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1 INTRODUCTION 

San Luis Concrete Corp. (project applicant) is proposing to develop seven single-family residences on a 
2.51-acre property in the City of Hesperia in San Bernardino County, California.  

Project Title: Topaz Residential Project 

Lead Agency: City of Hesperia 

Lead Agency Staff Contact: Edgar Gonzalez, Senior Planner 
egonzalez@cityofhesperia.us 
(760) 947-1330 

Project Applicant: San Luis Concrete Corp. 

1.1 Project Location 

The project site is located in the northwestern side of the city of Hesperia, California. The project site is 
located within the Low Density Residential (LDR) zone and is located directly west of Topaz Avenue, 
northwest of the intersection of Topaz Avenue and Courtney Street. The site consists of eight lots on a 
2.51-acre property (Assessor Parcel Numbers [APNs] 0405-556-01, 0405-556-02, 0405-556-03, 0405-
556-04, 0405-556-05, 0405-556-06, 0405-556-07, and 0405-556-08).  

1.2 Environmental Setting 

The project site is located on undeveloped land that supports scattered western Joshua trees (Yucca 
brevifolia) with an herbaceous understory dominated by non-native forbs and grasses. Existing site 
disturbance on-site includes vegetation removal, trash piles, and unmaintained roads associated with off-
road vehicle usage.  

The project site is surrounded by Topaz Avenue and single-family residential development to the east and 
undeveloped lands to the north. Private property, owned by the Cal-Earth Institute, is located immediately 
west and south of the site. The project would take access off Topaz Avenue, an existing paved, north-
south directed street consisting of two lanes (one in each direction) and a sidewalk on the east side of the 
roadway at the project site location and both sides of the roadway directly south of the project site 
frontage. Topaz Avenue currently continues north past the project site approximately 320 feet before 
ending in a dead end. Approximately 600 feet south of the project site, Topaz Avenue connects with Live 
Oak Street, an arterial collector street with nearby public transit stops and continues south to connect with 
Main Street and beyond.    

The project site is located within the Main Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan Area. The Main 
Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan was approved in October 2008 and established a development 
framework for the Main Street and Freeway Corridors, with the intent of facilitating and encouraging 
development and improvements along these two corridors to help realize the community’s vision for the 
area (City of Hesperia 2021). The Specific Plan was most recently updated in July 2021. The 10,640-acre 
Specific Plan Area includes a range of uses including industrial, commercial, civic, institutional, 
residential, mixed-use, and parks and open space. The project site is within the LDR zone of the Specific 
Plan Area, which is intended to provide areas for single-family residences with a variety of lot sizes and 
housing choices.  
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1.3 Project Background 

The eight lots on the property were established via a Tract Map that was approved in 2022 (Tract No. 
20396). The Tract Map was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  

1.4 Project Description 

The proposed project includes construction of seven single-family residences, a 0.42-acre-foot retention 
basin, paved site access driveway and cul-de-sac, and other associated on-site improvements on a 2.51-
acre property and off-site improvements along the property frontage (City of Hesperia Engineering 
Department n.d.). 

The project site consists of eight total lots ranging from 7,210 to 13,924 square feet in size. The lot 
located in the northeastern corner of the project site would be developed with a proposed 0.42-acre-foot 
stormwater retention basin, while the remaining seven lots would be developed with residential single-
family uses.  

1.4.1 On-Site Improvements 

A building pad would be constructed on each residential lot, ranging from 84.9 to 89.3 square feet in area. 
In addition, each lot would also be constructed with a minimum 25-foot-long concrete driveway. A 6-
foot-tall block wall with access gates would be constructed to enclose the rear portion of each residential 
lot, with the cul-de-sac-facing portion of the wall being adjacent to each residential building pad. Every 
10 feet the wall would omit a half-block along the bottom to allow for drainage along the westerly and 
northerly property lines.  

The project includes construction of a 191-foot-long access road and driveway approach terminating in a 
cul-de-sac. This roadway would be named San Luis Street and would be constructed with a sidewalk, 
curb, and gutter surrounding it per City standards with ramps at each driveway of the residential lots as 
well as the gated access of the on-site drainage basin.  

The project would include installation of water, wastewater, and stormwater pipelines within the project 
site. Each proposed residential lot would include a connection to a centrally located 8-inch-diameter water 
pipeline beneath the proposed on-site access road, which would then connect to existing 12-inch-diameter 
off-site City water main located beneath Topaz Avenue directly east of the project site. Similarly, each 
new residential lot would also include a connection to a centrally located 8-inch-diameter wastewater 
pipeline that would connect to the 8-inch-diameter City sewer system pipeline located beneath Topaz 
Avenue directly east of the project site. The water and wastewater pipelines would be located 
approximately 14 feet from each other horizontally. Water meters would be installed for each residential 
lot water connection.  

A proposed 18-inch-diameter storm drain line would be installed on-site to capture on-site stormwater 
flows and direct them into the on-site drainage basin. A 2-foot-wide rock swale (of varying lengths) and a 
9-foot by 9-foot storm drain inlet would be installed on each residential lot which would all be connected 
by storm drain piping that feeds into the 18-inch -wide storm drain line.  

The project includes construction of a retention basin located in the northeastern lot on the project site. 
This basin would be approximately 10,518 square feet in area and have a storage capacity of 18,156 cubic 
feet (approximately 0.42 acre-feet). This basin system has been designed to provide water quality 
treatment of 24-hour, 100-year storm event stormwater flows as well as to reduce the volume of 
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stormwater flows leaving the site to be less than or equal to predevelopment conditions (Thatcher 
Engineering & Associates, Inc. 2021). The proposed drainage basin would be surrounded by a 6-foot-tall 
block wall with an access gate located at the southern end of the basin, facing San Luis Street. 
Construction of the retention basin would also include a gravel overflow spillway to direct stormwater 
flows into the City Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System in the event that the retention basin reaches 
capacity.  

Other on-site improvements include, but would not be limited to, the installation of a streetlight on the 
western end of the proposed cul-de-sac, and the installation of a new three-way fire hydrant on the 
western end of the proposed cul-de-sac.  

1.4.2 Off-Site Improvements 

The project would include off-site improvements, including the construction of a sidewalk, curb, and 
gutter along the project site frontage of Topaz Avenue. Sidewalk ramps would be constructed to the north 
and south of the proposed access road entrance.  

1.4.3 Residences 

The project would include the development of seven single-family residences with attached garages 
consisting of three different designs, as detailed in Table 1 below. Each proposed residence would have 
four bedrooms, and a two-vehicle attached garage.  

Table 1. Residential Development Details 

Design 
Lots Proposed 

On 
Total Square 

Footage 
Number of 

Stories 
Number of 
Bedrooms 

Maximum Height 

Design A 2, 5, and 7 2,801 1 4 18 feet 8 inches 

Design B 3 and 6 3,321 2 4 27 feet 9 inches 

Design C 1 and 4 3,723 2 4 27 feet 3 niches 

Proposed residences would generally have a craftsman architectural style and be constructed with 
earthtone colors and materials, including, but not limited to, stucco walls, wood trim, masonry veneer, 
and concrete or clay tile roofing. All proposed residences would be constructed with heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, sprinkler systems, and rooftops with solar photovoltaic-ready 
zones.  

1.4.4 Construction Details 

Project construction activities would result in approximately 2.51 acres of on-site site disturbance, 
including 3,558 cubic yards of cut and 1,901 cubic yards of fill material, to be balanced on-site. Project 
grading and trenching activities would result in a maximum depth of excavation of 108 inches. The 
project would result in an estimated addition of approximately 5,800 square feet of new impervious 
surface area on-site. With proposed off-site improvements, the project would result in a total of 12,735 
square feet of new impervious surface area. Project construction activities would be expected to last 
approximately nine months.  

The project includes a preliminary erosion control plan, which identifies several stormwater best 
management practices (BMPs) to be implemented during construction activities. These BMPs include but 
are not limited to, the installation of gravel bags along the perimeter of the project site, construction of a 
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stabilized construction entrance to the site, installation of an aboveground concrete washout area, 
construction of a temporary sediment basin, use of fiber rolls and gravel bags for inlet protection, street 
sweeping, application of soil stabilizer, and application of wind erosion control sprays.  

1.5 Required Discretionary Approvals 

The potential authorizations, permits, reviews, and approvals from federal, state, and local agencies that 
would be required for the project are listed in Table 2.  

Table 2. Project Authorizations, Permits, Reviews, and Approvals 

Permit / Approval / Consultation Authorizing Agency 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map  City of Hesperia 

Building Permits City of Hesperia 

Encroachment Permit City of Hesperia 

CEQA Environmental Compliance City of Hesperia 

California Endangered Species Act and Western Joshua Tree 
Conservation Act Compliance 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Figure 1. Project vicinity map. 
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Figure 2. Project location map.  
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Figure 3. Project site plan. 
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Figure 4. Residential development Design A elevations.  
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Figure 5. Residential development Design B elevations.  
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Figure 6. Residential development Design C elevations.  
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
EVALUATION  

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

The proposed project could have a “Potentially Significant Impact” for environmental factors checked 
below. Please refer to the attached pages for discussion on mitigation measures or project revisions to 
either reduce these impacts to less than significant levels or require further study. 
 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Public Services 

☐ Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

☐ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

☐ Recreation 

☐ Air Quality ☐ Hydrology and Water Quality ☐ Transportation 

☒ Biological Resources ☒ Land Use and Planning ☒ Tribal Cultural Resources 

☒ Cultural Resources ☐ Mineral Resources ☒ Utilities and Service Systems 

☐ Energy ☐ Noise ☐ Wildfire 

☐ Geology and Soils ☐ Population and Housing ☒ Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

Environmental Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

☐ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

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

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

 

Date:  Signed:  
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I. Aesthetics 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

(a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

STATE SCENIC HIGHWAYS 

The California Scenic Highway Program was created by the State Legislature in 1963 with the intention 
of protecting and enhancing the natural scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors. A 
highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of the natural landscape can be seen by 
travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes upon the 
traveler's enjoyment of the view. The nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway to the project 
site is Route 38 near Sugarloaf, California, approximately 30 miles southeast of the site (California 
Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2019).  

Other proximate highways with scenic qualities include California State Route 138, also known as the 
Pearblossom Highway/Rim of the World Scenic Byway, located approximately 8.3 miles south of the 
project site, and State Highway 173, located 8.8 miles south of the project site, which are both designated 
as Eligible for State Scenic Highway designation. An eligible state highway can become officially 
designated through a process in which the local governing body applies to Caltrans for scenic highway 
approval, adopts a Corridor Protection Program, and receives notification that the highway has been 
officially designated a State Scenic Highway by the Caltrans Director (Caltrans 2023). 

LOCAL VISUAL RESOURCE REGULATIONS AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The City of Hesperia is surrounded by natural scenic open space areas including the Mohave River to the 
east, the San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountain ranges to the south and the surrounding Victor 
Valley, along with neighboring hillsides and the natural desert environment. These scenic resources 
provide a visual relief from the human-made structures in the city and connect its residents to the natural 
environment. The City’s General Plan includes goals and policies pertaining to the preservation, 
maintenance, and enhancement of scenic resources within the city (City of Hesperia 2010a). Applicable 
goals and policies pertaining to the proposed project include the following: 



Topaz Residential Project 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

13 

Goal LU-2: Protect and enhance the quality of life by ensuring residential development 
is visually pleasing and compatible with existing uses and neighborhoods as well as the 
natural desert environment.  

 Implementation Policy LU-2.1. Strengthen neighborhood identity with new 
development that exhibits high architectural standards.  

 Implementation Policy LU-2.2. Provide opportunities for a wide range of 
quality residential developments that accommodate the City’s economic and 
demographic population. 

 Implementation Policy LU-2.3. Provide opportunities for a variety of residential 
densities to accommodate rural and suburban lifestyles, and housing types for all 
economic and demographic segments of the City's population, with convenient 
access to public facilities, employment and shopping. 

According to Development Code §16.16.140 - Architectural design standards and guidelines, the 
architectural style and design of building elements should be consistent within itself and complementary 
with the neighborhood and with adjacent houses. To help accomplish this, the City of Hesperia 
Development Code includes architectural design standards and guidelines for development within the city 
(City Development Code §16.16.140). These standards and guidelines include, but are not limited to, the 
following:  

 Guidelines for facades and architectural detailing, height and roof lines, front entries, doors and 
windows, garage doors, and materials and finishes; 

 Guidelines for compatibility with the setbacks, proportions, and sales of houses within a given 
neighborhood; 

 Guidelines for front yard landscaping; and, 

 Guidelines for the type, design, and location of exterior lighting.  

Guidelines for exterior lighting, as detailed in Development Code §16.16. 145.J - Exterior Lighting, 
include the following:  

1. Exterior lighting includes all lighting fixtures on front facades, security lighting, and 
landscape lighting. Adequate exterior lighting shall be provided on the front of the 
house to ensure neighborhood safety and security. Exterior lighting that accentuates 
architectural and landscape elements of the property is encouraged.  

2. Recessed porches must be lit.  

3. Light fixtures should complement the design of the house.  

4. Photo-sensitive off/on switches are strongly encouraged for energy conservation and 
safety.  

5. Exterior lighting should be positioned so that no direct light extends into neighboring 
properties or public rights-of-way. Illumination should be screened from adjacent 
properties. Cut-off luminaries should be used to prevent nighttime light pollution. 

Lastly, the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan includes development standards for 
development within the LDR zone. Applicable development standards are summarized in Table 3 below.  
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Table 3. Applicable LDR Development Standards  

Development Standard Requirement 

Residential Density 2 to 8 units/acre 

Maximum Building Height 35 feet 

Front Yard Setback 25 feet 

Street Side Yard Setback 15 feet 

Interior Side Yard Setback 10 feet on one side, 5 feet on the other side 

Rear Yard Setback 15 feet 

Garages and Driveways 
Garages shall be located to prevent vehicles from projecting into the street/sidewalk right-of-way. 
In order to prevent vehicles from blocking sidewalk areas, the driveway depth shall be a minimum 
of 20 feet. 

Walls, Fences, and Hedges 

Decorative walls and fences are permitted in the setbacks as follows:  

(1) In no event shall any fence, wall or hedge obscure any clear sight triangle as specified 
earlier n this chapter. 

(2) In the street yard setback, a wall, fence or hedge shall not exceed three feet in height 
above grade when view-obscuring. However, non-view-obscuring estate-type decorative 
fences may be constructed in the street yard setback up to a maximum height of six feet. 
A non-view-obscuring estate-type fence is defined as a fence with solid masonry pillars 
with ornamental metal fencing between. The masonry pillars shall not be more than two 
feet in width and shall not be placed less than eight feet apart. 

(3) The wall or fence height shall not exceed six feet in the rear and interior side yard 
setbacks. 

(4) Both sides of all perimeter walls should be architecturally treated. Appropriate materials 
include ornamental metal grillwork, decorative masonry, stone and brick. Chain link is 
not considered a decorative material and shall not be used. 

Landscaping 
The provisions of Chapter 16.20, Article XII (Landscape Regulations) and Chapter 16.24 
(Protected Plants) of the HMC shall apply. In addition, the design standards and guidelines 
included in Chapter 8 (Residential Design Standards and Guidelines) of this Plan shall apply. 

All new development in the LDR zone is subject to the approval of a Site Plan Review pursuant to 
Chapter 16.12, Article II (Site Plans and Revised Site Plans) of the Hesperia Municipal Code, with the 
exception of all single-family residential development on previously subdivided parcels. 

The Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan also includes goals and policies pertaining to 
preserving existing visual resources within the Specific Plan area expressed as Urban Design and Open 
Space goals and policies, including:  

Goal UD-1: Strengthen the identity of the City of Hesperia and the Specific Plan area by 
building upon the surrounding natural resources and amenities, and create a new image 
for Main Street and the Freeway Corridor that expresses an attractive, inviting, high 
quality character and commercial vitality. 

 Policy UD-1.4: Preserve views of the mountains - San Gabriel Mountains to the 
southwest and San Bernardino National Forest to the southeast. 

Goal UD-4: Enhance the pedestrian environment and driving experience within the City. 

PROJECT SITE CONDITIONS AND VISUAL SETTING 

The project site is located on undeveloped land that supports scattered Joshua trees with an herbaceous 
understory dominated by non-native forbs and grasses. Existing site disturbance on-site includes 
vegetation removal, trash piles, and unmaintained roads associated with off-road vehicle usage (Figures 7 
and 8).  
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Figure 7. View of the project area, facing southwest. 

 
Figure 8. Disturbed Joshua Tree Woodland in the project area, facing 
southeast. 
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The project site is surrounded by Topaz Avenue and single-family residential development to the east and 
undeveloped lands to the north. Private property, owned by the Cal-Earth Institute, is located immediately 
west and south of the site. 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

A scenic vista is generally defined as a high-quality view displaying good aesthetic and compositional 
values that can be seen from public viewpoints. Vistas are inherently expansive views, usually from an 
open area or an elevated point. Some scenic vistas are officially or informally designated by public 
agencies or other organizations. A substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista would occur if the project 
would significantly degrade the scenic landscape as viewed from public roads or other public areas. A 
proposed project’s potential effect on a scenic vista is largely dependent upon the degree to which it 
would complement or contrast with the natural setting, the degree to which it would be noticeable in the 
existing environment, and whether it detracts from or complements the scenic vista.  

The project site is located in an area with relatively flat topography and is primarily visible to the public 
via Topaz Avenue and other surrounding public roadways, including Baldy Lane and Courtney Street. 
The visual character of the project area is characterized by one- to two-story residential homes on lots 
generally ranging between 4,500 square feet and 6,400 square feet in size to the northeast and east, 
undeveloped land with scattered Joshua trees to the south and north, and dome-shaped adobe structures 
associated with the Cal-Earth Institute to the west. The project site is not located within a designated 
scenic vista, an area with a Wash Protection Overlay, or an area otherwise designated as having high 
scenic value. Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and no 
impacts would occur.  

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

The nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway to the project site is Route 38 near Sugarloaf, 
California, approximately 30 miles southeast of the site (Caltrans 2019).  

Other proximate highways with scenic qualities include California State Route 138, also known as the 
Pearblossom Highway/Rim of the World Scenic Byway, located approximately 8.3 miles south of the 
project site, and State Highway 173, located 8.8 miles south of the project site, which are both designated 
as Eligible for State Scenic Highway designation. The proposed project would not be visible from any of 
these highways due to distance and intervening topography and vegetation. In addition, pursuant to 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, this impact analysis only pertains to the State of California’s 
“Officially Designated” scenic highways. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

c) In non-urbanized areas, would the project 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? 

