following regionally-occurring special-status plants are found in chaparral habitat and have a low 
potential to occur in the portions of the Project Area containing semi-desert chaparral habitat: pygmy 
lotus (Acmispon haydonii); Jacumba milk-vetch (Astragalus douglasii var. perstrictus); delicate clarkia 
(Clarkia delicata); Tecate tarplant (Deinandra floribunda); sticky geraea (Geraea viscida); Laguna 
Mountains alumroot (Heuchera brevistaminea); San Diego sunflower (Hulsea californica); Mexican 
hulsea (Hulsea mexicana); slender-leaved ipomopsis (Ipomopsis tenuifolia); desert beauty (Linanthus 
bellus); chaparral ragwort (Senecio aphanactis); and southern jewelflower (Streptanthus campestris).  A 
few of the water mains that are proposed to be replaced occur in chaparral habitat.  The following 
regionally-occurring special-status plants are found in sandy washes, which occur near the Project Area: 
Jacumba Mountains linanthus (Linanthus maculatus ssp. emaculatus) and narrow-leaf sandpaper-plant 
(Petalonyx linearis).  No special-status plants were determined to have a moderate or high potential to 
occur in the Project Area.  Various special-status species are found in Sonoran desert scrub habitat, but 
the Project Area does not contain this vegetation community.  Other special-status species are found in 
wetlands or riparian corridors but the Project Area does not contain this vegetation community.  Some 
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regionally-occurring special-status plants are found in chaparral habitat and have a low potential to occur 
in the portions of the Project Area containing semi-desert chaparral habitat.  However, project 
implementation will not result in the permanent loss or conversion of natural habitats.  For these reasons, 
implementation of the Proposed Project is expected to have a less than significant impact upon special-
status plants. 
 
Special-status Animals 
The following regionally-occurring special-status animals are found in chaparral habitat: California glossy 
snake (Arizona elegans occidentalis) ; pallid San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax pallidus); red-
diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber) ; Colorado Valley woodrat (Neotoma albigula venusta); and 
southern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus ramona).  The following regionally-occurring special-
status animals are found in sandy washes, which occur near the Project Area: coastal whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri); burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia); Dulzura pocket mouse (Chaetodipus 
californicus femoralis) ; desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii); Jacumba Mountains linanthus (Linanthus 
maculatus ssp. emaculatus); narrow-leaf sandpaper-plant (Petalonyx linearis); coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma blainvillii); and flat-tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii).  No special-status animals 
were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur in the Project Area.  There is a low potential 
for regionally-occurring special-status animals to occur in the portions of the Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat or sandy soils.  Special-status species could migrate into the Project Area between the 
time that the field survey was completed and the start of construction.  This is a potentially significant 
impact before mitigation. 
 
Bats and Birds 
The following bat species could utilize trees or rock outcrops in the vicinity of the Project Area: pallid bat 
(Antrozous pallidus); Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii); and western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis californicus).  Various raptors can forage in the open areas such as prairie falcon (Falco 
mexicanus).  The riparian corridor to the north of the Project Area could host special-status birds such as 
least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) or tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor).  Construction activities 
could impact roosting bats if they are present in the Project Area.  If construction activities are conducted 
during the nesting season, nesting birds could be directly impacted by tree removal and indirectly 
impacted by noise, vibration, and other construction-related disturbance.  Therefore, Project construction 
is considered a potentially significant adverse impact to roosting bats and nesting birds before mitigation. 
 
Quino checkerspot butterfly 
The Quino checkerspot butterfly is a federally endangered species found only in western Riverside 
County, southern San Diego County, and northern Baja California, Mexico (USFWS 2003). According to 
the CNDDB, this species is documented in the Jacumba, Live Oak Springs, Sombrero Peak, and Tierra 
Del Sol quadrangles.  This species is found on sparsely vegetated hilltops, ridgelines, and occasionally 
on rocky outcrops in open chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitat, typically less than 3,000 feet in 
elevation. This species requires host plants within these vegetation communities for feeding and 
reproduction. The primary larval host plant is dwarf plantain (Plantago erecta); however, several other 
species have been documented as important larval host plants, including desert plantain (P. patagonica), 
thread-leaved bird’s beak (Cordylanthus rigidus), white snapdragon (Antirrhinum coulterianum), owl’s 
clover (Castilleja exserta), and Chinese houses (Collinsia spp.) (USFWS 2003).  No Quino checkerspot 
butterfly adult larval host plants were observed within the Project Area.  Nevertheless, Quino checkerspot 
butterfly has a low potential to occur in the Project Area because chaparral habitat is present on some 
water main alignments.  However, project implementation will not result in the permanent loss or 
conversion of natural habitats.  For these reasons, implementation of the Proposed Project is expected 
to have a less than significant impact upon Quino checkerspot butterfly. 
 
b)  The Project Area is not located within critical habitat for any federally-listed species, but it is near 
critical habitat for Quino checkerspot butterfly (see Exhibits).  The critical habitat designated area is north 
of Boundary Creek on the slopes of Jacumba Peak.  The Project Area is south of Boundary Creek.  The 
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CNDDB reported no special-status habitats within the Project Area.  The CNDDB reported the following 
special-status habitats in a 10-mile radius outside of the Project Area: Desert Fan Palm Oasis Woodland 
and Mesquite Bosque.  No special-status habitats were detected within the Project Area during the field 
survey.  The rock outcrops do provide refugia for various native rodent and reptile species.  Project 
implementation will not result in the permanent loss or conversion of natural or sensitive habitats.  No 
mitigation is necessary. 
 
c)  The USFWS National Wetland Inventory reported no water features in the Project Area.  A preliminary 
assessment for the presence of potentially-jurisdictional water resources within the Project Area was also 
conducted during the field survey.  The field survey determined that the Project Area does not contain 
any channels or wetlands, although Border Creek is near the JCSD water treatment compound.  In the 
Project Area, soils are comprised of gravel and sand, and rainwater drains in multiple directions and 
infiltrates quickly in to the ground and does not concentrate into channels. 
 
Potential direct impacts to water resources could occur during construction by modification or destruction 
of stream banks or riparian vegetation or the filling of wetlands or channels.  However, there are no water 
resources within the Project Area.  
 
Potential indirect impacts to water resources could occur during construction.  Surface water quality has 
the potential to be degraded from storm water transport of sediment from disturbed soils or by accidental 
release of hazardous materials or petroleum products from sources such as heavy equipment servicing 
or refueling.  This is a potentially significant impact.  However, for projects that disturb at least 1 acre of 
land, the landowner and its designated general contractor must enroll under the State Water Quality 
Control Board’s Construction General Permit prior to the initiation of construction.  In conjunction with 
enrollment under this Permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Erosion Control Plan, and a 
Hazardous Materials Management/Spill Response Plan must be created and implemented during 
construction to avoid or minimize the potential for erosion, sedimentation, or accidental release of 
hazardous materials.  Implementation of these measures mandated by law would reduce potential 
construction-related impacts to water quality to a less-than-significant level. 
 
d) Wildlife movement corridors link remaining areas of functional wildlife habitat that are separated 
primarily by human disturbance, but natural barriers such as rugged terrain and abrupt changes in 
vegetation cover are also possible. Wilderness and open lands have been fragmented by urbanization, 
which can disrupt migratory species and separate interbreeding populations.  Corridors allow migratory 
movements and act as links between these separated populations.   
 