The project site is located in the city of Hesperia, which meets the criteria for being designated as an 
urbanized area based on California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21071 (U.S. Census Bureau 
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2023). The project would be required to comply with the City’s regulations and policies pertaining to 
scenic quality, which include the goals, policies, and development standards of the City General Plan and 
Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan, and the development standards set forth in the City’s 
Development Code.  

Based on a preliminary review of the current project development plans, the project would include 
residential development of similar size and scale to surrounding single-family residential neighborhoods 
and would maintain aspects of rural and suburban character in its design, including building colors and 
materials consistent with those found within the project vicinity. The proposed project would be 
compliant with the development standards pertaining to maximum building heights, residential density, 
and garages and driveways. However, based on the current development plans, it appears that the 
proposed building pads for several of the proposed residences would have an interior side setback of 5 or 
6 feet, which falls below the required minimum interior side setback distance of 10 feet. At the time of 
application for building permits, the project applicant would be required to demonstrate full compliance 
with all City Development Code standards, including building setbacks.  

Therefore, based on the project’s required compliance with applicable regulations pertaining to scenic 
quality, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

The project would include exterior lighting throughout the project site as needed to illuminate walkways 
and building access entryways. In addition, proposed residential development may include future 
components that could result in glare, such as rooftop solar panels. Due to the height at which rooftop 
solar panels would be mounted and the generally flat topography of the surrounding area, potential for 
glare from rooftop solar panels to affect surrounding land uses is low. In addition, there are no proximate 
sensitive land uses such as airports that could be adversely affected by glare.  

All proposed exterior lighting would be required to be designed in compliance with the Guidelines for 
Exterior Lighting detailed in Development Code §16.16. 145.J. These guidelines include requiring 
exterior lights to include cutoffs to prevent nighttime light pollution and to be designed and located in a 
manner that does not illuminate neighboring properties or public right-of-way. At the time of application 
for building permits, the proposed project would be reviewed by City staff for compliance with all 
applicable standards regarding lighting. Compliance with these standards would ensure that the project 
would not create a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect nighttime views. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Conclusion 

The project site is not located within a scenic vista and is not within the viewshed of a designated State 
Scenic Highway. The project would be subject to review for consistency with applicable regulations 
governing scenic quality and exterior lighting, including the City’s General Plan, Development Code, and 
the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan. Therefore, project impacts associated with 
Aesthetics would be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is necessary.  
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II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

(a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Setting 

The California Department of Conservation (CDOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP) produces maps and statistical data used for analyzing impacts on California’s agricultural 
resources. Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and current land use. For environmental 
review purposes under CEQA, the FMMP categories of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing Land are considered 
“agricultural land.” Other non-agricultural designations include, but are not limited to, Urban and Built-up 
Land, Other Land, and Water. According to the FMMP, the project site is mostly located on land that is 
designated as Grazing Land, with a small strip of the western edge being designated as Other Land 
(CDOC 2024). 

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web 
Soil Survey, the project site is underlain by Cajon sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes. This somewhat excessively 
drained soil has a high to very high runoff class and a depth-to-restrictive feature of more than 80 inches. 
The typical soil profile consists of sand, gravely sand, and stratified sand to loamy fine sand. This soil is 
not designated as Prime Farmland by the NRCS (NRCS 2024).  

The Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly referred to as the Williamson Act, enables local 
governments to enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting specific parcels 
of land to agriculture or related open space use. In return, landowners receive property tax assessments 
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that are much lower than normal because they are based on farming and open space uses as opposed to 
full market value. The project site is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.  

According to PRC Section 12220(g), forest land is defined as land that can support 10% native tree cover 
of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or 
more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, 
recreation, and other public benefits. Timberland is defined as land, other than land owned by the federal 
government and land designated by the California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection as experimental 
forest land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of a commercial species used to 
produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees. The project site and surrounding 
area is not considered forestland by PRC Section 12220(g). 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project 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? 

The project site is underlain by land designated as Grazing Land by the FMMP (CDOC 2024). The 
project site does not consist of designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance by the FMMP; therefore, the proposed project would not result in conversion of Farmland, 
and no impacts would occur. 

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

The project site is not located within the City’s Agricultural land use or zoning designations and is not 
subject to a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the project would not result in a conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no impacts would occur. 

c) Would the project 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))? 

The project site and surrounding area is not within forest land, timberland, or timberland production land 
use or zoning designations; therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the zoning, or cause 
rezoning of, designated forest land, timberland, or timberland production, and no impacts would occur. 

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

The project site and surrounding area is not designated or zoned for forest land uses and does not meet the 
definition of forest land established in PRC Section 12220(g). Therefore, the project would not result in 
the loss or conversion of forest land, and no impacts would occur. 
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e) Would the project 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? 

The project site is not located in close proximity to Farmland or forest land and the project would not 
conflict with existing agricultural uses. The project would not increase demand on agricultural water 
supplies or facilities and would not affect proximate agricultural support facilities. Therefore, the project 
would not result in changes in the existing environment that could result in the conversion of Farmland to 
non-agricultural uses or forest land to non-forest uses; therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Conclusion 

The proposed project would not result in the conversion of Farmland or forest land and would not 
interfere with zoning for agricultural or forest land uses. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts 
related to agriculture and forestry resources. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

III. Air Quality 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

(b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

The Federal Clean Air Act, as amended, is the primary federal law that governs air quality, while the 
California Clean Air Act is its companion state law. These laws, and related regulations by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB), set 
standards for the concentration of pollutants in the air. At the federal level, these standards are called 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). National and state standards have been established 
for six criteria pollutants that have been linked to potential health concerns: carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter—which is broken down for regulatory purposes 
into particles of 10 micrometers or smaller (PM10) and particles of 2.5 micrometers and smaller (PM2.5)—
lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). In addition, state standards exist for visibility-reducing particles, 
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sulfates, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl chloride. The NAAQS and California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS) are set at levels that protect public health with a margin of safety and are subject to 
periodic review and revision. 

The City of Hesperia is located within the Mojave Desert Air Basin and under the jurisdiction of the 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD). The MDAQMD has established air 
quality thresholds of significance for CO, nitrogen oxides (NOX), volatile organic compounds (VOC), 
sulfur oxides (SOX), PM10, PM2.5, H2S, lead (Pb), and carbon dioxide equivalents as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. MDAQMD Thresholds 

Criteria Pollutant Annual Threshold (tons) Daily Threshold (pounds) 

CO 100 548 

NOX 25 137 

VOC 25 137 

SOX 25 137 

PM10 15 82 

PM2.5 12 65 

H2S 10 54 

Pb .6 3 

Source: MDAQMD (2023) 

OZONE 

Ozone is a regional air pollutant. It is generated over a large area and transported and spread by the wind. 
As the primary constituent of smog, ozone is the most complex, difficult to control, and pervasive of the 
criteria pollutants. Unlike other pollutants, it is not emitted directly into the air by specific sources but is 
created by sunlight acting on other air pollutants (the precursors), specifically reactive organic gases 
(ROG) and NOX. Sources of precursor gases number in the thousands and include common sources, such 
as consumer products, gasoline vapors, chemical solvents, and combustion byproducts of various fuels. 
Originating from gas stations, motor vehicles, large industrial facilities, and small businesses such as 
bakeries and dry cleaners, the ozone-forming chemical reactions often take place in another location, 
catalyzed by sunlight and heat. Thus, high ozone concentrations can form over large regions when 
emissions from motor vehicles and stationary sources are carried hundreds of miles from their origins.  

COMBUSTION EMISSIONS 

Combustion emissions (ROG and NOX) are most significant when using large diesel-fueled scrapers, 
loaders, bulldozers, haul trucks, compressors, generators, and other heavy equipment. Emissions can vary 
substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity and the specific type of operation. ROG 
and NOX are the critical pollutants caused by construction work because of the high output of these 
pollutants by the heavy diesel equipment normally used in grading operations.  

CARBON MONOXIDE 

CO, an odorless, colorless, poisonous gas that is highly reactive, is emitted by mobile and stationary 
sources as a result of incomplete combustion of hydrocarbons or other carbon-based fuels. CO is a 
byproduct of motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes more than 66% of all CO emissions nationwide. In 
cities, automobile exhaust can cause as much as 95% of all CO emissions. These emissions can result in 
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high concentrations of CO, particularly in local areas with heavy traffic congestion. Other sources of CO 
emissions include industrial processes and fuel combustion in sources, such as boilers and incinerators. 
Despite an overall downward trend in concentrations and emissions of CO, some metropolitan areas still 
experience high levels of CO. High CO concentrations develop primarily during winter when periods of 
light winds combine with the formation of ground-level temperature inversions (typically from the 
evening through early morning). These conditions result in reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. 
Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission rates at low air temperatures.  

SULFATES 

Sulfates (SO4
-2) are particulate products that come from the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. 

When sulfur monoxide (SO) or SO2 is exposed to oxygen, it precipitates out into sulfates (SO3 or SO4). 
Sulfates are the fully oxidized ionic form of sulfur. Sulfates occur in combination with metal and/or 
hydrogen ions. In California, emissions of sulfur compounds occur primarily from the combustion of 
petroleum-derived fuels (e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel) that contain sulfur. This sulfur is oxidized to SO2 
during the combustion process and subsequently converted to sulfate compounds in the atmosphere. The 
conversion of SO2 to sulfates takes place comparatively rapidly and completely in urban areas of 
California because of regional meteorological features.  

PARTICULATE MATTER 

Particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles floating in 
the air. Some particles are large and dark enough to be seen as soot or smoke, and others are so small they 
can be detected only with an electron microscope. Particulate matter is a mixture of materials that can 
include smoke, soot, dust, salt, acids, and metals and can form when gases emitted from motor vehicles 
and industrial sources undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere. Particulate matter or airborne dusts 
are small particles that remain suspended in the air for long periods of time. Particulates of concern are 
PM10 and PM2.5, which are small enough to be inhaled, pass through the respiratory system, and lodge in 
the lungs, possibly leading to adverse health effects; PM2.5 is a subset of PM10. 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan? 

According to the MDAQMD, a project is determined to conform with the district’s attainment plans if it 
complies with all applicable MDAQMD rules and regulations and is consistent with regional growth 
forecasts (MDAQMD 2020). The project will comply with MDAQMD rules and regulations and 
therefore will be consistent with the district’s attainment plans. Further, the project would be consistent 
with the land uses described in the adopted Main Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan Area. The 
project site is within the LDR zone of the Specific Plan Area, which is intended to provide areas for 
single-family residences with a variety of lot sizes and housing choices. Therefore, the project would not 
conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality plan, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

b) Would the project 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?  

The Mojave Desert Air Basin is currently designated as non-attainment for ozone, PM2.5 and PM10 under 
state ambient air quality standards (MDAQMD 2020). 
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Construction Emissions 

Project construction would require the use of large diesel-fueled equipment, including scrapers, loaders, 
bulldozers, haul trucks, compressors, and generators, and would result in the entire 2.51-acre site being 
disturbed. This would result in the generation of construction dust as well as short-term construction 
vehicle emissions, including diesel PM, ROG, NOX, and fugitive dust emissions (PM10). Based on 
proposed project components, estimated construction phases and length, area of site disturbance, and 
other factors, estimated construction-related emissions that would result from the project were calculated 
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod version 2022.1; see Appendix A) and 
compared to applicable MDAQMD thresholds (Table 5). 

Table 5. Construction Emissions 

Criteria Pollutant Project Emissions MDAQMD Threshold Exceeds Threshold? 

Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day)   

CO 34.0 548 No 

NOX 36.1 137 No 

VOC 3.73 137 No 

SOX 0.05 137 No 

PM10 21.5 82 No 

PM2.5 11.6 65 No 

Total Annual Emissions (tons/year)   

CO 0.86 100 No 

NOX 0.68 25 No 

VOC 0.07 25 No 

SOX <0.01 25 No 

PM10 0.17 15 No 

PM2.5 0.09 12 No 

Source: MDAQMD (2023); SWCA (2024) (see Appendix A) 

Note: Estimates for PM10 and PM2.5 include both fugitive dust and exhaust emissions. 

Operational Emissions 

Implementation of the project would result in an increase in vehicle trips, energy use, and architectural 
coating off-gassing that would generate criteria pollutant emissions. Long-term operational emissions 
were also calculated using CalEEMod and are summarized in Appendix A. Daily and annual operational 
emissions of criteria air pollutants are summarized in Table 6. 

Table 6. Operational Emissions 

Criteria Pollutant Project Emissions MDAQMD Threshold Exceeds Threshold? 

Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day)   

CO 16.0 548 No 

NOX 0.55 137 No 

VOC 11.4 137 No 
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SOX 0.03 137 No 

PM10 2.25 82 No 

PM2.5 1.93 65 No 

Total Annual Emissions (tons/year)   

CO 0.95 100 No 

NOX 0.07 25 No 

VOC 0.56 25 No 

SOX <0.01 25 No 

PM10 0.15 15 No 

PM2.5 0.09 12 No 

Source: MDAQMD (2023); SWCA (2024) (see Appendix A) 

Note: Estimates for PM10 and PM2.5 include both fugitive dust and exhaust emissions. 

As shown in Tables 5 and 6, estimated daily and annual construction and operational emissions would not 
exceed the MDAQMD significance thresholds. As such, the project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in emissions of any criteria pollutants for which the project region is 
nonattainment during construction or operation; therefore, potential impacts would be less than 
significant. 

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

The project is a residential subdivision and does not produce toxic air emissions such as those generated 
by industrial manufacturing uses or uses that generate heavy-duty diesel truck emissions. According to 
the MDAQMD, sensitive receptors are considered land uses or other types of population groups that are 
more sensitive to air pollution exposure. Sensitive population groups include children, the elderly, the 
acutely and chronically ill, and those with cardio-respiratory diseases. The closest sensitive land use is the 
single-family homes located adjacent to the site across Topaz Street to the east. The nearest school, Topaz 
Preparatory Academy is located approximately 700 feet to the southeast of the project site. 

The MDAQMD identified the following land uses as potentially significant generators of toxic air 
contaminants that could cause the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations: 
industrial projects, distribution centers, major transportation projects (50,000 or more vehicles per day), 
dry cleaners using perchloroethylene, or gasoline dispensing facilities (MDAQMD 2020). As such, 
the project is not considered a substantial source of stationary pollution and would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Construction-related activities would result in temporary, 
intermittent emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) from the exhaust of off-road equipment and on-
road, heavy-duty trucks. However, as shown in Table 5, pollutants emitted during project construction 
would be minimal and would not exceed MDAQMD thresholds. Additionally, the maximum daily 
emissions of exhaust PM10

 (used as a surrogate for DPM) would only be 1.60 pounds during peak 
construction activities (Appendix A). Project construction would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations due to the relatively low mass of DPM emissions, the relatively short 
duration of DPM-emitting activity at the project site, and the highly dispersive properties of DPM. 
Therefore, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and 
impacts would be less than significant.  
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d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

Typically, construction activities have the potential to emit odors from diesel equipment, paints, solvents, 
fugitive dust, and adhesives. Any odors generated by construction activities would be intermittent and 
temporary, and generally would not extend beyond the construction area. Future residential uses would 
not include any components or operational activities that would generate substantial long-term adverse 
odors. Therefore, odors generated by the project would be short-term, intermittent, and primarily 
undetectable. Additionally, the project site is not located in an area with known naturally occurring 
asbestos (NOA) (California Geological Survey [CGS] 2011). The project does not require demolition that 
could inadvertently release asbestos-containing material (ACM), lead paint, or other hazardous materials 
and contaminants. The project is not anticipated to result in other adverse emissions or odors; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

The proposed project would result in minimal criteria pollutant emissions during construction and 
operation and would not exceed any MDAQMD thresholds. The project would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and would not be a source of odors or other adverse 
emissions. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts related to air quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

IV. Biological Resources 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

(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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Setting 

FEDERAL AND STATE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACTS 

The federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (FESA) provides legislation to protect federally listed plant 
and animal species. Under state law, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has the 
authority to review projects for their potential to impact special-status species and their habitats. The 
California Endangered Species Act of 1984 (CESA) provides legal protection for plants listed as rare or 
endangered, and wildlife species listed as endangered, threatened, and for species that are candidates for 
CESA listing. CESA prohibits the “taking” of listed and candidate species except as otherwise provided 
by state law. Section 86 of the California Fish and Game Code defines “take” as “hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” CESA applies these take prohibitions to 
species accepted as candidates for listing. Pursuant to the requirements of the CESA, state lead agencies 
(as defined under CEQA PRC 21067) are required to consult with CDFW to ensure that any action or 
project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or 
result in destruction or adverse modification of essential habitat. Additionally, CDFW encourages 
informal consultation on any proposed project that may impact a candidate species because they are 
temporarily assigned the same protections as a state-listed endangered or threatened species. 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OF SPECIAL 
CONCERN 

CDFW also maintains a list of California Species of Special Concern (SSC). SSC status is assigned to 
species that have limited distribution, declining populations, diminishing habitat, or unusual scientific, 
recreational, or educational value.  

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 

In addition, the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) maintains a list of plant species ranging from 
presumed extinct to limited distribution, based on the following: 

 California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR) 

o 1A: Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 

o 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

o 2A: Plants presumed extirpated in California, but common elsewhere 

o 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 

 California Rare Plant Threat Ranks 

o 0.1: Seriously threatened in California 
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o 0.2: Moderately threatened in California 

o 0.3: Not very threatened in California 

CALIFORNIA DESERT NATIVE PLANT ACT  

The California Desert Native Plant Act (CDNPA) prohibits the harvest, transport, sale or possession of 
certain desert native plants without a permit in San Bernardino, Inyo, Kern, Imperial, Los Angeles, San 
Diego, Riverside and Mono Counites. A plant removal permit would be required under the City of 
Hesperia’s Code of Ordinances Chapter 16.24, Protected Plants articles I-II. Valid permits or wood 
receipts to allow for harvest of plants protected under the CDNPA may be obtained through either the 
sheriff or County commissioner.  

WESTERN JOSHUA TREE CONSERVATION ACT  

The Western Joshua Tree Conservation Act (WJTCA) prohibits the take, possession, purchase, or sale of 
any western Joshua tree in California unless authorized by CDFW. Pursuant to the WJTCA, CDFW may 
issue permits for the incidental take of western Joshua trees as long as certain criteria are met. In lieu of 
conducting mitigation activities permittees may pay specified fees deposited into the Western Joshua Tree 
Conservation Fund for the purposes of acquiring, conserving, and managing western Joshua tree 
conservation lands and completing other activities to conserve the western Joshua tree. CDFW may enter 
into an agreement with any county or city to delegate limited authority to permit the taking of a western 
Joshua tree associated with developing single-family residences, multifamily residences, accessory 
structures, and public works projects.  

MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects all migratory birds, including their eggs, nests, and 
feathers. The MBTA was originally drafted to put an end to the commercial trade in bird feathers, popular 
in the latter part of the 1800s. The MBTA is enforced by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
and potential impacts to species protected under the MBTA are evaluated by the USFWS in consultation 
with other federal agencies and are required to be evaluated under CEQA.  

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050 and 5515 identify a Fully Protected Species 
(FPS) classification to identify and provide additional protection to those wildlife species that were rare or 
faced possible extinction. FPS may not be taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may 
be issued for their take except for collecting these species for scientific research, for relocation of the bird 
species for the protection of livestock, or if they are a covered species whose conservation and 
management is provided for in a Natural Community Conservation Plan. 

WILDLIFE MOVEMENT CORRIDORS 

Wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity are important for the movement of wildlife between different 
populations and habitats. Wildlife movement corridors are defined as areas that connect suitable wildlife 
habitat areas in a region otherwise fragmented by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human 
disturbance. Natural features such as canyon drainages, ridgelines, or areas with vegetation cover provide 
corridors for wildlife travel. Wildlife movement corridors are important because they provide access to 
mates, food, and water; allow the dispersal of individuals away from high population density areas; and 
facilitate the exchange of genetic traits between populations. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ANALYSIS AND METHODOLOGY 

The following setting analysis and environmental evaluation in this section are based, in part, on the 
Biological Resources Technical Memorandum for the Hesperia-Topaz Land Development Project 
prepared by SWCA (2024). Preparation of this report included a query of the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) RareFind 5 and the CNPS Rare Plant Inventory, the Consortium of California 
Herbaria, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Critical Habitat Portal, the USFWS National 
Wetlands Inventory, and other sources.  

Following completion of the desktop review, in April 2024, a biological resources 
reconnaissance/botanical survey was conducted of the entire project area and a 15-meter (approximately 
50-foot) buffer beyond the project boundary (herein referred to as the study area). The purpose of the 
survey was to document existing plants, wildlife, vegetation communities, and potentially regulated 
aquatic resources. In conjunction with the field survey, a western Joshua tree census was conducted per 
the WJTCA guidelines. The biologist walked parallel transects spaced approximately 10 meters 
(approximately 33 feet) apart to achieve 100% visual coverage. The biologist recorded each tree on a GPS 
unit with submeter accuracy using the CDFW Survey123 Western Joshua Tree Census Form. Each tree 
was measured and photographed in accordance with the WJTCA guidelines. Trees that had evidence of 
flowers and/or fruit were considered mature and were noted in the Survey123 form. Measurements and 
locations of trees located in the inaccessible portions of the buffer were estimated from the project area. 
Locations of these inaccessible trees were later refined via desktop (SWCA 2024).  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project site is located on undeveloped land with the dominant vegetation consisting of scattered 
Joshua trees with an herbaceous understory dominated by non-native forbs and grasses. Disturbances 
observed included vegetation removal, trash piles, and unmaintained roads associated with off-road 
vehicle usage. The project site supports two defined Manual of California Vegetation (MCV) vegetation 
communities: Joshua Tree Woodland (Yucca brevifolia Woodland Alliance) and Red Brome or 
Mediterranean Grass Grasslands (Bromus rubens Schismus [arabicus, barbatus] Herbaceous Semi-
Natural Alliance), and two land cover types: Developed and Disturbed (Figure 9) (SWCA 2024).  

 Joshua Tree Woodland is concentrated in the southern portion of the project site and study area. 
Within the project site, western Joshua trees are dominant in an evenly distributed tree layer 
consisting of a sparse herbaceous understory comprising Mediterranean grass, red brome and red-
stem filaree (Erodium cicutarium). Isolated Joshua trees located in the northern portion of the 
project site were not included in the vegetation community. Joshua Tree Woodland located in the 
southern study area consists of western Joshua trees with a subdominant shrub layer consisting of 
Nevada joint-fir (Ephedra ephedra) and rubber rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa).  

Due to the presence of disturbed areas within the project site, the Joshua Tree Woodland that 
intersects within the project site was classified as Disturbed Joshua Tree Woodland. 
Approximately 0.71 acre of the study area is classified as Joshua Tree Woodland and Disturbed 
Joshua Tree Woodland. 

 Red Brome or Mediterranean Grass Grasslands is the predominant community generally 
occupying the central and northern portion of the study area. Mediterranean grass, red brome and 
red-stem filaree were dominant in the herbaceous layer intermixed with a variety of forbs 
including native species such as devil’s lettuce (Amsinckia tessellata var. tessellata). 
Approximately 1.39 acres of the study area are classified as Red Brome or Mediterranean Grass 
Grasslands. 



Topaz Residential Project 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

29 

 
Figure 9. Vegetation communities and landcover types within the study area.  
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 Developed areas include paved roads, maintained unpaved roads, road shoulders, and structures 
and buildings. In the study area, this includes paved Topaz Avenue and portions of the adjacent 
private property that intersect with the study area.  Approximately 0.92 acre of the study area is 
classified as Developed. 

 Disturbed Areas classified as Disturbed are subject to heavy and include recently graded areas. 
These areas generally have little or no vegetation. Some areas classified as Disturbed consists of a 
composition of species that do not form a defined MCV alliance. In the study area, barren areas 
and unmaintained dirt roads were classified as Disturbed. Approximately 0.93 acre of the study 
area is classified as Disturbed. 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project 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 Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

Special-Status Plants 

The CNDDB and CNPS query resulted in 27 special-status plants species observations located within the 
nine-quadrangle vicinity of the project area. Western Joshua tree (Candidate State Threatened) is present 
on-site. One species, beaver dam breadroot (Pediomelum castoreum [CRPR 1B.2; moderately threatened 
in California]), was determined to have low potential to occur due the marginally suitable habitat on-site 
and the presence of CNDDB records located in the survey area vicinity. In addition, one species was 
found during the survey. Seven silver chollas (Cylindropuntia echinocarpa), a species covered by the 
CDNPA, were found within the survey area. However, none were found within the project site; therefore, 
no impacts to this species would result from the project. Due to the anthropogenic disturbances and 
surrounding development on-site, no additional special-status plant species were determined to have any 
potential to occur within the survey area. 

Western Joshua Tree 

A total of 31 live western Joshua trees were detected within the survey area as a result of the census 
survey, including 27 within the project site and four located within the 50-foot survey area boundary. All 
27 trees located within the project site, 18 of which are mature, directly overlap the proposed project 
infrastructure and would be removed prior to the start of construction. The four trees outside of the project 
site boundary but within the 50-foot survey area would potentially be exposed to indirect impacts to their 
root systems. Removal or indirect impacts to western Joshua trees would require consultation with CDFW 
and an application for an incidental take permit (ITP). A plant removal permit would also be required 
under the City of Hesperia’s Code of Ordinances Chapter 16.24, Protected Plants articles I-II. Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-11 have been identified to ensure take of western Joshua tree is minimized 
to the greatest practical extent and mitigated wherever feasible. These measures, include, but are not 
limited to, retention of a biological monitor to ensure project work is implemented in full compliance with 
the ITP issued for the project, avoidance of western Joshua trees to the greatest extent possible, dust 
control, hazardous waste spill cleanup protocol, cleaning equipment to prevent the spread of invasive 
plants, and implementation of a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP). Upon 
implementation of these measures, impacts to western Joshua tree would be less than significant with 
mitigation.  
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Beaver Dam Breadroot 

Beaver dam breadroot is known to occur in disturbed sites and there are some CNDDB records located in 
the vicinity of the project site. The nearest CNDDB records are approximately six miles away from the 
project site and the project site has marginally suitable habitat present, as the species is known to occur in 
disturbed areas. Accordingly, this species was determined to have a low potential to occur on-site. In 
April 2024, a biological resources reconnaissance/botanical survey was conducted of the entire study 
area. The biologist walked parallel transects spaced approximately 10 meters (approximately 33 feet) 
apart to achieve 100% visual coverage. This survey occurred during the appropriate blooming period for 
this species. No evidence of this species was observed during the appropriately timed field survey. 
However, the project site had been recently scraped at the time of the survey and due to beaver dam 
breadroot’s tendency to establish within disturbed areas, its presence on the site during construction 
activities could not be ruled out. Therefore, mitigation has been identified to require a focused survey 
during the appropriate blooming period for the species (April–May). Although beaver dam breadroot is 
most easily identified in bloom, certain morphological features may allow for identification outside of the 
typical blooming period. Should preconstruction constraints prevent surveys during peak bloom, the 
project applicant should coordinate with a qualified botanist to determine if alternative identification 
methods are feasible during off-peak months.  If beaver dam breadroot is detected on-site, the project 
applicant would be required to establish avoidance buffers, purchase mitigation credits and/or other 
compensatory mitigation, habitat restoration, and/or development of a propagation program to salvage the 
plant for transplantation. Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-12, impacts to beaver dam 
breadroot would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Special-Status Wildlife 

A desktop review revealed the potential for 41 special-status species of wildlife to occur within the 
general project site vicinity. Due to the project site’s location surrounded by existing development and 
habitat degradation and fragmentation, six special-status species and nesting birds protected under the 
MBTA were determined to have low potential to occur within the survey area and one special-status 
species was determined to have moderate potential to occur on-site. Species with low potential to occur 
on the project site include desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma 
blainvillii), Crotch's bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), American badger (Taxidea taxus), golden eagle 
(Aquila chrysaetos), and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). Species with moderate potential to 
occur on-site include the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). Each of these species and their 
potential to be impacted by the project are described below. For each species with potential to be 
impacted by the project, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant.  

Desert Tortoise and Coast Horned Lizard 

The project site is located within the historic range of the desert tortoise, a species that is listed as 
Threatened per FESA and Endangered per CESA. The project site supports minimal habitat for the 
species due to the high level of on-site disturbance and no suitable desert tortoise burrows were observed 
on-site. Surrounding development including buildings and highways would limit migration of the species 
into the project site. The nearest occurrence is from 2000 is located approximately 4.3 miles southeast of 
the project site. An additional occurrence from 2007 is located 6.4 miles north of the project site. 
Therefore, desert tortoise was determined to have low potential to occur on-site.  

The project is located within the known range of coast horned lizard, an SSC. Marginally suitable habitat 
is present; however, on-site disturbances and surrounding development limits the likelihood of 
occurrence. The nearest occurrence, from 1919 is located 2.7 miles southeast of the project site. A non-
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historical occurrence, from 2008 is located 4.7 miles south closer to the foothills of the San Bernardino 
Mountains. Coast horned lizard was determined to have low potential to occur on-site.  

Project grading, vegetation removal, and construction activities could result in direct adverse impacts to 
desert tortoise and/or coast horned lizard if they are present on-site during these activities. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-13 has been identified to require preconstruction clearance surveys for desert tortoise to be 
conducted by a qualified biologist prior to vegetation clearance and ground-disturbing activities in 
accordance with USFWS’s Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) Field Manual (USFWS 2009). If desert 
tortoise are not observed during the preconstruction clearance surveys, no impacts would occur. If desert 
tortoise are observed during the preconstruction surveys and impacts cannot be avoided via a no-activity 
buffer, the project applicant would be required to implement mitigation measures such as consultation 
with USFWS and CDFW to secure an ITP. Mitigation measures may include providing WEAP training, 
monitoring, and the establishing of exclusionary fencing. Additional measures may be required during the 
process of securing an ITP. USFWS and CDFW would determine the appropriate mitigation actions 
necessary to reduce potential impacts on this species to a less-than-significant level. Upon implementation 
of Mitigation Measure BIO-13, impacts to desert tortoise would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation measure BIO-14 requires a preconstruction survey for coast horned lizard. If coast horned 
lizard is found within the project site, daily inspections would be required, and all found individuals 
would be required to be relocated outside of project disturbance areas by a qualified biologist.  Upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-14, impacts to coast horned lizard would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Crotch’s Bumble Bee 

The project is within the known range of Crotch’s bumble bee, a candidate for listing as endangered under 
CESA. Due to the disturbed and grubbed areas of the project site, few host plants are anticipated to be 
present. The nearest occurrence is from 1939, approximately 8.3 miles southeast of the project site. A 
2023 iNaturalist occurrence is located 3.2 miles south southeast of the project.  

While no bumblebees were observed during the field surveys conducted on-site, potentially suitable food 
plants for Crotch bumble bee were observed within the project site. Therefore, Crotch’s bumblebee was 
determined to have a low potential to occur on-site. Mitigation Measure BIO-15 requires surveys of 
suitable habitat areas. If a Crotch’s bumble bee nest is found within the project disturbance areas, the 
project applicant would be required to implement mitigation measures including preconstruction surveys 
during the appropriate lifecycle periods, establishing appropriate buffers around nests and if necessary, 
consultation with CDFW to secure an ITP. Upon implementation of identified mitigation measures, 
impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee species would be less than significant with mitigation.  

American Badger 

The project is within the known range of the American badger and marginally suitable habitat is present. 
However, the project site is relatively small, subject to disturbances and partially surrounded by 
development which limits the likelihood of occurrence. The nearest CNDDB occurrence is from 1987, 
approximately 7.3 miles south of the project site. The American badger is typically found in grasslands 
and requires friable soils for digging burrows. However, American badger is a generalist occupying a 
wide range of habitats and could potentially utilize the site for denning. No suitable American badger 
dens were observed during the field survey. 

Any project activities including grading or excavation work could result in impacts to this highly mobile 
species. Mitigation Measure BIO-16 has been identified to avoid impacts to American badgers by 
conducting a preconstruction survey to identify if badgers are present, inspection of dens (if present) to 
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determine if they are occupied, and establishment of no-disturbance buffers accordingly. Upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-17, impacts to American badger would be less than 
significant with mitigation.   

Golden Eagle  

No suitable nesting habitat is present within the project site, but the golden eagle may forage on-site. A 
historic nest site was documented in 1927, approximately 6.6 miles northeast of the project site. More 
recent nest sites, from 2011 are documented approximately 14 miles northeast of the project site. There 
are some recent incidental records of the species in the general vicinity of the project site recorded in 
iNaturalist and eBird. Golden eagle and other birds that may only forage on-site would move out of 
harm’s way and would not be killed or injured during construction activities. Implementation of the 
project would eliminate a very small fraction of the foraging habitat available for this species. Therefore, 
potential impacts to golden eagle would be less than significant and no mitigation is necessary.  

Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing owl is classified as a candidate species for listing under the CESA. The burrowing owl was 
determined to have a moderate potential to occur due to the presence of several suitable California ground 
squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi) burrows within the survey area.  

Project construction activities such as grading and other excavation work could potentially result in direct 
impacts to burrowing owl individuals, habitat loss, and/or mortality, if present. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-12 has been identified to avoid impacts to this species during the winter season by conducting a 
preconstruction survey of the site and a buffer surrounding the site consistent with CDFW recommended 
methods described in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). If burrowing owl or 
evidence of burrowing owl are detected during this survey, Mitigation Measure BIO-18 dictates 
additional surveys be conducted to determine owl occupancy and establishment of no-disturbance buffers 
in accordance with CDFW ITP requirements. In addition, if burrowing owl are present in project work 
areas during the breeding season, Mitigation Measure BIO-17 has been identified to require avoidance 
and protection of any breeding pair if present. Upon implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-12, 
BIO-17, and BIO-18, impacts to burrowing owl would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Loggerhead Shrike and Nesting Birds 

The presence of western Joshua trees along with other towering structures and/or vegetation could 
provide suitable habitat for nesting birds. The project is within the known range for loggerhead shrike, an 
SSC. The species is known to nest in Joshua trees, which are present. However, the project site is 
disturbed with sparse coverage of native shrubs. The nearest CNDDB record is from 2007, 3 miles 
northwest of the project site. There are several eBird records in the vicinity of the project site. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-17 would require a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey and 
establish no-work buffers if active nests are identified. Avoidance measures would include appropriate 
buffer sizes around the nest depending on the species and tolerance levels to construction activities. Upon 
implementation of BIO-17, potential impacts to loggerhead shrike and other nesting birds protected under 
the MBTA would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Critical Habitat 

There is no designated critical habitat for federally listed species within or immediately adjacent to the 
project. The nearest critical habitat, which is designated for southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax 
traillii extimus), is located approximately 6.2 miles northeast of the survey area (SWCA 2024).  
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b) Would the project 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 Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Sensitive vegetation communities are defined by CDFW as those “... communities that are of limited 
distribution statewide or within a county or region and are often vulnerable to environmental effects of 
projects” (CDFW 2018). Vegetation communities with a State Rank of 1, 2, or 3 are considered sensitive 
by CDFW. One sensitive vegetation community with a rank of 3.2, indicating the Global and State ranks, 
and therefore with a State Rank of 2, was identified in the survey area: Joshua Tree Woodland (SWCA 
2024). Permanent direct impacts within this vegetation community would include clearing and grading of 
vegetated areas to accommodate the project. Compensatory mitigation addressing impacts to Joshua Tree 
Woodland may be incorporated into the mitigation measures implemented in support of the Joshua tree 
ITP. Impacts to the remaining vegetation and land cover types are not anticipated to require mitigation. 
Therefore, the project would have less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. 

c) Would the project 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? 

No state or federally protected wetlands or aquatic resources were identified during the desktop analysis 
and verified during the biological resource survey (SWCA 2024). Therefore, the proposed project would 
have no impacts to state or federally protected wetlands within the survey area.  

d) Would the project 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? 

The project site is surrounded by Topaz Avenue and single-family residential development to the east and 
undeveloped lands to the north. Private property, owned by the Cal-Earth Institute, is located immediately 
west and south of the site. No riparian corridors, critical habitats, wildlife corridors, or wildlife nursery 
sites were identified during the desktop analysis or during the biological resource survey conducted on-
site (SWCA 2024). Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts to these wildlife resources 
within the survey area.  

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

The proposed project would require the direct removal and/or transplantation of native plant species 
subject to the City of Hesperia’s Protected Plant Policy (Code of Ordinances Chapter 16.24), which 
conforms to the Desert Native Plant Act. Under this policy, the project would be required to prepare and 
submit a protected plant plan subject to review and approval by the City.  