The Project Area itself is not a wildlife corridor because too many barriers and dangers exist, such as 
busy roads, fences, and buildings.  Wildlife corridors exist near the Project Area; the Jacumba Valley is 
a wildlife corridor and is designated by CDFW as a Core Wildlife Area.  The Project Area is located near 
two breaks in the international border fence: these breaks are due to the steep terrain and associated 
difficulties in building a fence through those areas.  These breaks in the border wall allow wildlife 
movement between countries. No fishery resources exist in or near the Project Area. Thus, 
implementation of the proposed project will have a less than significant impact upon wildlife movement, 
corridors, and native wildlife nursery sites. 
 
e,f)  No trees need to be removed for implementation of the Proposed Project.  The Project Area is not 
located within any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan.  
However, the Project Area is located within the plan area of the Draft East County Multiple Species 
Conservation Program Subarea Plan (County of San Diego, 2009).  The majority of the Project area is 
mapped as Developed Lands, with a small area designated Agriculture or Natural Upland outside a 
Focused Conservation Area.  No significant impacts to covered species or sensitive habitats will occur 
from project implementation.  Thus, the Proposed Project will not conflict with the goals of this draft 
subarea plan. 
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7.2. Mitigation 
Because special-status species that occur in the vicinity could migrate onto the Project Area between the 
time that the field survey was completed and the start of construction, a pre-construction survey for 
special-status species should be performed by a qualified biologist to ensure that special-status species 
are not present.  If any listed species are detected, construction should be delayed, and the appropriate 
wildlife agency (CDFW and/or USFWS) should be consulted and project impacts and mitigation 
reassessed.  With the implementation of this mitigation measure, adverse impacts upon special-status 
species would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
If construction activities would occur during the nesting season (typically February through August), a 
pre-construction survey for the presence of special-status bird species or any nesting bird species should 
be conducted by a qualified biologist within 500 feet of proposed construction areas.  If active nests are 
identified in these areas, CDFW and/or USFWS should be consulted to develop measures to avoid “take” 
of active nests prior to the initiation of any construction activities.  Avoidance measures may include 
establishment of a buffer zone using construction fencing or the postponement of vegetation removal 
until after the nesting season, or until after a qualified biologist has determined the young have fledged 
and are independent of the nest site.  With the implementation of this mitigation measure, adverse 
impacts upon special-status bird species and nesting birds would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level. 
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8. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

8.1. Discussion 
A cultural resources assessment was prepared for the Proposed Project (bound separately because of 
sensitivity of the information): 

• BCR Consulting LLC. 2025. Cultural Resources Assessment for the Jacumba Water Supply 
Project, Unincorporated San Diego County, California. 60 pp. 

 
a,b)  A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted at 
the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) on April 24 and 30, 2025 to determine whether prehistoric 
or historic cultural resources have been previously recorded within the Project Area, the extent to which 
the Project Area has been previously surveyed, and the number and type of cultural resources within a 
1-mile radius of the project limits; this buffered area is known as Area of Potential Effect (APE). The 
CHRIS search revealed that 30 cultural resource studies have taken place and 124 cultural resources 
have been recorded within the APE. In particular, SCIC records indicate that four of the previously 
recorded resources are located within, or partially within, the Project Area boundaries: 1 historic site 
labeled “P-37-24023” and 3 prehistoric sites, P-37-8071, P-37-24944, and P-37-4455.  Archaeologists 
performed site surveys on April 24 and 25, 2025 (BCR Consulting LLC, 2025) 
 
The historic site “P-37-24023” is Old Highway 80, and portions of this resource have been found eligible 
for National Register listing in areas outside of the Project Area and is considered a historic property 
under Section 106 of the NHPA and is considered a historical resource under CEQA, elsewhere. 
However, the portion that runs through the Project Area occupies a non-contributing element of the 
historic property since it occupies a “section within local communities where Old Highway 80 is the main 
street and has been paved over and widened” (BCR Consulting LLC, 2025).  Therefore, no significant 
adverse effect to a historic property under Section 106 of the NHPA and no significant impact to a 
historical resource under CEQA will occur as a result of the proposed development of the portion of the 
Proposed Project that coincides with historic site P-37-24023. No further evaluation or data recovery 
were recommended for this resource. 
 
According to BCR Consulting LLC (2025), the area containing prehistoric site “P-37-24944” has been 
subject to recent disturbance and no trace of cultural resources of any kind was identified.  Historical 
aerial photograph analysis indicates that this area was inadvertently severely disturbed by construction 
of a maintenance yard between 2022 and 2023.  This development apparently destroyed this resource. 
It is not recommended a historic property under Section 106 of the NHPA and is not recommended a 
historical resource under CEQA. No further evaluation or data recovery are recommended for this 
resource. 
 
Another one of the prehistoric sites, “P-37-8071,” has been subject to recent inadvertent mechanical 
disturbance and clearing related to construction and maintenance of Railroad Street.  No trace of cultural 
resources of any kind was identified by BCR Consulting LLC archaeologists. The high level of disturbance 
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indicates that if the site was present in the project location, it would have been destroyed. It is not 
recommended a historic property under Section 106 of the NHPA and is not recommended a historical 
resource under CEQA.  No further evaluation or data recovery are recommended for this resource. 
 
The third prehistoric site, labeled P-37-4455, has been previously recommended eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (National Register). As such, this resource is considered a “historic 
property” under Section 106 of the NHPA, and is considered a “historical resource” (i.e. significant) under 
CEQA.  During the field survey, BCR Consulting archaeologists revisited the portions of this prehistoric 
site and found this resource in place as previously recorded.  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
could potentially disturb this resource and as such, is a potentially significant impact before mitigation. 

8.2. Mitigation 

8.2.1. Protection of Site P-37-4455 
The Proposed Project involves replacing existing water mains, some of which are inside the boundary of 
prehistoric site P-37-4455.  These water mains were installed several decades ago via trenching and it 
is unknown if these construction impacted cultural resources of prehistoric site P-37-4455.  The Proposed 
Project will install new water mains adjacent to the trench paths of these existing water mains, which will 
result in new ground disturbance.  It is possible that project implementation will encounter buried 
resources from prehistoric site P-37-4455. Therefore, an archaeological monitor should be present during 
all excavation activities related to the project that are within the boundaries of prehistoric site P-37-4455; 
the prehistoric site is generally bounded by the international border to the south, the JCSD water tank 
compound to the west, Old Highway 80 to the north, and Railroad Street to the east.  The monitor would 
work under the direct supervision of a cultural resources professional who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (the Project Archaeologist). A 
preconstruction meeting should be conducted by the Project Archaeologist to establish areas of highest 
sensitivity.  Construction crews must be made aware that all project related activities (including staging, 
access, and ground disturbance) could impact prehistoric resources. Additional measures (such as 
staking and flagging off areas for avoidance) should be implemented as determined by the Project 
Archaeologist.  If, during ground disturbance activities, potentially eligible cultural resources are identified 
that were not previously evaluated, ground disturbance should stop within 100 feet of the discovery. 
Grading or further ground disturbance should not resume within the area until the Project Archaeologist 
can recommend appropriate mitigation in consultation with the lead agency, the applicant, and any 
participating Native American Tribes. Work would be allowed to continue outside of the buffer area. If the 
find is determined to be significant and avoidance of the site is not feasible, a data recovery plan should 
be prepared by the Project Archaeologist, in consultation with the lead agency, the applicant, and 
participating Native American tribes.  This recovery plan may include: preparation of a research design; 
mapping of artifacts and features; surface collection of artifacts; systematic test excavations; artifact tool 
and source analysis; and preparation of a technical report to present evaluation results.  Any resources 
that are determined eligible would require mitigation of significant impacts.  Mitigation options for historical 
resources typically consist of the following: preservation in place, which is the preferred approach to 
mitigate effects to historical resources.  If preservation in place is not feasible, then a Phase III data 
recovery plan, which provides for adequate recovery of scientifically consequential information from, and 
about, the historical resource, shall be prepared and adopted prior to any undertaking or project-related 
excavation.  With implementation of these monitoring and avoidance measures, no significant adverse 
effect to prehistoric resources under Section 106 of the NHPA and under CEQA are anticipated. 

8.2.2. Inadvertent Discovery Plan 
Although the potential for discovery of buried cultural materials within the Project Area is low, it is possible 
that previously unknown archaeological or historical resources could be discovered during excavation 
work associated with construction of the project. Inadvertent discovery or damage to archaeological or 
historical resources would be a significant impact.  Similarly, if human remains are inadvertently 
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discovered, this would be a significant impact.  However, existing regulations and standard operating 
procedures protect these resources. In the event that buried cultural deposits (e.g., prehistoric stone 
tools, historic glass bottles, foundations) are encountered during project implementation, all ground-
disturbing activity within 100 feet of the resources shall be halted and a qualified professional 
archaeologist shall be notified immediately and retained to assess the significance of the find.  
Construction activities could continue in other areas.  If the find is determined to be significant by the 
qualified archaeologist (i.e., because it is determined to constitute either a historical resource or a unique 
archaeological resource), the archaeologist shall develop appropriate procedures to protect the integrity 
of the resource and ensure that no additional resources are affected.  Procedures could include 
preservation in place, archival research, subsurface testing, or contiguous block unit excavation and data 
recovery. 
 
In accordance with regulations pertaining to the discovery of human remains (California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5, and the Public Resources Code 5097.98), if human remains are 
encountered during project construction, all work within the vicinity of the find shall cease immediately, a 
50-foot-wide buffer surrounding the discovery shall be established, and the County Coroner shall be 
contacted immediately to examine and evaluate the find.  If the Coroner determines that the remains are 
not recent and are of Native American descent, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission, which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent.  The Most Likely Descendent 
shall complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of notification and may recommend scientific 
removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native American 
burials. 
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9. ENERGY 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

 

9.1. Discussion 
a,b) Construction activities would primarily consume nonrenewable energy resources such as oil, diesel, 
and gasoline through operation of construction equipment, material deliveries, and debris hauling. 
However, construction-related energy consumption would be temporary, and no permanent new source 
of energy demand would result from construction activities. In addition, activities involving the use of 
nonrenewable energy resources would follow construction site BMPs, such as reducing idling time of 
equipment and vehicles to reduce energy use.  Operation of the water supply system does not require 
large amounts of electricity, as most of the water system is powered by gravitational flow.  Electricity is 
required to operate the pumps to draw water from the wells, treat the water, and lift it to the water storage 
tanks.  There is also a booster pump that services 17 service connections in an elevated pressure zone. 
The amount of energy required to run these water pumps is not excessive, and is supplied by San Diego 
Gas and Electric Company. There are also backup generators to power the system in case of 
emergencies. The Proposed Project will not increase the size of the water supply system, and will not 
result in an increase in existing power use.  The proposed project will have a less than significant impact 
upon energy resources.   

9.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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10. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 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 direct 
or indirect risks to life or property? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

10.1. Discussion 
 
 
a-c) The Project Area is in Peninsular Ranges physiographic province: the Coast Ranges section of the 
Basin and Range Province (Fenneman and Johnson 1946).  The surficial geology of the Project Area is 
primarily “Q: Quaternary alluvium and marine deposits (Pliocene to Holocene)” (Jennings et al. 1977).  
The Project Area is not in a zone of landslide risk (California Department of Conservation 2024).  The 
Project Area is in the seismically active region of southern California where several known faults exist. 
The nearest earthquake fault or trace is about 1 mile away; there are two faults in the Jacumba Valley.  
These are not considered to be active; the Project Area is not on a known earthquake fault as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (USGS 2025).  Thus, the Project Area carries 
a relatively low risk of seismic activity and the proposed project is unlikely to suffer structural damage 
from seismic-related forces.  Furthermore, the Proposed Project does not involve inhabitable structures.  
Construction of the proposed project will require conformance to applicable seismic building standards 
(e.g. California Building Code and International Building Code seismic building standards).  These 
standards vary by zone and require structures and infrastructure to be built to withstand seismic effects 
such as rupture, shaking, or liquefaction.  Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact regarding seismic forces and failures because of existing seismic building code 
requirements.   
 
Construction of the proposed project may cause erosion or release of sediment into receiving 
waterbodies.  However, existing laws address this potential impact.  Because the project will likely involve 
the disturbance of at least 1 acre of ground, the project proponent must enroll under the State Water 
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Resources Control Board’s Construction General Permit prior to the initiation of construction.  In 
conjunction with enrollment in this permit program, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Erosion 
Control Plan, and a Hazardous Materials Management/Spill Response Plan must be created and 
implemented during construction to avoid or minimize the potential for erosion, sedimentation, or 
accidental release of hazardous materials.  Implementation of these measures mandated by law would 
reduce potential construction-related impacts to erosion and topsoil loss to a less-than-significant level.  
No mitigation is necessary. 
 
d) According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s soil database “SSURGO/STATSGO”, 
there are 3 mapped soil units within the Project Area: RsC: Rositas loamy coarse sand, 2 to 9 percent 
slopes; LcE2: La Posta rocky loamy coarse sand, 5 to 30 percent slopes, eroded; and CeC: Carrizo very 
gravelly sand, 0 to 9 percent slopes.  These soils are not listed as expansive.  
 
e) The Project does not involve a residence or human occupation of the site.  The project does not include 
the use of, or construction of, new septic tanks and associated disposal facilities.  Therefore, the Project 
would have no impact upon alternative human waste disposal. 
 
f) BCR Consulting LLC prepared a Paleontological Sensitivity Tech Memo (see Appendix D). Most of the 
project site is underlain by Holocene alluvium and fanglomerate (Qya) of the Jacumba Valley floor 
comprising poorly consolidated silts, sands, and gravels that were apparently deposited from ephemeral 
streams less than 5,000 years before present. No fossils are known from these deposits, and the 
relatively young age suggests a low probability for fossils. The westernmost portion of the project site is 
underlain by Julian Schist which includes quartzite and quartz-mica schist with some marble and 
amphibolite. Although the age of this sediment is postulated as Triassic, it has also been cited as “late 
and middle Jurassic” (Demere 2009:10). The fossil sensitivity of this formation is “zero” (ibid).  The Project 
Area is not recorded as a site that contains fossils, according to the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology database. Based on this information, the project site exhibits low sensitivity for buried 
fossils. Therefore, no additional paleontological resource work or monitoring is recommended. Although 
the potential for discovery of paleontological resources within the Project Area is considered to be very 
low, it is possible that previously unknown paleontological resources could be discovered during grading 
and excavation work associated with construction of the project. This is a potentially significant impact 
before mitigation. 

10.2. Mitigation 
Inadvertent Discovery Plan 
 
Although the potential for discovery of paleontological resources within the Project Area is low, it is 
possible that previously unknown paleontological resources could be discovered during grading and 
excavation work associated with construction of the project. However, standard operating procedures are 
established by law to protect paleontological resources.  In  the  event  that  a  paleontological  resource  
is  inadvertently  discovered  during  Project-related  work, regardless of the depth of work or location, 
work must be halted within 30 feet of the find and a qualified paleontologist  notified immediately so that 
an assessment of its potential significance can be undertaken. If the find is determined to be significant, 
it should be salvaged following current standards (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010) and curated 
at a certified repository such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology. 
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11. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

11.1. Discussion 
 
a,b) The County of San Diego does not currently have any approved quantitative thresholds related to 
GHG emissions. Therefore, the quantitative analysis provided herein relies upon the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted screening threshold for industrial projects of 10,000 
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year for stationary source projects when 
determining the significance of GHG emissions under CEQA (SCAQMD 2008). The SCAQMD’s 
jurisdiction has similar climate and land use patterns as San Diego County (i.e., dense population centers 
and industrial areas to the west and along the coast and rural, low population density areas to the east). 
Additionally, the relative mix of GHG sources in the two regions is similar. Cumulative GHG impacts 
would be potentially significant and require further analysis if the project results in emissions that exceed 
10,000 MTCO2e beyond current baseline emissions. 
 
GHG emissions associated with project construction and operation were quantified using CalEEMod. The 
CalEEMod input data, included in this report as Appendix A, lists the assumptions and parameters. The 
total estimated annual emissions from construction are 91 MTCO2e per year.  The total estimated annual 
emissions from operation are 12 MTCO2e per year.  These construction and operation emissions are well 
below SCAQMD’s 10,000 MTCO2e per year threshold. Therefore, the project would not generate GHG 
emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment. This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required.  Likewise, project emissions are not sufficiently large to conflict 
with the implementation of the applicable air quality plans. 