In addition, the City of Hesperia Conservation Element includes a Goal and policies associated with 
protection of the natural environment and habitat of the City’s biological resources. Policies relevant to 
the project include requiring proper assessments in areas known as possible habitat for endangered and 
sensitive species before authorizing development (Implementation Policy CN-4.4) and requiring 
appropriate actions to preserve the habitat and protect the identified endangered or sensitive species 
(Implementation Policy CN-4.5). Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18 have been identified to 
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avoid and mitigate project impacts to sensitive biological resources. Based on the project’s required 
compliance with the City’s Protected Plant Policy and implementation of identified mitigation measures, 
project impacts associated with conflicting with any local policies or ordinances related to protection of 
biological resources would be less than significant with mitigation.  

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

No habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or equivalent is currently enforced in 
the project area. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts on compliance with local, 
regional or state adopted conservation plans.   

Conclusion 

Project grading, vegetation removal, and construction activities have the potential to adversely affect 
biological resources that may occur within the project site, including western Joshua trees, beaver dam 
breadroot, desert tortoise, coast horned lizard, Crotch’s bumble bee, golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, 
other nesting birds protected under the MBTA, American badger, and western burrowing owl. Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18 have been identified to avoid and/or reduce potential impacts to 
biological resources. Upon implementation of the identified mitigation measures, impacts to biological 
resources would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 Project Biological Monitor. At the time of application for grading permits, the project 
applicant shall retain a qualified biological monitor(s) and include the monitor’s 
credentials with grading permit application materials submitted to the City. Biological 
monitoring shall be performed during initial laydown and ground disturbance of any new 
portion of the project area, including grubbing and grading, during project construction 
activities. The biological monitor(s) shall have sufficient education and field experience 
to understand resident wildlife species biology; have experience conducting botanical and 
wildlife surveys in desert ecosystems. To avoid and minimize effects on biological 
resources, the biological monitor(s) shall be responsible for the following: 

a. Be present during initial laydown and ground disturbance of any new portion of 
the project area, including grubbing and grading, that take place in suitable 
habitat for desert tortoise, burrowing owl, badger, Crotch’s bumble bee, coast 
horned lizard, rare plants or other protected species to prevent or minimize harm 
or injury to these species.  

b. Activities of the biological monitor(s) include, but are not limited to, ensuring 
compliance with all avoidance and minimization measures; halting construction 
activity in the area if a special-status species is found; and verifying that 
disturbance areas are marked with staking or flagging and that construction 
activities stay within the staked/flagged limits.  

c. If desert tortoise, burrowing owl, American badger, or other protected species are 
found within a work area, the biological monitor(s) shall halt work in the 
vicinity; if impacts to a special-status species cannot be avoided, the biological 
monitor(s) will immediately notify the relevant agency(ies), who shall determine 
measures to be taken to ensure that the individual is not harmed. This may result 
in the need for the project applicant to apply for an incidental take permit (ITP). 
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d. Inspect the study area for any special-status wildlife species and active bird nests. 

e. In the event of the discovery of a non-listed, special-status ground-dwelling 
animal, recover and relocate the animal to adjacent suitable habitat at least 200 
feet from the limits of construction activities. 

f. At the end of each work day, inspect all potential wildlife pitfalls (e.g., trenches, 
bores, other excavations) for wildlife and remove wildlife as necessary. If the 
potential pitfalls will not be immediately backfilled following inspection, the 
biological monitor(s) will ensure that the construction crew slopes the ends of the 
excavation (3:1 slope), provides wildlife escape ramps, or completely and 
securely covers the excavation to prevent wildlife entry. Handling of special-
status species will be conducted only if the biologist and project have all required 
authorizations from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

g. Inspect the site to ensure trash and food-related waste is placed in closed-lid 
containers and that workers do not feed wildlife. Ensure that pets are not allowed 
on-site prior to or during construction to minimize disturbances to wildlife. Also 
inspect the work area each day to ensure that no microtrash (e.g., bolts, screws, 
etc.) is left behind.  

BIO-2 Worker Environmental Awareness Program. Prior to the onset of construction 
activities, the project biological monitor shall provide Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WEAP) training. Any employee responsible for the construction, operation, 
and/or maintenance of the project shall attend the WEAP. The WEAP will be developed 
by a qualified biologist and all training materials shall be submitted to the City with a 
copy of the names of all staff who attended prior to the onset of construction activities. 
The WEAP shall include the following content: 

a. The program will include information on the life history of sensitive biological 
resources that may occur within the project area, including western Joshua tree 
and other listed or special-status species that could be present on-site.  

b. The program will discuss each species’ legal protection status, the definitions of 
take under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and the federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA), measures the project operator is implementing 
to protect the species, reporting requirements, specific measures that each worker 
will employ to avoid take of wildlife species, and penalties for violation of the 
CESA and the FESA. 

c. An acknowledgement form signed by each worker indicating that environmental 
training has been completed will be kept on record. 

d. A sticker will be placed on worker hard hats upon the worker’s successful 
environmental training completion. Construction workers will not be permitted to 
operate vehicles or equipment within the construction areas unless they have 
attended the training and are wearing hard hats with the required sticker. 

e. The WEAP will identify a point of contact if a listed or special-status species is 
observed on the project site. 

BIO-3 Western Joshua Tree Monitoring. The biological monitor(s) shall be responsible for 
the following: 
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a. All western Joshua tree avoidance buffer(s) shall be established before the start 
of any activity. These buffers shall be established specifically for the Joshua trees 
located outside of the project site but within the study area buffer. The biological 
monitor(s) shall be present at the initial tailboard meeting to discuss any 
biological issues with the crew, and as needed, for monitoring.   

b. Ground and vegetation disturbance within 50 feet of a western Joshua tree shall 
be avoided if possible and minimized where it cannot be avoided.  

BIO-4 Western Joshua Tree Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation. If ground 
disturbance within 50 feet of western Joshua trees cannot be avoided, then the project 
applicant shall consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and, 
if recommended, apply for a Western Joshua Tree Conservation Act (WJTCA) permit. 
The project applicant shall pay the required compensatory mitigation fee and implement 
all avoidance, minimization, and reporting requirements in the permit.   

BIO-5 Designated Work Areas. All project work activities shall be limited to designated work 
areas. To the greatest extent possible, crews shall confine work areas to previously 
disturbed areas. The project applicant shall clearly delineate the boundaries of the project 
area with fencing, stakes, or flagging, as necessary, to remain in place throughout the 
duration of project construction activities. 

BIO-6 Vehicles and Staging. Throughout all project construction activities, vehicles shall be 
staged or stored at least 50 feet from any western Joshua trees, unless take of that tree is 
authorized by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 

BIO-7 Hazardous Waste. The permittee will immediately stop and, pursuant to pertinent state 
and federal statutes and regulations, arrange for repair and clean up by qualified 
individuals of any fuel or hazardous waste leaks or spills at the time of occurrence, or as 
soon as it is safe to do so. The permittee will exclude the storage and handling of 
hazardous materials from the project area and will properly contain and dispose of any 
unused or leftover hazardous products off-site. 

BIO-8 Dust Control. Control of dust will be implemented during construction activities. 
The primary mechanism for dust control will be the use of water trucks with a spray bar 
and hose(s). Proactive controls will be instituted to reduce the amount of dust generated 
during site activities, including enforcement of low speed limits (below 15 mph) for 
vehicular traffic, decontamination of trucks leaving the remediation work areas, and a 
5-foot height limit for temporarily stockpiled material. 

BIO-9 Refuse Removal. Upon completion of each project component, all remaining materials 
and equipment will be removed from the site. 

BIO-10 Invasive Plants. To prevent the spread of invasive plants that have the potential to 
outcompete native plant species, all vehicles and any ground- or vegetation-disturbing 
equipment and tools will be cleaned free of mud, soil, and plant material before entering 
the project site for the first time, and any time after driving off pavement outside the 
project site. Cleaning can be through car washes, compressed air, pressure washes, 
brushes, or similar equipment.  

BIO-11 Beaver Dam Breadroot Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation. Prior to any 
vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities, focused surveys shall be conducted 
during the blooming period (April and May) or during other periods when beaver dam 
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breadroot is identifiable to determine whether beaver dam breadroot is present within the 
proposed areas of disturbance of the project. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance 
with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW’s) Protocols for Surveying 
and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural 
Communities (CDFW 2018). Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified botanist 
experienced in conducting floristic botanical field surveys, knowledgeable of plant 
taxonomy and plant community ecology and classification, familiar with the plants of the 
area, including special-status and locally significant plants, and familiar with the 
appropriate state and federal statutes related to plants and plant collecting. If no beaver 
dam breadroot is found on the project site during an appropriately timed survey, no 
additional mitigation measures are necessary. 

If beaver dam breadroot is found on the project site, the following measures shall be 
implemented:  

a. A qualified botanist shall evaluate the feasibility of avoiding direct impacts to 
beaver dam breadroot and all impacts to beaver dam breadroot shall be avoided 
to the greatest extent feasible. In addition to avoiding direct impacts to beaver 
dam breadroot, potential indirect impacts during project construction and project 
operation shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible through means 
including, but not limited to, the installation of protective fencing and 
environmentally sensitive area signage. Additionally, the Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP) shall address beaver dam breadroot, in addition to 
other sensitive resources in and near the project site. 

b. If beaver dam breadroot is found on-site and cannot be avoided, the project 
applicant shall consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) to mitigate the loss of the plant(s) through purchase of mitigation 
credits from a CDFW-approved bank and/or land acquisition and conservation at 
a mitigation ratio determined by CDFW after project analysis. Through 
consultation with CDFW, the project applicant shall determine feasible impact 
minimization and mitigation measures for this special-status species and 
implement mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant, which 
may include, but are not limited to, one or more of the following mitigation 
strategies:  

1. Habitat restoration to mitigate for unavoidable temporary construction 
impacts to habitat supporting special-status plants on-site. 

2. In conjunction with academic institutions and/or regional native plant 
nurseries, and following consultation with CDFW, a propagation 
program may be developed for the salvage and transfer of special-status 
plant populations known to succeed after transplantation, from the 
project site before the initiation of construction activities. Propagation 
methods for the salvaged plant population must be developed on a case-
by-case basis and must include the involvement of local conservation 
easements/preserves/open space, where applicable). The propagation of 
individual plant species must be performed at the correct time of year 
and successfully completed before project construction activities 
eliminate or disturb the plants and habitats of concern. 

3. Efforts may be made to salvage portions of the habitat or plant 
populations that could be lost as a result of implementation of the 
proposed project. In addition to salvaging special-status plants, such as 
beaver dam breadroot plants themselves, salvage efforts shall include 
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soil and seedbanks surrounding impacted plants, if doing so will not 
contribute to the spread of invasive or noxious plant species. 

4. Appropriate off-site conservation opportunities may be identified and, if 
feasible, protected in perpetuity through conservation easements and/or 
purchase of mitigation bank credits from a CDFW-approved bank at a 
mitigation ratio determined by CDFW. The habitat value of off-site 
conservation areas shall be enhanced where feasible through means 
such as reducing grazing intensity and restricting off-highway vehicle 
access. The acreage of off-site habitat conserved shall meet or exceed a 
1:1 ratio of impacted rare plant habitat on the project site and the final 
required mitigation ratio will be determined by CDFW during 
consultation based on factors such as the quality and area of habitat 
being impacted. 

If beaver dam breadroot is found on-site and the above-stated off-site mitigation 
measures are implemented, the project applicant shall design and implement a monitoring 
program to evaluate compliance with and the effectiveness of these mitigation measures. 
The monitoring program shall be conducted by a qualified botanist, and shall take place 
periodically during project construction, and annually, following the completion of 
construction, for 5 years. The project applicant shall bear the financial responsibility for 
mitigation measure monitoring and reporting for the entirety of the 5-year reporting 
period. If the monitoring program identifies mitigation measure noncompliance or 
ineffectiveness, the project applicant shall fund and implement remedial measures. The 
project applicant shall ensure that sufficient funding exists to complete all reasonably 
foreseeable remedial actions prior to the commencement of project construction. Annual 
monitoring reports shall be submitted to CDFW. 

BIO-12 Desert Tortoise Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation. Focused surveys for desert 
tortoise shall be conducted prior to vegetation clearance and ground-disturbing activities. 
These surveys shall be conducted when tortoises are most active (April–May or 
September–October) by qualified biologists in accordance with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s (USFWS’s) Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) Field Manual (USFWS 
2009). If desert tortoise is not detected during the preconstruction surveys, then 
construction may commence without any further actions. 

If desert tortoise is detected during the preconstruction surveys, and if it is determined 
that impacts to desert tortoise cannot be avoided and may result in incidental take of the 
species, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented, at a minimum: 

a. Consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and 
USFWS shall occur and an incidental take permit (ITP) shall be secured from 
USFWS and CDFW if take of desert tortoise habitat (as defined by the federal 
Endangered Species Act) cannot be avoided. An ITP would ensure that any 
impacted habitat is offset with mitigation habitat at a ratio to be determined in 
consultation with USFWS and CDFW. If required, all permit conditions would 
be as followed. 

b. Prior to the onset of construction activities, the project proponent should provide 
a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training, as described 
under Mitigation Measure BIO-2. The WEAP shall be developed by a qualified 
biologist and shall include information on the life history of desert tortoise and 
protocol for if the species is observed on the project site.  
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c. The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist with demonstrated 
expertise with desert tortoise to monitor all construction activities and assist the 
project applicant in the implementation of the monitoring program. The biologist 
shall be approved by USFWS and CDFW prior to the commencement of project 
activities. The biologist shall be present during all activities immediately adjacent 
to or within habitat that supports desert tortoise. 

d. The project applicant shall coordinate with USFWS and CDFW to determine 
whether desert tortoise fencing is needed. If required, the work areas would be 
fenced in a manner that prevents equipment and vehicles from straying from the 
designated work area into adjacent habitat. The qualified approved biologist shall 
assist in determining the boundaries of the area to be fenced in consultation with 
USFWS and CDFW. All workers shall be advised that equipment and vehicles 
must remain within the fenced work areas. Installation of the fencing and any 
necessary surveys shall be directed and/or conducted by the approved biologist in 
concurrence with USFWS and CDFW, as applicable.  

e. A qualified biologist shall be on-site to survey for tortoises prior to vegetation 
clearance and grubbing of the project site fence line during fence installation to 
ensure that desert tortoises and active burrows are not impacted. Limited 
vegetation clearing activity, such as removal of individual Joshua trees for 
translocation shall be permitted prior to the installation of the fencing, provided 
that a qualified biologist conducts a survey for tortoises and their burrows 
immediately in front of each motor vehicle and site(s) of vegetation clearance. In 
the event that tortoises or active burrows are discovered, all work shall be 
immediately halted within a 500-foot radius of the tortoise or burrow.  

f. If desert tortoises are found within an area that has been fenced to exclude the 
species, activities will cease within 500 feet of the tortoise(s). If permitted by 
USFWS and CDFW, the approved biologist may move the desert tortoise(s). If 
desert tortoises are found in a construction area where fencing was deemed 
unnecessary, work will cease until the approved biologist moves the individual(s) 
or the tortoise(s) leave on their own.  

g. If an injured or dead tortoise is encountered during construction, or if any desert 
tortoise is injured or killed, all construction activities within 500 feet of the 
vicinity shall be halted and the approved biologist immediately contacted. The 
biologist shall have the responsibility for contacting the USFWS and the CDFW.  

h. The approved biologist shall remain on-site until all vegetation is cleared and, at 
a minimum, conduct site and fence inspections on a regular (monthly) schedule 
throughout construction in order to ensure that the project is in compliance with 
the mitigation measures. 

i. The approved biologist shall remain on-call throughout construction in the event 
a tortoise occurs on the site during construction. 

j. Employees and contractors shall be required to look under vehicles and 
equipment for the presence of wildlife prior to moving vehicles and equipment. If 
present, the animal shall be left to move on its own or until it is removed by the 
approved biologist. No listed species shall be handled without concurrence from 
USFWS and/or CDFW, as applicable.  

If an ITP is required, a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be prepared that 
outlines all of the compensatory mitigation required for the project; the plan may cover 
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multiple species. The plan should identify the compensatory mitigation lands and the 
conservation actions proposed to ensure that they are managed to ensure the continued 
existence of all species covered by the plan. The plan shall include the funding 
assurances for long-term management of the mitigation lands. The plan shall be 
submitted to USFWS and/or CDFW, as applicable, as well as the City of Hesperia prior 
to initiation of project construction activities.  

BIO-13 Coast Horned Lizard Protection Measures. To avoid potential impacts to coast horned 
lizard, a qualified biologist will conduct a preconstruction clearance survey on the day 
that construction activities—including vehicular access and grading activities—begin 
within the project site where suitable habitat is present. The preconstruction survey shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist familiar with coast horned lizard and survey 
methods, and with appropriate permits to relocate horned lizards out of harm’s way. The 
scope of the survey shall be determined by a qualified biologist and shall be sufficient to 
determine presence or absence in the project areas. 

If coast horned lizards are found to be present in the proposed work areas during the 
preconstruction survey, the following steps shall be taken: 

a. See BIO-1 (f.)  

BIO-14 Crotch’s Bumble Bee Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation. At the time of 
application for building permits, the project applicant shall prepare and submit a 
Preconstruction Survey Plan identifying the timing and methodology of surveys to be 
conducted for Crotch’s bumble bee to the City of Hesperia and the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review. Preconstruction surveys for Crotch’s bumble 
bee shall be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to vegetation clearance and ground-
disturbing activities in accordance with CDFW’s Survey Considerations for CESA 
Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023). Preconstruction surveys shall occur no 
less than 15 days prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities scheduled to occur 
during the following lifecycle periods:  

 Queen flight seasons, when queens emerge in the spring searching for nest sites 
(February–March);  

 Gyne flight season, when gynes mate and search for overwintering habitat 
(September–October); and 

 The colony active period when nests are detectable (April–August). 

The Preconstruction Survey Plan shall provide justification for timing and method of 
survey design (e.g., elevation, climatic conditions, previous year’s precipitation, average 
ambient temperature, species Colony Active Period and Queen/Gyne Flight Season, etc.). 
It shall also include the identification protocol(s) for Colony Active Period surveys. If 
photographs will be used as vouchers, the Preconstruction Survey Plan must identify the 
person(s) who will provide positive identification.  

a. If Crotch’s bumble bee nests are detected on-site, then the establishment of a 50-
foot avoidance buffer will be implemented under the discretion of a biological 
monitor. 

b. If it is determined that impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee cannot be avoided and the 
project may result in incidental take of the species, then the project applicant 
shall be required to complete consultation with CDFW, and may be required to 
apply for an incidental take permit (ITP) pursuant to CESA to continue work 
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within the buffer until senescence. Additional mitigation measures may be 
required as part of the ITP process. An incidental take permit would ensure that 
any impacted habitat or nests is offset with mitigation habitat at a ratio to be 
determined in consultation with CDFW. 