11.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
  
  



CEQA Checklist 

 Page 23 

12. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

12.1. Discussion 
 
a,b) During construction of the proposed project, soil or surface water quality has a minor potential to be 
degraded from the accidental release of hazardous materials or petroleum products from sources such 
as heavy equipment servicing or refueling or from the application of PVC solvents and glues.  To address 
potential indirect impacts to receiving water bodies from pollution during construction of the proposed 
projects, a hazardous materials management / spill response plan will be implemented as required by 
law.  Note that some of the existing water mains consist of asbestos cement pipe.  Exposure to asbestos 
fibers can cause serious health issues as it is a known carcinogen and can cause severe respiratory 
problems.  Removal of this asbestos cement pipe will require special handling and disposal, and these 
are regulated under existing laws (see California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 1529: Asbestos, 
as well as Cal OSHA requirements). 
 
Operation of the proposed project will not use any hazardous materials other than chlorine.  The use of 
diesel to run the backup generators is also a possible contaminant if released to the ground.   Any utility 
district or business enterprise that engages in hazardous materials / petroleum product storage, use, 
and/or disposal would be required to comply with existing federal, state, and local requirements for 
managing hazardous materials.  These plans include the primary hazardous materials programs 
administered by the Certified Unified Program Agency as well as other requirements of state and federal 
laws and regulations.  Depending on the precise types and quantities of hazardous materials used, 
stored, and disposed of from the Project Area, these requirements may include the preparation of, 
implementation of, and training in the various plans, programs, and permits: 
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Aboveground and Underground Storage Tank Permits.   Facilities with storage tanks must be 
permitted. Other plans, such as a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) 
Program, may be required due to the size and type of hazardous materials stored in the storage 
tank. The SPCC Program provides a detailed engineering analysis of the potential for release 
from oil-filled equipment, and describes the measures, such as secondary containment and 
emergency response, which will be implemented to reduce the release potential. 
 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan (Business Plan).  Facilities that use, store, or handle 
hazardous materials in quantities greater than 500 pounds, 55 gallons, or 200 cubic feet are 
required to prepare a Business Plan. The Business Plan would contain facility maps, up-to-date 
inventories of all hazardous materials for each shop/area, emergency response procedures, 
equipment, and a description of employee training. 

 
The project will not 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, because any proposed use or construction activity that might use hazardous materials is 
subject to permit and inspection by the County.  Furthermore, operation of the project will not require the 
use of hazardous materials and there will be no human occupation of the Project Area itself. 
 
c) The proposed project, and the water system in general, does not emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Use of chlorine is regulated under the 
County CUPA and a hazardous materials business plan is implemented.  
  
d) The following State hazardous materials databases were also queried in May 2025:   

• EnviroStor is an online search and Geographic Information System tool for identifying sites that 
have known contamination or sites for which there may be reasons to investigate further.  The 
EnviroStor database includes the following site types: Federal Superfund sites (National Priority 
List); State Response, including Military Facilities and State Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and 
School sites. 

• GeoTracker is a geographic information system maintained by the California State Water 
Resources Control Board. 

 
The Project Area is not on any list of hazardous materials sites.  The nearest sites are either too far away 
from the Project Area to be significant, or they have contamination incidents that have been remediated 
and the cases closed.  The nearest sites are: 
 

• Jacumba Airport, Formerly Used Defense Site, DTSC Site Type: Military Evaluation; DTSC 
Status: Inactive - Needs Evaluation 

• Rodgers Auto Repair, 44490 Old Highway 80, Jacumba: leaking underground storage tank 
(LUST) Cleanup Site; Status: completed - case closed 1998 

• E Haegele-APN#660-110-7, 44485 Old Highway 80, Jacumba: LUST cleanup site; Status: 
completed - case closed 

• Jacumba Burn Dumps I & II, 1000 Old Highway 80, Jacumba: Cleanup Program Site; removal of 
burn debris: Status: completed - case closed 

• Josephine Noltz, 44535 Old Highway 80, Jacumba: LUST Cleanup Site; gasoline leak in 2004; 
disposal of contaminated soil; tanks removed; Status: completed - case closed 

 
e) The Project Area is not within an airport land use plan, but the east end of the Project Area is about a 
quarter mile from the Jacumba Airport safety zone (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2020). 
There is no conflict with any airport land use plan. 
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f) The project will not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan, because the Proposed Project will implement a traffic 
control plant that will ensure that at least one lane is open on public roads that are involved in the project.   
 
g) The Project Area is located on areas that are paved, graveled, landscaped or mowed, or otherwise 
lacking in dense natural vegetation.  Fire breaks exist in the form of roads.  Existing laws, such as 
requirements for maintenance of defensible space around structures and fire safety requirements, would 
reduce potential wildfire risks.   The project will not expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.  No new buildings are proposed that house humans.  There 
is no increased risk for wildfire due to operation of the proposed project.  Adherence with existing 
regulations and best management practices, such as requirements for maintenance of defensible space, 
the use of spark arrestors, and implementation of a construction fire safety plan, would mitigate fire risks.  
Implementation of the proposed project will have a less than significant impact upon the risk of wildfire.  
The combination of these existing regulations and protective measures would reduce fire risk to a less-
than-significant level. 

12.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
  



CEQA Checklist 

 Page 26 

13. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

13.1. Discussion 
The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is responsible for developing and 
enforcing water quality objectives and implementing plans that will best protect the County's waters while 
recognizing local differences in climate, topography, geology and hydrology. The Project Area is located 
within the plan area of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Colorado River Basin Region (Basin Plan).  
The Basin Plan establishes water quality objectives.  The Project Area is located in the Boundary Creek-
Carrizo Creek watershed (HUC  18010020203). 
 

The San Diego RWQCB adopted the NPDES Regional Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 
(Regional MS4) Permit that covers San Diego County co-permittees. As a co-permittee, the County was 
required to develop and regularly update Runoff Management Plans and Programs, including Water 
Quality Improvement Plans and a Jurisdictional Management Program. Permit requirements in the 
County are generally implemented through the County’s WPO. In addition, the County’s BMP Design 
Manual provides specific guidance and measures for land development and public improvement projects 
to comply with the Regional MS4 Permit. 
 
a) An aquatic resources assessment for the presence of potentially-jurisdictional water resources within 
the Project Area was performed by Graening and Associates, LLC.  This assessment determined there 
are no channels within the Project Area.  Although there are various roadside ditches in the Project Area, 
none of them are jurisdictional channels.  This aquatic resources assessment also determined that there 
are no wetlands within the Project Area.  The nearest feature is a Jacumba Lake and associated marshes 
to the north and riverine features within Boundary Creek. Thus, Project construction will not directly 
impact any surface water bodies.  Operation of the project does not produce liquid waste discharge. The 
Proposed Project would conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the Basin Plan if it discharged 
pollutants into surface waters or groundwater or violated any water quality objectives or impaired 
beneficial uses.  Operation of the Proposed Project does not discharge pollutants into the environment.   
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Water quality will be protected from sediment during construction by implementation of an erosion control 
plan during construction.  Implementation of the proposed project will have no impact upon water quality 
plans. 
 
To address potential indirect impacts to receiving water bodies from pollution during construction of the 
proposed project, the project proponent must enroll under the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
Construction General Permit prior to the initiation of construction.  In conjunction with enrollment in this 
permit program, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Erosion Control Plan, and a Hazardous 
Materials Management/Spill Response Plan must be created and implemented during construction to 
avoid or minimize the potential for erosion, sedimentation, or accidental release of hazardous materials.  
Implementation of these measures mandated by law would reduce potential construction-related impacts 
to erosion and topsoil loss to a less-than-significant level.  No mitigation is necessary. 
 
b)  The Proposed Project does not increase water consumption.  The Proposed Project is simply an 
infrastructure improvement to an existing water supply system, and does not involve expansion or 
increased water use.  There will be no impacts to groundwater resources.   
 
c)  Implementation of the proposed project will not alter drainage patterns or hydrology because the 
Project Area is in upland areas and does not contain any water resources (channels or wetlands) and 
because pre-project contours will be restored after pipe burial.  The proposed project will have a less 
than significant impact upon drainage patterns and other hydrologic issues.   
 
d) The Proposed Project will not be impacted by seiche or tsunami because the project is not adjacent 
to any body of water that has the potential of seiche or tsunami, such as the Pacific Ocean.  The Project 
Area is not near the ocean or on a steeply sloped hill.  Implementation of the proposed project will have 
no impact on the environment from inundation from seiche or tsunami.  According to the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood maps, the Project Area is not located within a mapped 
FEMA floodway or flood plain. However, the project site is within FEMA Zone D, which indicates that 
flood risk is undetermined because the agency has not conducted a flood hazard analysis. Boundary 
Creek is adjacent to the JCSD water treatment plant, and could cause localized flooding.  However, the 
JCSD facilities are outside of the flood zone and no new structures are proposed within a flood-prone 
area.    Thus, there will be no impact from flood hazards. 
 
e)  The Project Area is located within the Jacumba Valley Groundwater Basin.   According to the USEPA, 
the Project Area is not located in a sole source aquifer (USEPA, 2022).  Municipal water supply for the 
town of Jacumba Hot Springs is provided by Jacumba Community Services District. The Proposed 
Project is simply an infrastructure improvement to an existing water supply system, and does not involve 
expansion or increased water use.  There will be no impacts to groundwater resources. 