BIO-15 American Badger Protection Measures. To avoid direct impacts to American badger, 
preconstruction surveys shall be conducted for this species no more than 30 days prior to 
the start of construction activities. Surveys shall be conducted as described below: 

a. Biological monitors shall perform preconstruction surveys for badger dens in the 
project disturbance area, including a 20-foot buffer beyond the disturbed area, 
utility corridors, and access roads. If dens are detected, each den shall be 
classified as inactive, potentially active, or definitely active. 

b. Inactive dens that would be directly impacted by construction activities shall be 
excavated by hand and backfilled to prevent reuse by badgers. 

c. Potentially and definitely active dens that would be directly impacted by 
construction activities shall be monitored by the biological monitor for 3 
consecutive nights using a tracking medium (such as diatomaceous earth or fire 
clay) and/or infrared camera stations at the entrance. 

d. If no tracks are observed in the tracking medium or no photos of the target 
species are captured after 3 consecutive nights, the den shall be excavated and 
backfilled by hand. 

e. If tracks are observed, the den shall be progressively blocked with natural 
materials (rocks, dirt, sticks, and vegetation piled in front of the entrance) for the 
next three to five nights to discourage the badger from continued use. After 
verification that the den is unoccupied it shall then be excavated and backfilled 
by hand to ensure that no badgers are trapped in the den. 

f. If an active natal den is detected on the site, the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) shall be contacted within 24 hours to determine the 
appropriate course of action to minimize the potential for harm or mortality. The 
course of action would depend on the age of the cubs, location of the den on the 
site (e.g., is the den in a central area or in a perimeter location), status of the 
perimeter site fence (completed or not), and the pending construction activities 
proposed near the den. A 500-foot no-disturbance buffer shall be maintained 
around active natal dens. 

BIO-16 Burrowing Owl Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation. No more than 14 days prior 
to the start of ground disturbance, a preconstruction survey for burrowing owls in 
conformance with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012) shall be completed within suitable habitat at 
every work area and within a 150-m buffer zone of each work area. Work areas shall be 
resurveyed following periods of inactivity of 2 weeks or more. The project 
applicant/owner shall submit the results of the preconstruction survey to the City of 
Hesperia and CDFW.  

If occupied burrows are identified on-site or within the 150-meter buffer, the following 
measures shall be implemented: 
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a. No disturbance shall occur within 160 feet (50 m) of occupied burrows during 
the non-breeding season (September 1–January 31) or within 650 feet (200 m) 
during the breeding season (February 1–August 31); 

b. Occupied burrows shall not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1–
August 31); 

c. Unless otherwise authorized by CDFW, a 650-foot buffer within which no 
activity shall be maintained between project activities and nesting burrowing 
owls during the nesting season. This protected area shall remain in effect until 
August 31 or at CDFW’s discretion and, based on monitoring evidence, until the 
young owls are foraging independently. 

If it is determined that impacts to burrowing owl cannot be avoided and may result in 
incidental take of the species, the biological monitor(s) shall immediately halt work. The 
project applicant shall be required to complete consultation with CDFW to apply for an 
ITP pursuant to CESA. Additional mitigation measures may be required as part of the 
ITP process. 

BIO-17 Nesting Bird Surveys and Nest Avoidance. If site preparation, grading or construction 
activities are proposed during the typical nesting bird season (February 1–September 15), 
within 1 week prior to ground-disturbing activities, a nesting bird survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine presence/absence of nesting birds. 
Surveys shall cover all areas potentially affected by the project via direct impacts (e.g., 
nest destruction) or indirect impacts (e.g., noise, vibration, odors, movement of workers 
or equipment, etc.). If absence of nesting birds is verified, construction activities may 
begin upon submittal of a survey report to the City of Hesperia Planning Department. If 
nesting activities are detected, the following measures shall be implemented: 

a. Buffer Establishment. If an active bird nest is observed during preconstruction 
surveys or during construction, a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet 
around active nests of non-listed passerine bird species and a 500-foot no-
disturbance buffer around active nests of non-listed raptors shall be implemented 
using high visibility markers or fencing. These buffers shall remain in place until 
the breeding season has ended or until a qualified biologist has determined that 
the birds have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for 
survival. 

b. Variance of Buffer Distances. Variance from the no-disturbance buffers 
described above may be allowable when there is a compelling biological or 
ecological reason to do so, such as when the construction area would be 
concealed from a nest site by topography. Any variance from the no-disturbance 
buffers shall be advised and supported by a qualified biologist and CDFW shall 
be notified in advance of implementing a variance. 

c. Nest Monitoring. If nest buffers are reduced, the biologist shall monitor any 
construction activities that take place within 250 feet of non-listed passerine bird 
species nests, and 500 feet of non-listed raptor nests. If nesting birds show any 
signs of disturbance, including changes in behavior, significantly reducing 
frequency of nests visits, or refusal to visit the nest, the biologist will stop work 
and increase the nest buffer. If appropriate on a case-by-case basis, as determined 
by the qualified biologist, nest monitoring may be reduced to weekly spot-check 
monitoring, at a minimum, if the biologist determines that the nesting birds have 
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shown no signs of disturbance from construction activities and a continuation of 
the same types of construction activities are unlikely to disturb the nesting birds. 

d. Nest Removal. Nests, eggs, or young of birds covered by the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code shall not be moved or 
disturbed until a qualified biologist has determined that the nest has become 
inactive or young have fledged and become independent of the nest.  

e. Reporting. A qualified biologist shall document all active nests and submit a 
letter report to the City of Hesperia Planning Department documenting project 
compliance with the MBTA, California Fish and Game Code, and applicable 
project mitigation measures. 

BIO-18 Dead or Injured Special-status Wildlife. If any dead or injured special-status wildlife 
are discovered at the proposed project during construction, the project applicant shall stop 
work in the immediate vicinity. The project applicant will notify the City, the on-call 
biologist, and the appropriate resource agency (USFWS and/or CDFW) before 
construction shall be allowed to resume. 

V. Cultural Resources 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Setting 

As defined by CEQA, a historical resource includes: 

1. A resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR).   

2. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant. The architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural records of California 
may be considered to be a historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is 
supported by substantial evidence.  

Pursuant to CEQA, a resource included in a local register of historic resources or identified as significant 
in a historical resource survey shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public 
agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates 
that it is not historically or culturally significant.  
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The City Conservation Element includes a Goal and policies related to identification and protection of 
historical and cultural resources, as summarized below: 

Goal CN-5. The City shall establish policies and procedures in compliance with state and 
Federal laws and regulations to identify and properly protect found historical, cultural 
and paleontological artifacts and resources. 

 Policy CN-5.1. Encourage the preservation of historical, paleontological and 
cultural resources. 

 Policy CN-5.2. In those areas where surveys and records indicate historical, 
cultural or paleontological resources may be found, undertaken appropriate 
surveys and record searches to determine the presence of such resources, if any.  

 Policy CN-5.3. Inventory and evaluate all historical, paleontological and cultural 
resources discovered according to CEQA regulations and the California Office of 
Historic Preservation. 

 Policy CN-5.4. Coordinate with the Archeological Information Center at the San 
Bernardino County Museum in reviewing potential records and in preserving 
such artifacts as may be found. 

 Policy CN-5.5. Through its CEQA and other environmental procedures, notify 
appropriate Native American representatives of possible development and shall 
comply with all State and Federal requirements concerning the monitoring and 
preservation of Native American artifacts and places. 

The Technical Background Report in Support of the Cultural Resource Element: City of Hesperia 
General Plan Update includes a Cultural Resource Sensitivity Key Map, which consists of cultural 
resource sensitivity maps that define areas in the city of Hesperia that might hold more cultural resource 
sites than other areas. “Sensitivity” has been divided into low, medium, and high designations, and the 
gradation was developed based on recorded site information. Areas deemed “Low” generally exhibit 0 to 
1 recorded site per 160 acres exhibited by modern development. “Medium” areas of sensitivity generally 
exhibit 2 to 9 sites per 160 acres and are focused along important historic road alignments. Areas of 
“High” sensitivity generally exhibit 10 or more sites per 160 acres and are located near permanent water 
sources. In addition to utilizing the number of previously known cultural resources of 160 acres, 
sensitivity zones were also developed utilizing knowledge about landforms and water resources. Based on 
the Cultural Resource Sensitivity Key Map, the project site is located in an area with low cultural resource 
sensitivity (Michael Brandman Associates 2010).   

Environmental Evaluation 

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

A records search was conducted by SWCA Environmental Consultants for the project site that included a 
review of the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS). The records search was conducted in person and the results concluded that 
there were 10 historic sites recorded within a 0.5-mile buffer of the project site, but none of these sites 
were located immediately adjacent to the site. The records search also revealed that the project site had 
been subject to a prior cultural resources study which included an intensive level pedestrian survey in 
2010 which concluded that no historic or cultural resources were identified.   
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The project site does not contain, nor is it located near, any historic resources identified in the National 
Register of Historic Places or California Register of Historic Resources. The project site does not contain 
structures of historic age (50 years or older) that could be potentially significant as a historical resource. 
Therefore, the project would not result in an adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
and no impacts would occur.  

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

Project construction activities would result in approximately 2.51 acres of on-site site disturbance, 
including 3,558 cubic yards of cut and 1,901 cubic yards of fill material, to be balanced on-site. Project 
grading and trenching activities would result in a maximum depth of excavation of 108 inches. Based on 
the Cultural Resource Sensitivity Key Map, the project site is located in an area with low cultural resource 
sensitivity (Michael Brandman Associates 2010). A records search was conducted by SWCA 
Environmental Consultants for the project site that included a review of the SCCIC of the CHRIS. The 
records search was conducted in person and the results concluded that there were 10 historic sites 
recorded within a 0.5-mile buffer of the project site; however, none of these sites were located within or 
immediately adjacent to the site. The records search also revealed that the project site had been subject to 
a prior cultural resources study which included an intensive level pedestrian survey in 2010 which 
concluded that no historic or cultural resources were identified within the project site. This study also 
included a geoarchaeological assessment which indicated that the site is predominately made up of 
Pleistocene sediments, which are generally too old for archaeological resources. 

In addition, SWCA Environmental Consultants conducted a records search of the Sacred Lands File via 
the Native American Heritage Commission. The results of this search indicate whether a tribal entity has 
any known sacred sites in the general vicinity; however, the search does not identify any specific 
locations of these sites. The Sacred Lands File (SLF) search returned with positive results. While the SLF 
search indicates that a tribe has identified one or more sacred sites in the general vicinity of the project, 
there are no known sacred sites or other cultural resources known to occur within the project site.  

Based on the low archaeological sensitivity of the site, the negative results of previous archaeological 
pedestrian survey results, and the results of the geoarchaeological assessment of the site, the project’s 
potential to disturb archaeological resources is low. However, the project would still have the potential to 
result in impacts to previously unidentified subsurface resources within the site during construction and 
grading activities, if present. Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3 have been identified to require the 
project applicant to retain a qualified archaeologist, conduct worker environmental awareness training, 
and implement appropriate protocol in the event an archaeological resource is discovered during project 
construction activities. With the implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts to archaeological 
resources would be less than significant with mitigation.  

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Based on existing conditions and results of the intensive pedestrian survey conducted on-site and negative 
results of the SCCIC records search, buried human remains are not expected to be present in the site area. 
However, the discovery of unknown human remains is possible during ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the proposed project. In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human 
remains, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbances shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to 
PRC Section 5097.98. Mitigation Measure CR-4 has been identified to require these measures to be 
included on all relevant sheets of the project grading and construction plans. Potential impacts related to 
the disturbance of human remains would be less than significant with the incorporation of Mitigation 
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Measure CR-4. Therefore, impacts related to disturbance of human remains would be less than significant 
with mitigation.  

Conclusion 

The project site does not contain any known historical or archaeological resources. The project would 
have the potential to result in adverse impacts to previously unidentified subsurface archaeological 
resources and/or human remains. Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce these impacts to a 
less than significant level. Therefore, the project’s impacts associated with cultural resources would be 
less than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures 

CR-1 Retain a Qualified Archaeologist. At the time of application for grading or construction 
permits, whichever occurs first, the project applicant shall submit evidence of retaining a 
qualified archaeologist for the development and implementation of the worker 
environmental awareness training to be conducted for all construction personnel as 
described under Mitigation Measure CR-2, below.  

CR-2 Worker Environmental Awareness Training. Prior to initial ground-disturbing 
activities, the project archaeologist shall conduct a brief construction worker awareness 
training for all construction personnel. This training shall include, but not be limited to, 
the following information: 

a. Review the types of archaeological artifacts that may be uncovered; 

b. Provide examples of common archaeological artifacts to examine; 

c. Review what makes an archaeological resource significant to archaeologists and 
local Native Americans; 

d. Review reporting requirements, relevant environmental laws, and penalties; 

e. Describe procedures that would be followed in the event of a new discovery; 

f. Best management practices; 

g. Responsibilities of project personnel; and 

h. Who to contact in the event of an inadvertent discovery, inclusive of local Native 
American tribes.  

The name and qualifications of the archaeologist who provided the training and a list of 
all construction personnel who completed the training shall be provided to the City prior 
to initiation of construction activities. 

CR-3 Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources Protocol. If cultural resources are 
encountered during subsurface earthwork activities, all ground-disturbing activities 
within a 60-foot radius of the find shall cease, the City shall be notified immediately, and 
a qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess 
the find. Work shall not continue until the project archaeologist assesses the find and 
determines the need for further study. If the find includes Native American-affiliated 
materials, a local Native American tribal representative will be contacted to work in 
conjunction with the project archaeologist to determine the need for further study. 
Additionally, the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation Cultural Resources Department 
(YSMN) shall be contacted, as detailed within TCR-1, regarding any pre-contact finds 
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and be provided information after the archaeologist makes his/her initial assessment of 
the nature of the find, so as to provide Tribal input with regards to significance and 
treatment. A standard inadvertent discovery clause shall be included in every grading and 
construction contract to inform contractors of this requirement. Any previously 
unidentified resources found during construction shall be recorded on appropriate 
California Department of Parks and Recreation forms and evaluated for significance in 
terms of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) criteria by a qualified 
archaeologist.  

If the resource is determined significant under CEQA, the qualified archaeologist shall 
prepare and implement a research design and archaeological data recovery plan, in 
conjunction with locally affiliated Native American representative(s) as necessary, that 
will capture those categories of data for which the site is significant. The archaeologist 
shall also perform appropriate technical analysis, prepare a comprehensive report, file it 
with the South Central Coastal Information Center and the City of Hesperia Planning 
Department, and provide for the permanent curation of the recovered materials. 

In addition, if significant pre-contact cultural resources, as defined by CEQA, are 
discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, the archaeologist shall develop a 
Monitoring and Treatment Plan, the drafts of which shall be provided to YSMN for 
review and comment, as detailed within TCR-1. The archaeologist shall monitor the 
remainder of the project and implement the Plan accordingly. 

CR-4 Discovery of Human Remains Protocol. In the event that human remains are exposed 
during earth-disturbing activities associated with the project, an immediate halt work 
order shall be issued, and the City of Hesperia shall be notified. California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance of the site or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of 
Native American descent, the coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission within 24 hours. These requirements shall be printed on all relevant sheets 
of building and grading plans.  

VI. Energy 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Setting 

The project site is located in the Southern California Edison (SCE) service area. The 2022 SCE electric 
power mix consists of 33.2% renewable energy sources (SCE 2022). 

STATE BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS 

The California Building Code (CBC) contains standards that regulate the method of use, properties, 
performance, or types of materials used in the construction, alteration, improvement, repair, or 
rehabilitation of a building or other improvements to real property. The CBC includes mandatory green 
building standards for residential and nonresidential structures, the most recent version of which is 
referred to as the 2023 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. These standards focus on four key areas: 
smart residential photovoltaic systems, updated thermal envelope standards (preventing heat transfer from 
the interior to the exterior and vice versa), residential and nonresidential ventilation requirements, and 
nonresidential lighting requirements. While the CBC has strict energy and green building standards, U-
occupancy structures (such as greenhouses used for cultivation activities) are typically not regulated by 
these standards. 

VEHICLE FUEL ECONOMY STANDARDS 

In October 2012, the USEPA and National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), on behalf 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation, issued final rules to further reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions and improve corporate average fuel economy (I) standards for light-duty vehicles for model 
years 2017 and beyond. The NHTSA’s I standards have been enacted under the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act since 1978. This national program requires automobile manufacturers to build a single 
light-duty national fleet that meets all requirements under both federal programs and the standards of 
California and other states. This program would increase fuel economy to the equivalent of 54.5 miles per 
gallon (mpg), limiting vehicle emissions to 163 grams of carbon dioxide (CO2) per mile for the fleet of 
cars and light-duty trucks by the model year 2025. 

As part of California’s overall approach to reducing pollution from all vehicles, CARB has established 
standards for clean gasoline and diesel fuels and fuel economies of new vehicles. CARB has also put in 
place innovative programs to drive the development of low-carbon, renewable, and alternative fuels, such 
as their Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) Program pursuant to California Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and 
the Governor’s Executive Order S-01-07.  

In January 2012, the CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars Program, which combines the control of 
GHG emissions and criteria air pollutants, as well as requirements for greater numbers of zero-emission 
vehicles, into a single package of standards for vehicle model years 2017 through 2025. The new rules 
strengthen the GHG standard for 2017 models and beyond. This will be achieved through existing 
technologies, the use of stronger and lighter materials, and more efficient drivetrains and engines. The 
program’s zero-emission vehicle regulation requires battery, fuel cell, and/or plug-in hybrid electric 
vehicles to account for up to 15% of California’s new vehicle sales by 2025. The program also includes a 
clean fuels outlet regulation designed to support the commercialization of zero-emission hydrogen fuel 
cell vehicles planned by vehicle manufacturers by 2015 by requiring increased numbers of hydrogen 
fueling stations throughout the state. The number of stations will grow as vehicle manufacturers sell more 
fuel cell vehicles. By 2025, when the rules will be fully implemented, the statewide fleet of new cars and 
light trucks will emit 34% fewer global warming gases and 75% fewer smog-forming emissions than the 
statewide fleet in 2016 (CARB 2022). 

All self-propelled off-road diesel vehicles 25 horsepower (hp) or greater used in California and most two-
engine vehicles (except on-road two-engine sweepers) are subject to the CARB’s Regulation for In-Use 
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Off-Road Diesel Fueled Fleets (Off-Road regulation). This includes vehicles that are rented or leased 
(rental or leased fleets). The overall purpose of the Off-Road regulation is to reduce emissions of NOX 
and particulate matter from off-road diesel vehicles operating within California through the 
implementation of standards, including, but not limited to, limits on idling, reporting, and labeling of off-
road vehicles, limitations on use of old engines, and performance requirements. 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

Construction activities for the proposed project would require the use of energy in the form of electricity, 
diesel fuel, and gasoline for workers and construction vehicles and equipment. The project would require 
limited construction activities and would be subject to state and local diesel idling restrictions and other 
equipment standards. Therefore, construction is not anticipated to result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in seven single-family residences that would be 
subject to green building and CBC standards. The project would provide electricity from SCE, which 
sources 33.2% of electricity from renewable resources (SCE 2022). Based on required compliance with 
green building standards and the use of electricity from renewable resources, the operation of the project 
is not anticipated to result in environmental impacts due to wasteful or otherwise inefficient use of energy 
during project construction or operation; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

The project would comply with CBC 2023 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and the 2023 Green 
Building Code and is not anticipated to result in wasteful use of energy. Therefore, the project would 
comply with applicable energy efficiency plans, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

The project would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources 
during short-term construction or long-term operation and would not conflict with state or local renewable 
energy or energy efficiency plans. Therefore, potential impacts related to energy would be less than 
significant, and mitigation measures are not necessary. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 



Topaz Residential Project 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

51 

VII. Geology and Soils 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

    

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

Ground shaking refers to the motion that occurs in response to regional and local earthquakes. Seismic 
ground shaking is influenced by the proximity of the site to an earthquake fault, the intensity of the 
seismic event, and the underlying soil composition. Ground shaking can endanger life and safety due to 
damage or collapse of structures or lifeline facilities. Liquefaction is the sudden loss of soil strength due 
to a rapid increase in soil pore water pressure resulting from ground shaking during an earthquake. 
Landslides and slope instability can occur as a result of wet weather, weak soils, improper grading, 
improper drainage, steep slopes, adverse geologic structures, earthquakes, or a combination of these 
factors. 

The project site is located in seismically active Southern California, a region that has experienced 
numerous earthquakes in the past. The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act specifies certain areas as 
Earthquake Fault Zones if surrounding faults that are deemed sufficiently active or well defined after a 
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review of seismic records and geological studies. Neither the project site is located within any Alquist-
Priolo Special Studies Zones (CDOC 2015). 

According to the City of Hesperia Hazard Mitigation Plan, the nearest faults of major significance in San 
Bernadino County are the Southern San Andreas, the San Jacinto, the Elsinore, and the Garlock Faults 
(City of Hesperia 2017). According to the CDOC Fault Activity Map of California, the nearest potentially 
active fault to the project site is the Ord Mountains fault zone, located approximately 8 miles southeast of 
the project site (CDOC 2015).  

Highly erodible soils are those that are easily carried by water and, to a lesser extent, by wind. Surface 
erosion is more commonly visible, but subsurface erosion can lead to damage to pipes, roads, 
foundations, and other structural elements. Expansive soils are largely comprised of clays, which expand 
in volume when water is absorbed and shrink as the soil dries. Expansion is measured by shrink-swell 
potential, which is the volume change in soil with an increase in moisture. If the shrink-swell potential is 
rated moderate to high, then damage to buildings, roads, structural foundations, and pipes can occur. In 
the northern portion of the county, there are some areas of expansive clay soil that require special 
construction standards for foundations and infrastructure. Expansive clay problems can be surmounted by 
appropriate engineering design and construction techniques. 

According to the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the project site is underlain by Cajon Sand, with 0 to 2 percent 
slopes. This somewhat excessively drained soil has a high to very high runoff class and a depth-to-
restrictive feature of more than 80 inches. The typical soil profile consists of sand, gravely sand, and 
stratified sand to loamy fine sand. The Cajon Sand soils formed in alluvium are derived primarily from 
granite and related rocks. 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

a-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. 

There are no active faults located within or adjacent to the project site (CDOC 2015). Because the project 
site is not underlain by an Alquist-Priolo or other active fault zone, rupture of a known Alquist-Priolo 
fault would not occur within the project site; therefore, no impacts would occur. 

a-ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

The nearest potentially active fault to the project site is the Ord Mountains fault zone approximately 8 
miles southeast of the project site (CDOC 2015). The project includes the development of seven single-
family residences. New occupiable buildings would be required to be constructed in accordance with the 
most recent CBC to address seismic risk. Based on required compliance with the CBC, the project would 
not result in the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of seismic-induced hazards, including seismic 
ground shaking; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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a-iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

According to the California Geological Survey’s Earthquake Hazards Zone Application, the project site is 
not located in a liquefaction zone (CDOC 2021). The project includes the development of seven single-
family residences. New occupiable buildings would be required to be constructed in accordance with the 
most recent CBC to address seismic risk. Based on required compliance with the CBC, the project would 
not result in the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of seismic-induced hazards, including liquefaction; 
therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

a-iv) Landslides? 

According to the California Geological Survey’s Earthquake Hazards Zone Application, the project site is 
not located landslide zone (CDOC 2021). The project includes the development of seven single-family 
residences. New occupiable buildings would be required to be constructed in accordance with the most 
recent CBC to address seismic risk. Based on required compliance with the CBC, the project would not 
result in the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of seismic-induced hazards, including landslide; 
therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Construction activities would result in approximately 2.51 acres of ground disturbance. Proposed ground-
disturbing activities would have the potential to increase erosion or loss of topsoil at the project site. The 
project would disturb more than 1 acre of soil and would be required to comply with State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) general construction permit requirements to prepare and implement a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with BMPs to address erosion and other pollutant control 
at the project site. Because the project would disturb more than 1 acre of soil, the project would also be 
required to comply Hesperia Municipal Code Section 8.30.210, which requires preparation and 
implementation of an Erosion Control Plan (ESCP). Following construction activities, the project site 
would be covered with hardscapes to reduce the potential for erosion or loss of topsoil to occur at the 
project site. Based on required compliance with SWRCB and City requirements, implementation of the 
proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project 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? 

According to the California Geological Survey’s Earthquake Hazards Zone Application, the project site is 
not located in a liquefaction or landslide zone (CDOC 2021). The project site is also not located in an area 
with known land subsidence (USGS 2024). New occupiable buildings would be required to be 
constructed in accordance with the most recent CBC to address geologic risk. Based on required 
compliance with the CBC, the project would not result in the risk associated with ground failure; 
therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project 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? 

Expansive soils are typically comprised of clay. Soils at the project site consist of sand, gravely sand, and 
stratified sand to loamy fine sand; therefore, there is a low risk of soil expansion at the project site (NRCS 
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2024). New occupiable buildings would be required to be constructed in accordance with the most recent 
CBC to address geologic risk. Based on required compliance with the CBC, the project would not result 
in the risk associated with development on expansive soils; therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

e) Would the project 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? 

The project does not include the installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; 
therefore, no impacts would occur. 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Paleontological resources are the preserved fossilized remains of plants and animals. According to the 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources Study for the City’s General Plan, the site is located in an area 
with a low sensitivity for paleontological resources (City of Hesperia 2010b). The project site is underlain 
by sediments from the Holocene eras (USGS 1965), which has a low paleontological sensitivity because 
it is typically too young to yield scientifically significant paleontological resources. Based on the low 
paleontological sensitivity of the underlying geologic unit, the proposed project would not adversely 
affect paleontological resources; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

Based on required compliance with the CBC, the project would not result in the risk associated with 
seismic-related or ground-failure events. Based on required compliance with SWRCB and City 
requirements, implementation of the proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil. The project does not include the installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. The project would not adversely affect paleontological resources. Therefore, impacts 
related to geology and soils would be less than significant, and mitigation is not necessary. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Setting 

GHGs are any gases that absorb infrared radiation in the atmosphere. The primary GHGs that are emitted 
into the atmosphere as a result of human activities are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), NOx, and 
fluorinated gases. These are most commonly emitted through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, 
and coal), agricultural practices, decay of organic waste in landfills, and a variety of other chemical 
reactions and industrial processes (e.g., the manufacturing of cement). CO2 is the most abundant GHG 
and is estimated to represent approximately 80% to 90% of the principal GHGs that are currently 
affecting the earth’s climate. According to the CARB, transportation (vehicle exhaust) and electricity 
generation are the main sources of GHGs in the state. 

In October 2008, CARB published the Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan, which is the state’s plan 
to achieve GHG reductions in California required by AB 32. The Scoping Plan included CARB-
recommended GHG reductions for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory. The largest 
proposed GHG reduction recommendations were associated with improving emissions standards for light-
duty vehicles, implementing the LCFS program, implementation of energy efficiency measures in 
buildings and appliances, the widespread development of combined heat and power systems, and 
developing a renewable portfolio standard for electricity production.  

Senate Bill (SB) 32 and Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 extended the state’s GHG reduction goals and 
require the CARB to regulate sources of GHGs to meet the following goals: 

 Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; 

 Reduce GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030; and 

 Reduce GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  

The initial Scoping Plan was first approved by CARB on December 11, 2008, and is updated every 5 
years. The first update of the Scoping Plan was approved by the CARB on May 22, 2014, which looked 
past 2020 to set mid-term goals (2030–2035) toward reaching the 2050 goals. The CARB released the 
2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan in November 2017. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan 
incorporates strategies for achieving the 2030 GHG-reduction target established in SB 32 and EO S-3-05. 
CARB’s most recent update is the 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality, dated November 
16, 2022, which identifies a plan to reach carbon neutrality by 2045 or earlier. 

The City of Hesperia Climate Action Plan (CAP) was adopted in June of 2010. The CAP outlines a 
course of action for the City to reduce per capita GHG emissions 29% below 2010 levels by 2020 and to 
adapt to the effects of climate change. The CAP includes actions such as reducing emissions from new 
development, increasing bicycle use through a safe and well-connected system of bicycle paths and end of 
trip facilities, reducing energy use from the transport and treatment of water, and improving recycling and 
source reduction programs to make continued progress in minimizing waste. 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

MDAQMD has an adopted bright-light annual GHG threshold of 100,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (CO2e) per year for all new development projects. According to the CalEEMod model 
prepared for the project (Appendix A), the project is expected to emit a total of 230 metric tons of CO2e 
during construction, and 143 metric tons of CO2e annually during operation. After amortizing the 
construction emissions over 30 years, the project would emit a total of approximately 151 metric tons of 
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CO2e per year, which is well below the MDAQMD threshold of 100,000 tons of CO2e per year. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

According to the MDAQMD, a project is determined to be conforming with the district’s attainment plans 
if it complies with all applicable MDAQMD rules and regulations and is consistent with regional growth 
forecasts (MDAQMD 2020). The project will comply with MDAQMD rules and regulations and 
therefore will be consistent with the district’s attainment plans. Further, the project would be consistent 
with the land uses described in the Main Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan Area. The project 
site is within the LDR zone of the Specific Plan Area, which is intended to provide areas for single-family 
residences with a variety of lot sizes and housing choices.  

According to the City’s CAP, projects that are consistent with the CAP would result in less than 
significant GHG impacts. This is because the emissions from such projects are generally accounted for in 
the CAP and would be consistent with the CAP reduction target. To be consistent with this CAP, projects 
must implement applicable CAP implementation strategies. The project would be consistent with the 
following implementation actions: 

CAP-5.2 Upgrade pedestrian infrastructure when roadways are reconstructed or 
expanded and right-of-way is available. 

CAP-5.5 The City should work with developers to ensure that safe and attractive 
sidewalks, walkways, bike lanes, and crosswalks that facilitate use are provided in 
accordance with City standards. The City should work with developers to construct links 
to adjacent communities, using open space easements and utility easements when 
appropriate. 

CAP-11.2 Require new commercial, multi-family residential, and industrial development 
to incorporate storage of recyclables in site designs. 

CAP-14.1 New projects should assess the significance of wildfires, water supply, 
flooding, and any other potential impacts from climate change in California 
Environmental Quality Act documents. 

CAP-14.2 Developers should provide an assessment of a project’s potential impacts on 
the local and subregional storm drainage systems, so that the City can determine 
appropriate mitigation to ensure that system capacity and peak flow restrictions are not 
exceeded. 

CAP-14.4 Low-impact development techniques should be used in new development to 
infiltrate and store runoff. 

As such, the project would be consistent with the City’s CAP and MDAQMD guidelines. Therefore, the 
project would not conflict with the implementation of applicable plans, policies or regulations adopted for 
the purpose of GHG emissions reductions, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

The project would be consistent with the City’s 2010 CAP and would not exceed the MDAQMD annual 
GHG threshold. As such, the project would not result in a conflict with an applicable plan or policy 
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adopted for reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts related to GHG 
emissions. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Site (Cortese) List is a planning tool used by the state, local 
agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements related to the disclosure of information 
about the location of hazardous materials release sites. California Government Code Section 65962.5 
requires the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to develop an updated Cortese List at 
least annually. Various state and local government agencies are required to track and document hazardous 
material release information for the Cortese List. The California Department of Toxic Substance Control 
(DTSC) EnviroStor database tracks DTSC cleanup, permitting, enforcement, and investigation efforts at 
hazardous waste facilities and sites with known contamination, such as federal superfund, state response, 
voluntary cleanup, school cleanup, school investigation, and military evaluation sites (DTSC 2024). The 
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SWRCB GeoTracker database contains records for sites that impact, or have the potential to impact, 
water in California, such as Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST), Department of Defense, and 
Cleanup Program Sites (SWRCB 2024). The remaining data regarding facilities or sites identified as 
meeting the “Cortese List” requirements can be located on the CalEPA website. 

Based on a query of the DTSC EnviroStor and SWRCB GeoTracker databases, there are no hazardous 
materials sites located within or adjacent to the project site (DTSC 2024; SWRCB 2024). There is a 
closed LUST cleanup site located approximately 1.5 miles north of the project site and another closed 
LUST cleanup site located approximately 1.25 miles southwest of the project site (SWRCB 2024). 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

The proposed project would require limited quantities of hazardous substances, including gasoline, diesel 
fuel, hydraulic fluid, solvents, oils, paints, etc. during construction, which has the potential to result in an 
accidental spill or release. Construction contractors would be required to comply with applicable federal 
and state environmental and workplace safety laws for the handling, transport, and storage of hazardous 
materials, including 22 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Division 4.5. 

Operation of the project would be limited to residential uses and would not require the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials that could lead to significant upset in the event of an accidental 
spill. Household waste would be stored and hauled in accordance with City regulations; therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project 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? 

As previously discussed, temporary construction activities would include the use of construction 
equipment, vehicles, and commonly used hazardous substances, including, but not limited to, paint, 
solvents, oils, fuel, and gasoline. Commonly used hazardous substances within the project site would be 
transported, stored, and used according to regulatory requirements and existing procedures for the 
handling of hazardous materials. Operation of the project would not require the handling or use of 
hazardous materials or volatile substances that would result in a significant risk of upset or accidental 
release conditions. 

The project site is not located in an area with the potential for NOA to occur and would not require the 
demolition of existing on-site structures that could release ACM or lead-based paint if present within the 
building materials (CGS 2011). The project does not require soil disturbance within or adjacent to 
existing major roadways that could release aerially deposited lead (ADL) if present within the soil. 
Therefore, based on compliance with existing regulations during proposed construction activities, 
potential impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? 

The nearest school is the Topaz Preparatory Academy located approximately 0.15 miles southeast of the 
project site. As previously discussed, temporary construction activities would include the use of 
construction equipment, vehicles, and commonly used hazardous substances, including, but not limited to, 
paint, solvents, oils, fuel, and gasoline. Commonly used hazardous substances within the project site 
would be transported, stored, and used according to regulatory requirements and existing procedures for 
the handling of hazardous materials. Operation of the project would not require the handling or use of 
hazardous materials or volatile substances that would result in a significant risk of upset or accidental 
release conditions. However, current local, State, and federal laws relating to the use, storage, and 
disposal of these materials make it unlikely that the project would have a significant effect on the Topaz 
Preparatory Academy. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project 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? 

Based on a query of the DTSC EnviroStor and SWRCB GeoTracker databases, there are no hazardous 
materials sites located within or adjacent to the project site (DTSC 2024; SWRCB 2024). The project site 
is not located on or adjacent to a site that is on a list of hazardous materials sites pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 65962.5; therefore, the project would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment related to disturbance of a known hazardous materials site, and no impacts 
would occur. 

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? 

The nearest airport is the Hesperia Municipal Airport, located approximately 4.5 miles southeast of the 
project site. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of an airport; 
therefore, the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing 
or working in the project area, and no impacts would occur. 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) fire hazard severity 
maps, the project site and surrounding area is located in a local responsibility area (LRA) (CAL FIRE 
2024b). The project includes the development of seven single-family residences. Each residence would 
also be constructed with a minimum 25-foot-long driveway. The project includes construction of a paved 
access road and driveway approach terminating in a cul-de-sac. This roadway would be named San Luis 
Street and would be constructed per City standards and California Fire Code (CFC) requirements to 
ensure adequate emergency access. The new single-family residences would generate a negligible 
increase in vehicle trips to and from the site; therefore, implementation of the project would not increase 
vehicle congestion in a manner that could interfere with emergency response or evacuation efforts within 
the project area, and impacts related to emergency response and evacuation would be less than 
significant.  
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g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

The project site and surrounding area is located in a LRA (CAL FIRE 2024b). The project includes the 
development of seven single-family residences on an undeveloped project site with relatively flat 
topography. New occupiable buildings would be required to be constructed in accordance with the CFC to 
address fire risk. Based on required compliance with the CFC, the project would not exacerbate the risk of 
wildfire; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

The project is located within 0.25 mile of a school; however, based on required compliance with the CCR, 
the project would not result in significant hazards related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. The project site is also not within 2 miles of an airport, or within or adjacent to a 
previously recorded hazardous materials site. The project would not impair implementation of an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk involving wildfires. Therefore, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would 
be less than significant, and mitigation is not necessary. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

X. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

    

(i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site; 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

(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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

STATE AND REGIONAL WATER QUALITY REGULATORY SETTING 

The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Lahontan Region. The Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) sets forth water 
quality standards for the surface and groundwaters of the region, which include both designated beneficial 
uses of water and the narrative and numerical objectives which must be maintained or attained to protect 
those uses. There are 24 categories of beneficial uses, including, but not limited to, municipal water 
supply, water contact recreation, non-water contact recreation, and cold freshwater habitat. Water quality 
objectives are then established to protect the beneficial uses of those water resources. The Regional Board 
implements the Basin Plan by issuing and enforcing waste discharge requirements to individuals, 
communities, or businesses whose discharges can affect water quality (California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board Lahontan Region 2021).  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), through Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 
regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Waters of 
the U.S. are typically identified by the presence of an ordinary high-water mark (OHWM) and 
connectivity to traditional navigable waters or other jurisdictional features. The SWRCB and nine 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards regulate discharges of fill and dredged material in California, 
under Section 401 of the CWA and the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, through the State 
Water Quality Certification Program. State Water Quality Certification is necessary for all projects that 
require a USACE permit, or fall under other federal jurisdiction, or have the potential to impact waters of 
the State. Waters of the State are defined by the Porter-Cologne Act as any surface water or groundwater, 
including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.  