13.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is necessary. 
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14. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

14.1. Discussion 
a,b)  The Project Area is located within the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan area of the County’s 
General Plan, in unincorporated San Diego County (County of San Diego, 2011).  The project site has a 
County of San Diego General Plan land use designation of Specific Plan Area and zoning designation of 
S88 (Specific Planning Area). The proposed project is consistent with the existing County of San Diego 
General Plan land use (Specific Plan Area) and exempt from zoning (S88 – Specific Planning Area) 
designations for the Project Area. The Specific Plan Area land use designation allows for major facilities 
that are built and maintained for public use, including community service facilities. 
 
The Proposed Project will not physically divide an established community because the project does not 
involve the construction of barriers, such as new roads, and because no one will be displaced from their 
homes.  The Proposed Project is simply the improvement of an existing water distribution system that is 
compliant with all applicable land use policies and regulations.    Therefore, the project will have no impact 
upon land use and planning.   

14.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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15. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

15.1. Discussion 
a,b) The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act requires that local jurisdictions enact planning procedures 
to guide mineral conservation and extraction at particular sites and to incorporate mineral resource 
management policies into their general plans.  On this basis, it is presumed that counties would, as 
needed and as applicable, encourage the conservation (i.e., protection from incompatible land uses) of 
areas designated as having substantial potential for mineral extraction and discourage development that 
would substantially preclude the future development of mining facilities in these areas. The potential for 
the extraction of substantial mineral resources from lands classified by the State as areas that contain 
mineral resources (Mineral Resource Zone [MRZ]-3) would be considered by counties at a local level 
when making land use decisions.  For these reasons, no significant impacts are anticipated related to the 
availability or use of a known, valuable mineral resource, either at a program level or cumulatively. 
 
The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act Mineral Lands Classification data portal is a geographic 
information system provided by the Department of Conservation through data maintained by the 
California Geological Survey.  The Mineral Lands Classification database does not designate the Project 
Area as a mineral resource zone.  The Proposed Project will not impact any mineral resource zone and 
will have no impact upon mineral resources.    

15.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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16. NOISE 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip 
or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

16.1. Discussion 
The existing noise environment consists of rural setting with residences, road corridors, and agricultural 
activities.  Noise sources consist primarily of vehicular traffic along public roads and state highways.  The 
nearest sensitive receptors to the Project Area are primarily residences, although there are three 
churches and one elementary school in, or near, the Project Area. 
 
a,b) Construction of the proposed project will generate temporary noise from the operation of heavy 
equipment and from vehicles that deliver materials or worker commutes.  The anticipated duration of 
construction is only a few days to a few weeks per water main alignment.  The County noise ordinance 
limits the hours of construction to times when people are typically awake or at work.  Ground vibrations 
from heavy machinery will be generated, but could only be felt within a few hundred feet of the project 
area.  No blasting is necessary.  The construction period is of short duration in any particular project 
alignment.  Operation of the water supply system does not generate much noise as the use of water 
pumps is rather quiet.  Operation of the emergency generator would occur only during power loss, and 
would only be run for short duration.  Therefore, construction of the proposed project will have a less than 
significant noise or vibration impact. 
 
c) The east end of the Project Area is about a quarter mile from the Jacumba Airport, which is the nearest 
airport.  Implementation of the Proposed Project will not subject residents to excessive noise levels and 
does not involve an airport. 

16.2. MITIGATION 
No mitigation is necessary.  
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16.3. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

16.4. Discussion 
a,b) The Proposed Project improves and modernizes an existing water supply system, but it does not 
increase service capacity.  Thus, implementation of the project cannot significantly induce population 
growth or expand utility services.  No families or businesses will be displaced by the development of this 
Proposed Project.   

16.5. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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17. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) 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? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
ii) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iii) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iv) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
v) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

17.1. Discussion 
 
a, i-v)  In the Project Area, public services are provided primarily by the County.  The Proposed Project 
would not induce growth or otherwise substantially increase demand for public services.  The project is 
simply the improvement of an existing water supply system.  Therefore, there would be no impact to 
public services. 

17.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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18. RECREATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) 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) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

18.1. Discussion 
a-b) There is a lot of public agency land (Bureau of Land Management and CA State Parks) present in 
the area, including the Jacumba Mountains Wilderness, and these lands offer recreational opportunities 
such as hiking and off-road driving.  The following public parks and recreational facilities are within a mile 
of the Project Area are: Jacumba Lake; In-Ko-Pah County Park; Jacumba Community Park; and Valley 
of the Moon Trail.  There is a water main alignment that is adjacent to the southwest corner of Jacumba 
Community Park (at the junction of Railroad Street and Heber Street).  Project construction may impact 
this road temporarily, but only one of the two lanes of traffic would need to be closed.  The traffic control 
plan implemented for the Proposed Project would ensure orderly use of this single lane.  Furthermore, 
the entrance to Jacumba Community Park would not be impacted.  The Proposed Project would not 
involve parks or recreational facilities, and does not induce growth because no utility expansion is 
proposed.  The Proposed Project would not have any potential to cause or accelerate physical 
deterioration of recreational facilities, or include or require construction, expansion, or increased use of 
such facilities.  The Proposed Project would have no impact upon recreation resources. 

18.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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19. TRANSPORTATION 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
 

19.1. Discussion 
a-e) Regional transportation patterns consist of: through-traffic on Old Highway 80 going east-west 
through the town of Jacumba Hot Springs, and regionally, Interstate 8 runs east-west.  Surface streets 
provide access to commercial and residential areas.  Construction of the proposed project is not 
anticipated to generate substantial numbers of vehicle trips on public roads.  The daily trip estimate is 2 
to 8 roundtrips per day with pickup trucks, dump trucks, and equipment operators for up to several weeks 
per watermain alignment, and additional 1 roundtrip per week for tractor-trailers carrying materials or 
heavy equipment for staging and material laydown.  This low number of total trips resulting from 
construction will not significantly impact traffic flow on any roadway. 
  
Construction of the Proposed Project does not require complete road closures, but it will require 
temporary lane closures on one of the two lanes of traffic on various project roads.  The County requires 
a traffic control plan for lane closures.  The traffic control plan that will be implemented for this project 
during construction will ensure that emergency vehicles may still pass through all roads and that the 
traffic flow is not significantly disrupted.   
 
The proposed project does not propose any new development, construction or physical change to the 
environment that would directly or indirectly result in any impacts to on‐ground transportation and traffic, 
including emergency access.  There will be a less than significant impact to circulation systems and 
emergency access. 

19.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is necessary. 
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20. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

i) 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 §5020.1(k), 
or 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

ii) 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 §5024.1.  In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code §5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

20.1. Discussion 
a) On April 24, 2025, the Native American Heritage Commission responded to the request for a Sacred 
Lands File search, and indicated that the results were positive (although details were suppressed 
because of their sensitivity).  The Native American Heritage Commission provided a list of tribes to 
contact form more information.  The JCSD initiated Assembly Bill (AB) 52 Native American Consultation 
for the project, and sent out letters to all of these tribes on May 20, 2025; these letters contained 
information about the project and a request for any information about cultural resources that may be of 
religious or cultural significance to their communities and which might be impacted by the Proposed 
Project. 
 
Summarize responses after June 30, 2025 deadline  
 
While unlikely, there is the potential to encounter previously unidentified tribal cultural resources during 
construction.  This is a potentially significant impact before mitigation. 