LOCAL STORMWATER MANAGEMENT  

The City of Hesperia is subject to requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit, General Permit No.CAS000004 (MS4 Permit) 
issued by the SWRCB. The MS4 Permit requires the City to implement a Construction Site Stormwater 
Runoff Control Program. Construction projects generally 1 acre or larger which are subject to the 
Statewide NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 
Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ: NPDES No. CAS000002) (Construction General 
Permit) must prepare and submit a SWPPP to the City for review. The City will review the SWPPP for 
compliance with City construction requirements, and for completeness and accuracy of information 
required by the Construction General Permit.  An acceptable SWPPP is required before any Grading or 
Building Permit will be issued by the City (City of Hesperia 2016).  
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LOCAL GROUNDWATER SUPPLY  

The City operates and maintains a water supply system through the Hesperia Water District (HWD), 
which serves as a subsidiary special district of the City. Water use in the region has historically been 
sourced from surface supplies derived from the Mojave River and groundwater supplies from the Upper 
Mojave River Groundwater Basin (Mojave Basin). The rapid expansion of groundwater pumping from 
the Mojave Basin and increased use from the surface water supplies to serve the region’s growing 
population led to the Mojave Basin Area Adjudication (Adjudication). The Adjudication is the primary 
governing structure that allocates water supplies among the regional water purveyors and individual water 
users to meet regional water needs. The Mojave Water Agency is the Watermaster for the Adjudication 
(Tully & Young, Inc. and HWD 2021).  

The HWD’s current primary water supply includes groundwater pumped from the Alto subarea, which is 
one of the five subareas created by the Adjudication. The Adjudication assigned Base Annual Production 
(BAP) rights to each producer using 10 acre-feet or more, from which parties of the Adjudication are 
assigned a free production allowance (FPA), which is a percentage of the BAP set annually by the Court 
for reach subarea. The BAP is reduced over time until the FPA is within 5% of the Production Safe Yield 
(PSY) of the Basin, as defined by the Adjudication. In general, this water supply is available to Hesperia 
regardless of the current year’s hydrology in the context of the regional water management actions.  
Hesperia also holds stored water in the Mojave Basin to manage unforeseen outages.  These supplies can 
be balanced in any given year to meet demands in the Hesperia service area, and importantly, the HWD is 
looking to augment its water supply portfolio through a recycled water project that anticipates supply 
availability in 2025 (Tully & Young, Inc. and HWD 2021). 

Based on the 2020 City of Hesperia Urban Water Management Plan, the HWD has reliable water supplies 
to meet its current and projected water demands in normal, single dry years, and five consecutive dry year 
conditions through 2045.  The managed groundwater reliability is based on HWD’s share of the projected 
Mojave Basin’s annual FPA and the numerous current and planned projects in the Mojave Basin designed 
to increase the reliability of the groundwater supply.  In addition, Hesperia’s continued acquisition of 
replacement, make-up, and transferred water supplies supplement HWD’s asset portfolio.  As such, 
Hesperia is not projected to face water shortages during normal or dry years through 2045.  Because the 
HWD extracts only as much groundwater as is necessary to meet customer demands, it is anticipated that 
supplies and demands are congruent across all the scenarios examined (Tully & Young, Inc. and HWD 
2021).    

Hesperia also has updated its Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) under the requirements in Water 
Code Section 10632 of the Urban Water Management Planning Act to address any potential water 
shortage conditions.  This updated WSCP allows the HWD to reduce the water demands of its customers 
in shortage or catastrophic outage conditions.  The measures contemplated in the updated WSCP include 
typical dry condition water management actions imbedded into six water shortage categories (up to 10%, 
11%–20%, 21%–30%, 30%–40%, 40%–50%, and over 50%).  Accordingly, in the event of a catastrophic 
water outage in the service area, water demands would be limited to use for health and safety purposes 
only.  The updated WSCP, combined with Hesperia’s active water management of its supply portfolio, 
provides additional buffer against unpredictable water conditions and results in an overall reliable, 
resilient water supply for the City through 2045 (Tully & Young, Inc. and HWD 2021).  

CITY GENERAL PLAN  

In addition to the City’s Urban Water Management Program and WSCP, the City General Plan also 
includes several policies relevant to the proposed project pertaining to attaining and maintaining the 
City’s water quality, groundwater recharge, and hydrology goals, as detailed below:  
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Goal CN-1: Conserve water resources within the Upper Mojave River Groundwater 
Basin.  

 Policy CN-1.1. Promote the use of desert vegetation with low water usage and 
drought tolerant materials in landscaped areas. 

 Policy CN-1.3. Promote reduced use of high nitrate fertilizers, herbicides, 
pesticides, and other chemicals in landscaping areas that can contaminate the 
quality of the groundwater. 

 Policy CN-1.4. Limit the disturbance of natural water hydrology by minimizing 
creation of impervious area and continue utilizing detention/retention basins and 
underground retention/detention facilities to recharge groundwater.  

 Policy CN-1.6. Encourage the use of low-water consumption fixtures in homes 
and businesses. 

 Policy CN-1.7. Require new development to use new technology, features, 
equipment and other methods to reduce water consumption. 

MAIN STREET AND FREEWAY CORRIDORS SPECIFIC PLAN 

The Main Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan establishes a Wash Protection Overlay that limits 
the construction of permanent structures within the washes’ right-of-way in order to maintain their 
function as natural drainage courses. The project site is not located within a Wash Protection Overlay 
area.  

FLOOD HAZARDS  

For planning purposes, the flood event most often used to delineate areas subject to flooding is the 100-
year flood, which identifies areas with a 1% annual flood hazard. All development located in a 100-year 
flood zone is subject to Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA) regulations. Based on a review of 
FEMA’s National Flood Hazard Layer (NFHL) Viewer, the project site is not located within any 
designated flood zones (FEMA 2008).  

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality? 

The project site does not support any surface water bodies, washes, wetlands, or riparian areas. The 
proposed project would require on-site grading, which could result in the erosion of on-site soils and 
sedimentation during heavy wind or rain events. The proposed project would be required to comply with 
all local, state and federal requirements, including a state Construction General Permit, which requires the 
preparation of a SWPPP. A SWPPP has been prepared for the project and this plan identifies all pollutant 
sources, including sources of sediment that may affect the quality of stormwater discharges associated 
with construction activity and identifies and requires construction and implementation of BMPs to reduce 
or eliminate the discharge of pollutants into stormwater. These BMPs include, but are not limited to, 
installation of gravel bags along the perimeter of the project site, construction of a stabilized construction 
entrance to the site, installation of an aboveground concrete washout area, construction of a temporary 
sediment basin, use of fiber rolls and gravel bags for inlet protection, street sweeping, application of soil 
stabilizer, and application of wind erosion control sprays (Encompass Associates, Inc. 2022). 
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The project SWPPP was developed in full compliance with the required elements of the General Permit 
issued by the SWRCB. The plan also identifies post-construction BMPs intended to reduce or eliminate 
pollutants after construction is completed (Encompass Associates, Inc. 2022). This SWPPP was reviewed 
and approved by the City of Hesperia as part of their review of the proposed Tract Map and grading plan 
for the project site. Therefore, based on the development and implementation of the approved SWPPP 
prepared for the project, the project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality, and impacts would be 
less than significant.  

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

The proposed project would include new connections to the City of Hesperia Municipal Water System to 
supply the domestic water demand of the new residences. The HWD’s current primary water supply 
includes groundwater pumped from the Alto subarea, which is one of the five subareas of the Adjudicated 
Mojave Basin. Based on the 2020 City of Hesperia Urban Water Management Plan, the HWD has reliable 
water supplies to meet its current and projected water demands in normal, single dry years, and five 
consecutive dry year conditions through 2045. Because the HWD extracts only as much groundwater as is 
necessary to meet customer demands, it is anticipated that supplies and demands are congruent across all 
the scenarios examined (Tully & Young, Inc. and HWD 2021). In addition, the proposed project and 
future project tenants would be required to comply with the City’s currently adopted WSCP, which 
prohibit certain types of water use and require implementation of operational water conservation 
measures, including, but not limited to, implementation of exterior landscape plans with timed irrigation 
and the use of drought resistant plants and turf options, limiting vehicle washing to washing only if the 
hose has an automatic shut-off device or at a commercial facility, requiring use of evaporative resistant 
covers for pools, sweeping of impervious surfaces rather than using water, and encouraging residences to 
fix leaking sprinklers promptly, use of shut-off nozzles on hoses, and only washing full loads of laundry 
or dishes. Based on the City’s long-term sustainable groundwater supplies and the project’s required 
compliance with applicable local water conservation policies, impacts would be less than significant.  

c) Would the project 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: 

c-i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

As described above, a SWPPP has been prepared for the project and this plan identifies all pollutant 
sources, including sources of sediment that may affect the quality of stormwater discharges associated 
with construction activity and identifies and requires construction and implementation of BMPs to reduce 
or eliminate the discharge of pollutants into stormwater. These BMPs include, but are not limited to, 
installation of gravel bags along the perimeter of the project site, construction of a stabilized construction 
entrance to the site, installation of an aboveground concrete washout area, construction of a temporary 
sediment basin, use of fiber rolls and gravel bags for inlet protection, street sweeping, application of soil 
stabilizer, and application of wind erosion control sprays (Encompass Associates, Inc. 2022). 

The project SWPPP was developed in full compliance with the required elements of the General Permit 
issued by the SWRCB. The plan also identifies post-construction BMPs intended to reduce or eliminate 
pollutants after construction is completed (Encompass Associates, Inc. 2022). Based on the development 
and implementation of the approved SWPPP prepared for the project, the project would not result in any 
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substantial alterations to the existing drainage pattern of the site resulting in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

The project site is currently undeveloped and there are no streams, rivers, or other surface water features 
on-site or within close proximity to the project site. The project would result in an estimated addition of 
approximately 5,800 square feet of new impervious surface area on-site. With proposed off-site 
improvements the project would result in a total of 12,735 square feet of new impervious surface area.  

The project includes construction of a retention basin located in the northeastern lot on the project site. 
This basin would be approximately 10,518 square feet in area, have a have a storage capacity of 18,156 
cubic feet (approximately 0.42 acre-feet). This basin system has been designed to provide water quality 
treatment of 24-hour, 100-year storm event stormwater flows as well as to reduce the volume of 
stormwater flows leaving the site to be less than or equal to predevelopment conditions (Thatcher 
Engineering & Associates, Inc. 2021). Construction of the retention basin would also include a gravel 
overflow spillway to direct stormwater flows into the City Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System in the 
event that the retention basin reaches capacity. Therefore, the project would not substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on-site or off-site and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

c-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? 

The project includes the construction of a retention basin located in the northeastern lot on the project site. 
This basin would be approximately 10,518 square feet in area, have a have a storage capacity of 18,156 
cubic feet (approximately 0.42 acre-feet). This basin system has been designed to provide water quality 
treatment of 24-hour, 100-year storm event stormwater flows as well as to reduce the volume of 
stormwater flows leaving the site to be less than or equal to predevelopment conditions (Thatcher 
Engineering & Associates, Inc. 2021). Construction of the retention basin would also include a gravel 
overflow spillway to direct stormwater flows into the City Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System in the 
event that the retention basin reaches capacity. Based on the drainage study prepared for the project, with 
the installation of stormwater collection infrastructure and the proposed retention basin on-site, there 
would be no increase in the volume or intensity of stormwater flows leaving the site compared to 
predevelopment conditions (Thatcher Engineering & Associates, Inc. 2021). Therefore, potential impacts 
associated with exceeding the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or providing 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff would be less than significant.  

c-iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Based on a review of FEMA’s NFHL Viewer, the project site is not located within any designated flood 
zones (FEMA 2008). Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

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

Based on a review of FEMA’s NFHL Viewer, the project site is not located within any designated flood 
zones (FEMA 2008). The City of Hesperia is located approximately 55 miles inland from the Pacific 
coast and therefore is well out of the range of projected tsunami inundation areas. The project site is not 
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located adjacent to any large bodies of standing water that could be subject to a seiche. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur.  

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

As discussed above, the proposed project would be required to comply with all local, state, and federal 
requirements, including a state Construction General Permit, which requires the preparation of a SWPPP. 
An SWPPP has been prepared for the project and this plan identifies all pollutant sources, including 
sources of sediment that may affect the quality of stormwater discharges associated with construction 
activity and identifies and requires construction and implementation of BMPs to reduce or eliminate the 
discharge of pollutants into stormwater. Based on the drainage study prepared for the project, with the 
installation of stormwater collection infrastructure and the proposed retention basin on-site, there would 
be no increase in the volume or intensity of stormwater flows leaving the site compared to 
predevelopment conditions. Lastly, because the HWD extracts only as much groundwater as is necessary 
to meet customer demands and the project would be subject to policies set forth in the City’s WSCP, the 
project’s reliance on the HWD for domestic water supply would not result in any conflicts with a 
sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, potential impacts associated with conflicting with 
or obstructing an adopted water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan would 
be less than significant.  

Conclusion 

The project has been designed to comply with applicable State and local water quality plans and policies, 
would not result in substantial depletion of groundwater supplies, and would not alter the drainage pattern 
of the site in a manner that would result in substantial impacts associated with erosion, flooding, or 
exceedance of drainage systems’ capacity. Impacts associated with Hydrology and Water Quality would 
be less than significant and no mitigation is necessary.   

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XI. Land Use and Planning 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

(a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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Setting 

CITY OF HESPERIA GENERAL PLAN 

The City of Hesperia General Plan is a comprehensive planning document that establishes goals and 
policies to guide decision-makers and the community. The City last updated its General Plan in 2010, but 
recent state legislation has been adopted that requires the City to update specific elements, namely Land 
Use, Circulation, and Safety, as well as adopt goals and policies to address environmental justice. The 
City is currently in the process of updating its General Plan to reflect the community’s vision and 
priorities, as well as to comply with adopted state legislation.  

CITY OF HESPERIA DEVELOPMENT CODE 

Title 16 of the City Municipal Code, known as the Development Code, establishes standards and 
specifications for land use and development set forth in community plan land use districts and zone 
districts. The Development Code implements general plan policies through detailed development 
regulations, such as specific use types and building standards.  

PROJECT SITE SETTING 

The project site is located on the northwestern side of the city of Hesperia. The project site is surrounded 
by Topaz Avenue and single-family residential development to the east and undeveloped lands to the 
north. Private property, owned by the Cal-Earth Institute, is located immediately west and south of the 
site.  

The project site is located within the Main Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan Area. The Main 
Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan was approved in October 2008 and established a development 
framework for the Main Street and Freeway Corridors, with the intent of facilitating and encouraging 
development and improvements along these two corridors to help realize the community’s vision for the 
area. The Specific Plan was most recently updated in July 2021. The 10,640-acre Specific Plan Area 
includes a range of uses including industrial, commercial, civic, institutional, residential, mixed-use, and 
parks and open space. The project site is within the LDR zone of the Specific Plan Area, which is 
intended to provide areas for single-family residences with a variety of lot sizes and housing choices.  

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

The project site is surrounded by Topaz Avenue and single-family residential development to the east and 
undeveloped lands to the north. Private property, owned by the Cal-Earth Institute, is located immediately 
west and south of the site. The project would include the development of single-family residential uses 
within a 2.51-acre property within the LDR zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridors Specific Plan 
Area. The project would not result in the development of new off-site roadways or otherwise create a 
barrier within an established community; therefore, no impacts would occur.  

b) Would the project 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? 

As discussed above, the project is located within the LDR zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridors 
Specific Plan Area. Single-family dwelling units are listed as a permitted use under this zone, and the 
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project would have a proposed residential density of 2.79 dwelling units per acre, which is within the 
allowable residential density established for this zone of 2 to 8 units per acre. Tract No. 20396 was 
reviewed by City staff for compliance with required subdivision and lot size requirements and found to be 
in compliance with all applicable City standards.  

As discussed in Section I. Aesthetics, Section V. Cultural Resources, Section X. Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Section XIII. Noise, Section XIV. Population and Housing, and Section XVII. Transportation, 
the City General Plan includes a number of goals and policies applicable to the proposed project. As 
described in each of these respective sections, the project has been designed to comply with applicable 
policies set forth in the General Plan. Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potential project 
impacts associated with cultural resources. Upon implementation of these measures, the project would be 
consistent with the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan.  

As discussed in Section III. Air Quality, and VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project has been 
evaluated for consistency with MDAQMD emissions thresholds and the City’s CAP, and the project 
would not result in any conflicts with these plans or their respective policies. In addition, the project 
would be required to be consistent with standards set forth by County Fire/CAL FIRE and the County 
Public Works Department. Upon implementation of identified mitigation measures, the project would not 
conflict with plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
environmental effects and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Conclusion 

The project would not physically divide an established community. Potential impacts related to land use 
and planning would be less than significant with the implementation of the mitigation measures identified 
below. Therefore, impacts associated with Land Use would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18, CR-1 through CR-4, and TCR-1 and TCR-2.  

XII. Mineral Resources 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Setting 

The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975 requires that the State Geologist 
classify land into mineral resource zones (MRZ) according to the known or inferred mineral potential of 
the land (PRC Sections 2710–2796). The project site is located in an MRZ-3A area and is not located near 
any existing mining operations (CGS 1993). The MRZ-3A area is defined as: “Areas containing known 



Topaz Residential Project 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

69 

mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource significance. Further exploration work within 
these areas could result in the reclassification of specific localities into MRZ-2a or MRZ-2b, categories. 
As shown on the California Mineral Land Classification Diagram, MRZ-3 is divided on the basis of 
knowledge of economic characteristics of the resources.” 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project 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? 