20.2. Mitigation 
Mitigation Measures 8.2.1 and 8.2.2 have been prescribed to protect known prehistoric resources and to 
implement a plan for inadvertent discovery of cultural resources.  With implementation of these mitigation 
measures, project implementation will have a less than significant impact upon tribal cultural resources. 
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21. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Negatively impact the provision of solid waste services or 
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
f) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

21.1. Discussion 
a,b,c,d,e,f) The JCSD supplies the residents of Jacumba Hot Springs with drinking water, and the 
Proposed Project implements crucial repairs and upgrades to the existing system.  The Proposed Project 
would not significantly expand the water supply system such that it induces growth because the proposed 
project is addressing only current deficiencies in the system.  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
will not require any significant relocation or construction of new utility facilities. The Proposed Project 
itself will not generate wastewater or solid waste.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will have no adverse 
impacts upon utilities and service systems. 

21.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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22. WILDFIRE 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

22.1. Discussion 
a-d)  The Project Area is located within a State Responsibility Area that is rated as High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, 2025).  The Project Area is located 
on areas that are paved, graveled, landscaped or mowed, or otherwise lacking in dense natural 
vegetation.  Fire breaks exist in the form of roads.  The Public Resources Code includes fire safety 
regulations that apply to fire hazard areas during the time of year designated as having hazardous fire 
conditions. During the fire hazard season, these regulations restrict the use of equipment that may 
produce a spark or fire, require the use of spark arrestors on engines, and specify fire-suppression 
equipment that must be provided on-site for various types of work in fire-prone areas.  Public Resources 
Code section 4291 provides that a person who maintains a building or structure on land that is covered 
with flammable material shall at all times maintain defensible space.   
 
Existing laws, such as requirements for maintenance of defensible space around structures and fire 
safety requirements, would reduce potential wildfire risks.   The project will not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.  No new buildings are 
proposed that house humans.  There is no increased risk for wildfire due to operation of the proposed 
project.  Adherence with existing regulations and best management practices, such as requirements for 
maintenance of defensible space, the use of spark arrestors, and implementation of a construction fire 
safety plan, would mitigate fire risks.  Implementation of the proposed project will have a less than 
significant impact upon the risk of wildfire.  The combination of these existing regulations and protective 
measures would reduce fire risk to a less-than-significant level. 

22.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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23. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
 

23.1. Discussion 
a) Environmental Quality. The Project would not 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, or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community.  The Project would not impact 
rare or endangered wildlife species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory.  The rationale for making this determination has been presented in the preceding 
chapters. 
 
b,c) Cumulative Impacts and Adverse Effects on Human Beings. The Project would not result in adverse 
impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable and would not involve substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. All of these potential effects would be less 
than significant with implementation of existing regulations or mitigation measures identified in this 
document and would not contribute in considerable levels to cumulative impacts. 
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View looking west of Boundary Creek and riparian trees (outside of Project Area) 

 

 

View looking east along Old Highway 88, with buried water main on right shoulder (not 
visible) 



 

View looking south of JCSD fenced compound containing water storage tanks, with 
international border fence in background. 

 

View looking south of JCSD water mains installed above ground because they cannot be 
installed underground because of bedrock below 



 

View looking east from Snob Hill Road of the JCSD booster station compound. 

  

 

View looking north of the JCSD booster station compound. 



 

View looking south along Railroad Street of residential area (water mains under street). 

 

View looking south on Heber Street of the Jacumba Community Park (water mains under 
street). 



 

View looking south on Snob Hill Road of residential area (water mains under street). 

 

View of typical street in Jacumba Hot Springs 



 

View of typical street in Jacumba Hot Springs 

 

View of typical street in Jacumba Hot Springs 

 



 

View of typical street in Jacumba Hot Springs 

 

 

View of typical street in Jacumba Hot Springs 



 

View looking north from Old Highway 80 of the area containing Well 4 and Well 8. 
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APPENDIX 3:  SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES TABLE AND POTENTIAL 
TO OCCUR 
 
 



Special-status Species Reported by CNDDB and CNPS in the Vicinity of the Study Area 
 

Scientific Name Common Name Status* General Habitat** Microhabitat** Potential to Occur in Project Area*** 

Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk CSSC WOODLAND, CHIEFLY OF OPEN, INTERRUPTED OR MARGINAL TYPE. NEST SITES MAINLY IN RIPARIAN GROWTHS OF DECIDUOUS TREES, AS IN CANYON 
BOTTOMS ON RIVER FLOOD-PLAINS; ALSO, LIVE OAKS. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Acmispon haydonii pygmy lotus 1B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB, PINYON-JUNIPER WOODLAND. CREOSOTE BUSH SCRUB TO PINYON-JUNIPER WOODLAND; ROCKY SITES.  600-
1200M. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Agelaius tricolor tricolored blackbird CT HIGHLY COLONIAL SPECIES, MOST NUMBEROUS IN CENTRAL VALLEY & VICINITY. 
LARGELY ENDEMIC TO CALIFORNIA. 

REQUIRES OPEN  WATER, PROTECTED NESTING SUBSTRATE, & FORAGING AREA 
WITH  INSECT PREY WITHIN A FEW KM OF THE COLONY. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Anniella stebbinsi Southern California 
legless lizard 

CSSC LOOSE, SANDY SOILS AND COASTAL SAND DUNES PREFERS AREAS WHERE IT CAN EASILY BURROW, SUCH AS COASTAL DUNES, 
SANDY WASHES, AND LOOSE SOIL IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Antrozous pallidus pallid bat CSSC DESERTS, GRASSLANDS, SHRUBLANDS, WOODLANDS & FORESTS. MOST COMMON 
IN OPEN, DRY HABITATS WITH ROCKY AREAS FOR ROOSTING. 

ROOSTS MUST PROTECT BATS FROM HIGH TEMPERATURES. VERY SENSITIVE TO 
DISTURBANCE OF ROOSTING SITES. 

Low. Foraging habitat is present. 

Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle CSSC ROLLING FOOTHILLS, MOUNTAIN AREAS, SAGE-JUNIPER FLATS, & DESERT. CLIFF-WALLED CANYONS PROVIDE NESTING HABITAT IN MOST PARTS OF RANGE; 
ALSO, LARGE TREES IN OPEN AREAS. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Arizona elegans occidentalis California glossy 
snake 

CSSC ARID SCRUB, ROCKY WASHES, GRASSLANDS, CHAPARRAL PREFER MICROHABITATS OF OPEN AREAS AND AREAS WITH SOIL LOOSE ENOUGH 
FOR EASY BURROWING 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Asio otus long-eared owl CSSC RIPARIAN BOTTOMLANDS GROWN TO TALL WILLOWS & COTTONWOODS; ALSO, 
BELTS OF LIVE OAK PARALLELING STREAM COURSES. 

REQUIRE ADJACENT OPEN LAND PRODUCTIVE OF MICE AND THE PRESENCE OF OLD 
NESTS OF CROWS, HAWKS, OR MAGPIES FOR BREEDING. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri coastal whiptail CSSC FOUND IN DESERTS & SEMIARID AREAS WITH SPARSE VEGETATION AND OPEN 
AREAS. ALSO FOUND IN WOODLAND & RIPARIAN AREAS. 

GROUND MAY BE FIRM SOIL, SANDY, OR ROCKY. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
undisturbed habitat. 

Astragalus douglasii var. 
perstrictus 

Jacumba milk-vetch 1B.2 CHAPARRAL, CISMONTANE WOODLAND, VALLEY AND FOOTHILL GRASSLAND. STONY HILLSIDES AND GRAVELLY OR SANDY FLATS IN OPEN OAK WOODLAND.  900-
1370M. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Astragalus insularis var. 
harwoodii 

Harwood's milk-vetch 2B.2 DESERT DUNES. OPEN SANDY FLATS AND SANDY OR STONY DESERT WASHES; MOSTLY IN 
CREOSOTE BUSH SCRUB.  -50-500M. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Athene cunicularia burrowing owl CSSC OPEN, DRY ANNUAL OR PERENIAL GRASSLANDS, DESERTS & SCRUBLANDS 
CHARACTERIZED BY LOW-GROWING VEGETATION. 

SUBTERRANEAN NESTER, DEPENDENT UPON BURROWING MAMMALS, MOST 
NOTABLY, THE CALIFORNIA GROUND SQUIRREL. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
undisturbed habitat. 

Ayenia compacta California ayenia 2B.3 MOJAVEAN DESERT SCRUB, SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. SANDY AND GRAVELLY WASHES IN THE DESERT; DRY DESERT CANYONS.  150-
1095M. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Bursera microphylla little-leaf elephant tree 2B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. HILLSIDES AND WASHES AND ON CANYON SIDES IN CALIFORNIA; ROCKY SITES.  200-
700M. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Calliandra eriophylla pink fairy-duster 2B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. SANDY OR ROCKY SITES IN THE DESERT.  120-1500M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Carlowrightia arizonica Arizona carlowrightia 2B.2 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. SANDY, GRANITIC ALLUVIUM; ASSOCIATED WITH PALM OASES IN CALIFORNIA.  285-
430 M. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Chaetodipus californicus 
femoralis 

Dulzura pocket mouse CSSC VARIETY OF HABITATS INCLUDING COASTAL SCRUB, CHAPARRAL & GRASSLAND IN 
SAN DIEGO CO. 

ATTRACTED TO GRASS-CHAPARRAL EDGES. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Chaetodipus fallax pallidus pallid San Diego 
pocket mouse 

CSSC DESERT BORDER AREAS IN EASTERN SAN DIEGO CO. IN DESERT WASH, DESERT 
SCRUB, DESERT SUCCULENT SCRUB, PINYON-JUNIPER, ETC. 

SANDY HERBACEOUS AREAS, USUALLY IN ASSOCIATION WITH ROCKS OR COARSE 
GRAVEL. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Chorizanthe polygonoides 
var. longispina 

long-spined 
spineflower 

1B.2 CHAPARRAL, COASTAL SCRUB, MEADOWS, VALLEY AND FOOTHILL GRASSLAND. GABBROIC CLAY.  30-1450M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Clarkia delicata delicate clarkia 1B.2 CISMONTANE WOODLAND, CHAPARRAL. 235-1000M. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 



Scientific Name Common Name Status* General Habitat** Microhabitat** Potential to Occur in Project Area*** 

Coleonyx switaki barefoot banded 
gecko 

CT FOUND ONLY IN AREAS OF MASSIVE ROCK & ROCK OUTCROPS AT THE HEADS OF 
CANYONS. 

OCCURS IN ROCK CRACKS & CREVICES None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's big-eared 
bat 

CSSC THROUGHOUT CALIFORNIA IN A WIDE VARIETY OF HABITATS. MOST COMMON IN 
MESIC SITES. 

ROOSTS IN THE OPEN, HANGING FROM WALLS & CEILINGS. ROOSTING SITES 
LIMITING. EXTREMELY SENSITIVE TO HUMAN DISTURBANCE. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Crotalus ruber red-diamond 
rattlesnake 

CSSC CHAPARRRAL, WOODLAND, GRASSLAND, & DESERT AREAS FROM COASTAL SAN 
DIEGO COUNTY TO THE EASTERN SLOPES OF THE MOUNTAINS. 

OCCURS IN ROCKY AREAS & DENSE VEGETATION. NEEDS RODENT BURROWS, 
CRACKS IN ROCKS OR SURFACE COVER OBJECTS. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Cylindropuntia fosbergii pink teddy-bear cholla 1B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. 85-850 M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Deinandra floribunda Tecate tarplant 1B.2 CHAPARRAL, COASTAL SCRUB. OFTEN IN LITTLE DRAINAGES OR DISTURBED AREAS.  70-1220M. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Dieteria asteroides var. 
lagunensis 

Mt. Laguna aster 2B.1 CISMONTANE WOODLAND, LOWER MONTANE CONIFEROUS FOREST. OPENINGS IN WOODLAND OR FOREST.  800-2400 M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Ericameria cuneata var. 
macrocephala 

Laguna Mountains 
goldenbush 

1B.3 CHAPARRAL. ENDEMIC TO THE LAGUNA MOUNTAINS. AMONG BOULDERS; IN CREVICES IN 
GRANITIC OUTCROPS AND IN ROCKY SOIL.  1185-1850M. 

None. Out of known range. 

Eryngium aristulatum var. 
parishii 

San Diego button-
celery 

FE, 
CE 

VERNAL POOLS, COASTAL SCRUB, VALLEY AND FOOTHILL GRASSLAND. SAN DIEGO MESA HARDPAN & CLAYPAN VERNAL POOLS & SOUTHERN INTERIOR 
BASALT FLOW VERNAL POOLS; USUSUALLY SURROUNDED BY SCRU 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Eucnide rupestris annual rock-nettle 2B.2 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. 500-600M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Eumops perotis californicus western mastiff bat CSSC MANY OPEN, SEMI-ARID TO ARID HABITATS, INCLUDING CONIFER & DECIDUOUS 
WOODLANDS, COASTAL SCRUB, GRASSLANDS, CHAPARRAL ETC 

ROOSTS IN CREVICES IN CLIFF FACES, HIGH BUILDINGS, TREES & TUNNELS. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Euphorbia abramsiana Abrams' spurge 2B.2 MOJAVEAN DESERT SCRUB, SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. SANDY SITES. -45-1213 M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Euphorbia arizonica Arizona spurge 2B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. SANDY SOILS.  50-300 M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Euphydryas editha quino quino checkerspot 
butterfly 

FE SUNNY OPENINGS WITHIN CHAPARRAL & COASTAL SAGE SHRUBLANDS IN PARTS OF 
RIVERSIDE & SAN DIEGO COUNTIES. 

HILLS & MESAS NEAR THE COAST. NEED HIGH DENSITIES OF FOOD PLANTS 
PLANTAGO ERECTA, P. INSULARIS, ORTHOCARPUS PURPURESCENS 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Falco mexicanus prairie falcon CSSC INHABITS DRY, OPEN TERRAIN, EITHER LEVEL OR HILLY. BREEDING SITES LOCATED ON CLIFFS. FORAGES FAR AFIELD, EVEN TO 
MARSHLANDS AND OCEAN SHORES. 

Low. Foraging habitat present in 
some areas. 

Galium angustifolium ssp. 
borregoense 

Borrego bedstraw 1B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. STEEP WALLS AND (USUALLY N) SLOPES IN ROCKY WATERSHEDS OR CANYONS.  
350-1100M. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Galium angustifolium ssp. 
jacinticum 

San Jacinto Mountains 
bedstraw 

1B.3 LOWER MONTANE CONIFEROUS FOREST. OPEN MIXED FOREST.  1630-1940M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Geraea viscida sticky geraea 2B.2 CHAPARRAL. LOAMY COARSE SAND TO GRAVELLY SAND SOILS; OFTEN IN POST BURNED AREAS 
AND IN BULLDOZED AREAS.  450-1700M. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Gopherus agassizii desert tortoise FT, 
CT 

DESERT SANDY FLATS TO ROCKY FOOTHILLS, INCLUDING ALLUVIAL FANS, WASHES AND 
CANYONS 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
sand. 

Herissantia crispa curly herissantia 2B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. 700-725 M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Heuchera brevistaminea Laguna Mountains 
alumroot 

1B.3 BROADLEAVED UPLAND FOREST, CHAPARRAL, CISMONTANE WOODLAND, RIPARIAN 
FOREST. 

STEEP, ROCKY SLOPES.  1360-2000M. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Hulsea californica San Diego sunflower 1B.3 LOWER MONTANE CONIFEROUS FOREST, UPPER MONTANE CONIFEROUS FOREST, 
CHAPARRAL. 

COARSE TO FINE SANDY LOAM IN DISTURBED CHAPARRAL OPENINGS AT HIGH 
ELEVATIONS.  1000-2915M. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 
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Hulsea mexicana Mexican hulsea 2B.3 CHAPARRAL. VOLCANIC SOILS OR BURNS AND DISTURBED SITES.  665-1200 M. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Ipomopsis tenuifolia slender-leaved 
ipomopsis 

2B.3 CHAPARRAL, PINYON AND JUNIPER WOODLAND, SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. DRY ROCKY OR GRAVELLY SLOPES.  100-1200M. Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Isocoma menziesii var. 
decumbens 

decumbent 
goldenbush 

1B.2 COASTAL SCRUB. SANDY SOILS; OFTEN IN DISTURBED SITES.  10-910M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Lasiurus cinereus hoary bat CSSC FORESTS OF THE EASTERN U.S. AND IN ARID DESERTS OF THE SOUTHWEST HABITATS WITH A MIXTURE OF FOREST AND SMALL OPEN AREAS THAT PROVIDE 
EDGES 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Lasiurus xanthinus western yellow bat CSSC FOUND IN VALLEY FOOTHILL RIPARIAN, DESERT RIPARIAN, DESERT WASH, AND 
PALM OASIS HABITATS. 

ROOSTS IN TREES, PARTICULARLY PALMS. FORAGES OVER WATER AND AMONG 
TREES. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Laterallus jamaicensis 
coturniculus 

California black rail CT INHABITS FRESHWATER MARSHES, WET MEADOWS & SHALLOW MARGINS OF 
SALTWATER MARSHES BORDERING LARGER BAYS. 

NEEDS WATER DEPTHS OF ABOUT 1 INCH THAT DOES NOT FLUCTUATE DURING THE 
YEAR & DENSE VEGETATION FOR NESTING HABITAT. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Lepus californicus bennettii San Diego black-tailed 
jackrabbit 

CSSC INTERMEDIATE CANOPY STAGES OF SHRUB HABITATS & OPEN SHRUB / 
HERBACEOUS & TREE / HERBACEOUS EDGES. 

COASTAL SAGE SCRUB HABITATS IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Linanthus bellus desert beauty 2B.1 CHAPARRAL. DRY SLOPES AND FLATS; OPEN SANDY SPOTS IN CHAPARRAL, MOSTLY IN LOAMY 
COARSE SANDY DG SOIL TYPES.  920-1400M. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Linanthus maculatus ssp. 
emaculatus 

Jacumba Mountains 
linanthus 

1B.1 WIDE OPEN SANDY FLATS 
 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
sand. 

Lupinus albifrons var. medius Mountain Springs 
bush lupine 

1B.3 PINYON AND JUNIPER WOODLAND, SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. DRY, SANDY, GENTLY SLOPING CANYON WASHES, SANDY SOIL POCKETS, AND 
FLATS IN STEEPER SLOPES AND DRAINAGES.  425-1370M. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Lycium parishii Parish's desert-thorn 2B.3 COASTAL SCRUB, SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. 300-1000M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Macrotus californicus California leaf-nosed 
bat 

CSSC DESERT RIPARIAN, DESERT WASH, DESERT SCRUB, DESERT SUCCULENT SCRUB, 
ALKALI SCRUB AND PALM OASIS HABITATS. 

NEEDS ROCKY, RUGGED TERRAIN WITH MINES OR CAVES FOR ROOSTING. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Malperia tenuis brown turbans 2B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. SANDY PLACES AND ROCKY SLOPES.  15-335 M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Matelea parvifolia spear-leaf matelea 2B.3 MOJAVEAN DESERT SCRUB, SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. DRY ROCKY LEDGES AND SLOPES.  440-1095M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Mentzelia hirsutissima hairy stickleaf 2B.3 SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. WASHES, FANS, SLOPES; COARSE RUBBLE AND TALUS SLOPES;  ROCKY SITES.  -5-
800M. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Mentzelia tricuspis spiny-hair blazing star 2B.1 MOJAVEAN DESERT SCRUB. SANDY OR GRAVELLY SLOPES AND WASHES.150-1280 M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Myotis volans long-legged myotis CSSC MOST COMMON IN WOODLAND & FOREST HABITATS ABOVE 4000 FT. TREES ARE 
IMPORTANT DAY ROOSTS; CAVES & MINES ARE NIGHT ROOSTS. 

NURSERY COLONIES USUALLY UNDER BARK OR IN HOLLOW TREES, BUT 
OCCASIONALLY IN CREVICES OR BUILDINGS. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Nemacaulis denudata var. 
gracilis 

slender cottonheads 2B.2 COASTAL DUNES, DESERT DUNES, SONORAN DESERT SCRUB. IN DUNES OR SAND.  0-560M. None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Neotoma albigula venusta Colorado Valley 
woodrat 

CSSC LOW-LYING DESERT AREAS IN SOUTHEASTERN CALIFORNIA. CLOSELY ASSOCIATED 
WITH BEAVER-TAIL CACTUS & MESQUITE. 

INTOLERANT OF COLD TEMPS. EATS MAINLY SUCCULENT PLANTS. DISTRIBUTION 
INFLUENCED BY ABUNDANCE OF NEST BUILDING MATERIAL 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Neotoma lepida intermedia San Diego desert 
woodrat 

CSSC COASTAL SCRUB OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY TO SAN 
LUIS OBISPO COUNTY. 

MODERATE TO DENSE CANOPIES PREFERRED. THEY ARE PARTICULARLY 
ABUNDANT IN ROCK OUTCROPS & ROCKY CLIFFS & SLOPES. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 

Onychomys torridus ramona southern grasshopper 
mouse 

CSSC DESERT AREAS, ESPECIALLY SCRUB HABITATS WITH FRIABLE SOILS FOR DIGGING. 
PREFERS LOW TO MODERATE SHRUB COVER. 

FEEDS ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY ON ARTHROPODS, ESPECIALLY SCORPIONS & 
ORTHOPTERAN INSECTS. 

Low. Suitable habitat only in the 
portions of Project Area containing 
chaparral habitat. 

Ovis canadensis nelsoni pop. 
2 

Peninsular bighorn 
sheep DPS 

FE, 
CT 

OPEN DESERT SLOPES BELOW 4,000 FT ELEVATION FROM SAN GORGONIO PASS 
SOUTH INTO MEXICO. 

OPTIMAL HABITAT INCLUDES STEEP WALLED CANYONS AND RIDGES BISECTED BY 
ROCKY OR SANDY WASHES, WITH AVAILABLE WATER. 

None. No suitable habitat in Project 
Area. 









 

 

May 30, 2025 
 
G.O. “Geo” Graening, PhD 
Principal 
Graening & Associates, LLC 
343 Carpenter Hill Road 
Folsom, California 95630 
 
Subject: Paleontological Sensitivity Memo for the Jacumba Water Supply Project, San 

Diego County, California (BCR Consulting Project GAA2501) 
 
Dear Geo: 
 
BCR Consulting LLC (BCR Consulting) has prepared the following Paleontological Sensitivity 
Memo for the Jacumba Water Supply Project (project) in unincorporated Jacumba, San Diego 
County, California. The information is summarized from a previous paleontological sensitivity 
study completed at an adjacent project with identical sediments (Demere 2009, Todd 2004).  
 
Most of the project site is underlain by 
Holocene alluvium and fanglomerate 
(Qya) of the Jacumba Valley floor 
comprising poorly consolidated silts, 
sands, and gravels that were apparently 
deposited from ephemeral streams less 
than 5,000 years before present. No 
fossils are known from these deposits, 
and the relatively young age suggests a 
low probability for fossils. The 
westernmost portion of the project site is 
underlain by Julian Schist which includes 
quartzite and quartz-mica schist with 
some marble and amphibolite. Although 
the age of this sediment is postulated as 
Triassic, it has also been cited as “late and 
middle Jurassic” (Demere 2009:10). The 
fossil sensitivity of this formation is “zero” 
(ibid). Based on this information, the 
project site exhibits low sensitivity for buried fossils. Therefore, no additional paleontological 
resource work or monitoring is recommended. However, if inadvertent fossil discoveries occur 
during project activities, a qualified paleontologist should be retained to recommend treatment.  

 
If you have any questions or comments regarding this memo, please contact me at 909-525-7078 
or david.brunzell@yahoo.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
BCR Consulting LLC 

 
David Brunzell, M.A./RPA 
Principal Investigator/Archaeologist

Figure 1. Paleontological Sensitivity Map (Project Site in 
Green; from Demere 2009:6) 

mailto:david.brunzell@yahoo.com
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