The project site is located in an MRZ-3A area and is not located near any existing mining operations 
(CGS 1993). The project site is not located in an area with known mineral resources; therefore, no 
permanent loss of mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state 
would occur, and no impacts would occur. 

b) Would the project 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? 

The project site is located in an MRZ-3A area and is not located near any existing mining operations 
(CGS 1993). The project site is not located in an area with known mineral resources; therefore, no 
permanent loss of locally- important mineral resource would occur, and no impacts would occur. 

Conclusion 

No impacts to mineral resources would occur as a result of the project, and mitigation is not necessary. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XIII. Noise 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project result in: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 



Topaz Residential Project 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

70 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

(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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Setting 

Noise is defined as any undesired sound in the environment and can impair the quality of life by impeding 
rest, sleep, work, and communication. While motor vehicles are the most prevalent sources of noise, other 
sources contribute to urban noise such as aircraft, railroads, construction equipment, motorized 
landscaping tools, and home appliances. Sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, libraries, nursing 
homes, hospitals, and parks experience particularly acute effects of noise disturbances. The City of 
Hesperia sets standards, uses site planning, and noise mitigation methods to control and abate the effects 
of noise. The project would be subject to the City’s noise mitigation measures as outlined in the General 
Plan. Table 7 outlines the City’s noise level standards for noise-sensitive areas affected by non-
transportation noise sources in the city. 

Table 7. City of Hesperia Noise Standards  

Receiving Land Use Maximum Noise Level Time Period 

A-1, A-2, R-1, R-3 and RR Zone Districts 55 dB(A)* 10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m. 

A-1, A-2, R-1, R-3 and RR Zone Districts 60 dB(A)* 7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m. 

C-1, C-2, C-3, C-4, C-R, AP, and P-I Zone Districts 65 dB(A)* Anytime 

I-1 and I-2 Zone Districts 70 dB(A)* Anytime 

Source: City of Hesperia (2010a) 

* Due to wind noise, the maximum permissible noise level may be adjusted so that it is no greater than five dB(A) above the ambient noise level. 

The City allows the following sources of noise to be exempt from the above standards: 

 Motor vehicles not under the control of the industrial use; 

 Emergency equipment, vehicles and devices; 

 Temporary construction, repair, or demolition activities between seven a.m. and seven p.m. 
except Sundays and federal holidays. 

In addition to the standards outlined in Table 7, the following noise goals and policies would be 
applicable to the proposed project: 

Goal NS-1: To achieve and maintain an environment which is free from excessive or 
harmful noise through identification, control and abatement. 

 Implementation Policy: NS-1.10. Limit the hours of construction activity in, 
and around, residential areas in order to reduce the intrusion of noise in the early 
morning and late evening hours and on weekends and holidays. 
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 Implementation Policy: NS-1.13. Ensure adequate noise control measures at 
construction sites by requiring that construction equipment be fitted with 
manufacturer-recommended mufflers and ensuring physical separation of 
machinery maintenance and staging areas from adjacent residential uses. 

Goal NS-2: To achieve and maintain an environment which is free from excessive 
vibration. 

 Implementation Policy: NS 2.1. Control exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels as set forth in Table 
NS-1 and Municipal Code Section 16.20.130. 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project result in 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? 

Construction 

During construction of the project, noise generated from construction activities may intermittently 
dominate the noise environment in the immediate area. Table 8 details the typical noise levels for 
construction equipment likely to be used in the implementation of the project. 

Table 8. Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels 

Equipment Type 
Typical Noise Level (dBA)  

50 Feet from Source 

Concrete Mixer, Dozer, Excavator, Jackhammer, Man Lift, Paver, Scraper 85 

Heavy Truck 84 

Pneumatic Tools (i.e., pile driving equipment) 85 

Concrete Pump 82 

Backhoe, Compactor 80 

Source: FHWA (2018) 

The nearest off-site sensitive noise receptors are single-family residences located adjacent to the northern 
and southern property lines of the project site. Construction-related noise would be short-term, 
intermittent, and would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise within the project area. City of 
Hesperia Development Code Section 16.20.125 allows temporary construction noise in excess of 
normally defined thresholds between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. except Sundays and 
federal holidays. Proposed construction activities would be limited to the hours specified in the City 
Development Code and construction-related noise would be exempt from the City’s noise standards, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Development of the proposed project is not predicted to result in the exposure of existing noise-sensitive 
receptors to absolute noise levels exceeding the City’s 60 dBA Ldn land use compatibility thresholds or 
result in relative increases in the ambient noise environment of 3 dB or more.  
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The primary increase in noise will be the result of adding vehicle traffic generated by the project to Main 
Street and Maple Avenue. Roadway vehicle noise is a combination of the noise produced by the engine, 
exhaust, and tires. The level of traffic noise depends on three primary factors (1) the volume of traffic, (2) 
the speed of traffic, and (3) the number of trucks in the flow of traffic.  

The General Plan Circulation Element identifies the average daily trips (ADT) for major roadway sections 
in the City. Major roadway sections in the vicinity of the project site include Main Street between 
Mariposa Road and Maple Avenue, and Maple Avenue between Main Street and Willow Street. The ADT 
for the roadway sections in the vicinity of the project site is projected to be 28,890 for Main Street and 
6,508 for Maple Avenue. According to the CalEEMod model prepared for the project (Appendix A), the 
project would generate 67 daily vehicle trips. According to Caltrans, the human ear can begin to detect 
sound level increases of 3 decibels (dB) in typical noisy environments. A doubling of sound energy (e.g., 
doubling the volume of traffic on a highway) that would result in a 3-dBA increase in sound, would 
generally be barely detectable. The number of daily vehicle trips generated by the project would only be 
0.2% of the existing ADT on Main Street and 1% of the existing ADT on Maple Avenue, respectively. As 
such, the project would not result in a doubling (100%) of the daily vehicle trips in the immediate 
vicinity. Therefore, the traffic generated by the project would not result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient roadway noise levels, and off-site noise impacts would be less than significant.  

The primary stationary noise sources associated with the project would include typical residential noise 
sources such as HVAC units. The noise attributable to the project would follow the City’s limit of 55 
dBA Ldn at the surrounding environment outside of the project area. The project’s operations would 
comply with the radio, television, and/or other sound-generating device noise restrictions in Municipal 
Code Section 9.44.090. The project-generated noise levels associated with the single-family residence 
would be in compliance with these City noise regulations. Therefore, on-site operational noise impacts 
from the project would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

The project does not propose substantial grading/earthmoving activities, pile driving, or other high-impact 
activities that would generate substantial groundborne noise or groundborne vibration during 
construction. Construction equipment has the potential to generate minor groundborne noise and/or 
vibration, but these activities would be limited in duration and are not likely to be perceptible from 
adjacent areas. The project does not propose a use that would generate long-term operational groundborne 
noise or vibration. Therefore, impacts related to exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels would be less than significant. 

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? 

The nearest airport is the Hesperia Municipal Airport, located approximately 4.5 miles southeast of the 
project site. As the project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public 
airport or private airstrip, no impact would occur. 

Conclusion 

The project would not generate a substantial increase in temporary or permanent ambient noise levels and 
would not generate groundborne noise in a manner that would result in disturbance. The project site is not 
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located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of an airport. Therefore, potential impacts related 
to noise would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XIV. Population and Housing 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Setting 

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment, which is required by state law, is a method of allocating 
housing units to jurisdictions throughout the State. Using State population data, the California Department 
of Housing and Community Development (HCD) mandates that a certain amount of housing units be 
constructed within all regional planning areas throughout the State. The Metropolitan Planning 
Organization under which Hesperia is subject to is the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG). SCAG, in collaboration with HCD, calculates the number of existing and projected housing 
units that must be constructed within the six counties and 191 cities in Southern California. 

The City of Hesperia Housing Element was updated in 2023 and is intended to adequately plan to meet 
the housing needs of everyone in the community. This Housing Element covers the planning period of 
October 15, 2021, through October 15, 2029, and establishes goals and policies intended to preserve the 
character of existing single-family residential neighborhoods, continue to improve higher-density 
neighborhoods, achieve diversity in types of housing to accommodate populations with varying 
socioeconomic needs, and comply with all state laws.  

Hesperia has experienced major population growth since its incorporation in 1988. From 1990 to 2019, 
Hesperia experienced a population increase of 91%. As of January 2019, Hesperia’s population was 
estimated to be 94,203. Development activity has slowed considerably since 2006, but Hesperia is 
expected to undergo some additional growth in the next few years, with the population expected to 
increase by another 24.3% to 117,141 residents by 2030 (City of Hesperia 2023).  

Single-family residences are permitted in all residential zones in the City, except the High Density 
Residential zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan, unless a project is inconsistent 
with the residential densities laid out in the General Plan. Single-family residential development requires 
land dedication, impact fees, or a combination of both for developing parks or recreational areas for 
residents (City of Hesperia 2023).   



Topaz Residential Project 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

74 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project 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)? 

Based on the current City Housing Element, the average household size in the City in 2019 was 3.52 
persons per household (City of Hesperia 2023). Accordingly, the project would be anticipated to result in 
the establishment of a residential population of approximately 25 people. In addition, the project site is 
zoned LDR and the proposed residential density of the site is within the allowed residential density of this 
zone (see Section XI. Land Use and Planning) and would not result in the extension of utility services or 
roadways into previously unserved/inaccessible areas. Therefore, the project would not result in 
substantial unplanned population growth in an area and impacts would be less than significant.  

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

The project site is currently undeveloped and does not support any existing residential uses. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur.  

Conclusion 

The project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth or displace any existing residential 
uses. Project impacts associated with Population and Housing would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is necessary.  

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is necessary.  

XV. Public Services 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:  

(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: 

    

Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Schools? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Parks? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

The San Bernardino County Fire Protection District (SBCFD) is responsible for fire protection services 
within the City of Hesperia. The nearest SBCFD station is Fire Station 304, located at 15660 Eucalyptus 
Street, approximately 2.4 miles northeast of the project site. The Hesperia Police Department is 
responsible for protecting the life and property of the residents living in the City and is located at 15840 
Smoke Tree Street, approximately 2.2 miles southeast of the project site.  

Hesperia Unified School District provides public education services for kindergarten through senior high 
school students. It includes three comprehensive high schools, two continuation high schools, three 
middle schools, 12 elementary schools, three choice schools, two alternative schools, one adult education 
school, and five charter schools. There are 15 parks and recreational facilities in the City that offer a 
variety of amenities such as picnicking, swimming, fishing, playgrounds, sports fields, and hiking. 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

Fire protection? 

The project would result in the development of seven single-family homes and would generate an 
estimated population of 25 people. The project would only marginally increase demand on existing public 
services, including fire protection services provided by SBCFD. The project would be constructed in 
accordance with applicable CFC regulations and would be subject to the payment of Development Impact 
Fees to address the marginal increase in demand on public services associated with new development. 
Based on the marginal population growth, adherence to CFC regulations, and payment of Development 
Impact Fees, implementation of the project would not increase demand on existing public services and 
facilities in a manner that would require new or physically altered fire protection facilities. Therefore, the 
project would not require new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection services, 
and the impacts would be less than significant. 

Police protection? 

The project would result in the development of seven single-family homes and would generate an 
estimated population of 25 people. The project would only marginally increase demand on existing public 
services, including police protection services provided by the Hesperia Police Department. The project 
would be subject to the payment of Development Impact Fees to address the marginal increase in demand 
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on police protection services associated with new development. As such, implementation of the project 
would have a marginal increase in demand on existing police protection services and would not directly 
result in the need for expansion of existing or the construction of new police facilities. Therefore, the 
project would not require new or physically altered governmental facilities for police protection services, 
and the impacts would be less than significant. 

Schools? 

The project would result in the development of seven single-family homes and would generate an 
estimated population of 25 people. The project would only marginally increase the number of school-aged 
children within the city. The project would be subject to the payment of Development Impact Fees and 
state school taxes to address the marginal increase in demand on the Hesperia Unified School District 
associated with new development. As such, implementation of the project would have a marginal increase 
in demand on existing public schools and would not directly result in the need for expansion of existing 
or the construction of new school facilities. Therefore, the project would not require new or physically 
altered public school facilities, and the impacts would be less than significant. 

Parks? 

The project would result in the development of seven single-family homes and would generate an 
estimated population of 25 people. The project would be subject to the payment of Development Impact 
Fees to address the marginal increase in demand on public park facilities associated with new 
development. As such, implementation of the project would have a marginal increase in demand on 
existing public park facilities and would not directly result in the need for expansion of existing or the 
construction of new facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not require the construction of new 
or physically altered public park facilities, and the impacts would be less than significant. 

Other public facilities? 

The project would result in the development of seven single-family homes and would generate an 
estimated population of 25 people. The project would only marginally increase the use of other public 
facilities, such as roadways and public libraries. The project would be subject to the City’s standard 
Development Impact Fees, which would offset the project’s marginal contribution to increased use of 
City facilities. Therefore, potential impacts on other public facilities would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

The project would not induce unplanned population growth. Operation of the project may result in a 
marginal cumulative increase in demand on City services and facilities, including fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks and recreational facilities, and other public facilities; however, construction of 
new facilities would not be required. Therefore, the project would not result in significant impacts to 
public services. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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XVI. Recreation 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Setting 

The Hesperia Recreation and Park District is an independent special district within the City of Hesperia. 
The City of Hesperia and the Hesperia Recreation and Park District share responsibilities in providing 
open space recreation and activities to the residents of the City, with most public recreational facilities 
provided by the Hesperia Recreation and Park District. There are 15 parks and recreational facilities in the 
City that offer a variety of amenities such as picnicking, swimming, fishing, playgrounds, sports fields, 
and hiking (City of Hesperia 2024).  

The City of Hesperia General Plan Open Space Element identifies goals, policies, and programs to help 
plan, develop, and maintain community parks and recreation facilities: 

Goal OS-5: Continue to work with the Hesperia Recreation and Park District to create 
and maintain a diverse park system that includes parks, community facilities, natural 
open space areas, and trails for residents to enjoy.  

 Implementation Policy: OS-5.1. Create a process to coordinate with the 
Hesperia Recreation and Park District in selection and use of open space.  

 Implementation Policy: OS-5.2. Provide parks and recreation facilities at a rate 
of five (5) acres per 1,000 residents.  

 Implementation Policy: OS-5.3. Assess park needs annually based upon type, 
population and location and coordinate need with Hesperia Recreation and Park 
District.  

 Implementation Policy: OS-5.4. Develop a high-quality network of parks and 
recreation facilities that meets the needs of all residents, including children, 
young adults, seniors, families and disabled individuals.  

 Implementation Policy: OS-5.5. Develop adaptable recreation facilities that 
have multiuse capabilities that can change with demand and population.  

 Implementation Policy: OS-5.6. Coordinate with other agencies and 
jurisdictions in a joint effort to provide recreational facilities in the City. 
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Environmental Evaluation 

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

The project would result in a marginal increase in demand on existing public recreational facilities. The 
project would be subject to the payment of Development Impact Fees to address the marginal increase in 
demand on public recreational facilities associated with the proposed development. Based on the marginal 
population growth and required payment of Development Impact Fees, implementation of the project 
would not increase demand on existing public services and facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated; therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

The project does not include, nor would it require, the construction of new or expanded recreational 
facilities. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Conclusion 

The project would not increase the use of existing recreational facilities in a manner that would lead to 
substantial deterioration of existing recreational facilities or require the development of new or expanded 
recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and mitigation is not necessary. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XVII. Transportation 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

In 2013 SB 743 was signed into law with the intent to “more appropriately balance the needs of 
congestion management with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health 
through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions” and required the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research to identify new metrics for identifying and mitigating transportation 
impacts within CEQA. As a result, in December 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency certified 
and adopted updates to the State CEQA Guidelines. The revisions included new requirements related to 
the implementation of SB 743 and identified vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita, VMT per 
employee, and net VMT as new metrics for transportation analysis under CEQA (as detailed in Section 
15064.3(b)).  

Environmental Evaluation 

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

The Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan establishes that roadways and intersections are 
required to operate at a vehicle Level of Service (LOS) D or better. The Circulation Element also 
identifies the ADT and the maximum roadway capacities for achieving a LOS D rating for major roadway 
sections in the City. The major roadway sections in the vicinity of the project site include Main Street 
between Mariposa Road and Maple Avenue, and Maple Avenue between Main Street and Willow Street. 
The ADT for these roadway sections in the vicinity of the project site are 28,890 for Main Street and 
6,508 for Maple Avenue. The maximum roadway capacities for achieving a LOS D rating for these 
roadway sections are 46,100 on Main Street and 30,600 on Maple Avenue. According to the CalEEMod 
model prepared for the project (Appendix A), the project would generate 67 daily vehicle trips. The 
number of daily vehicle trips generated by the project would only be 0.2% of the existing ADT on Main 
Street and 1% of the existing ADT on Maple Avenue, respectively. As such, the project would not result 
in either roadway achieving less than a LOS D rating. Based on the marginal increase of vehicle trips 
generated by the project, the project would be consistent with the Circulation Element and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

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

In July 2020, the City adopted the City of Hesperia Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicles Miles 
Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service Assessment (LOS) which establish uniform analysis methodology 
and thresholds of significance for determining VMT impacts under CEQA. The City’s Guidelines indicate 
that residential projects located within a low VMT area may be presumed to have a less than significant 
impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary, and if the project would not significantly alter the 
existing built environment in such a way as to increase the rate of length of vehicle trips. To identify if a 
project is in a low VMT area, the San Bernardino County Transit Authority (SBCTA) screening tool is 
used to compare the appropriate baseline VMT for the project’s traffic analysis zone (TAZ) to the City’s 
adopted threshold of significance of 26.4 VMT per service population (SP).  

Based on the results of SBCTA VMT Screening Tool, the proposed project’s TAZ VMT is calculated to 
be 23.6 VMT/SP. Since the project’s TAZ VMT is less than the City’s Threshold of Significance of 26.4 
VMT/SP, the proposed project is determined to be within a low VMT area and the project would be 
consistent with the City’s VMT Screening guidelines. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

The project includes construction of an access road and driveway approach terminating in a cul-de-sac. 
This roadway would be named San Luis Street and would be constructed with a sidewalk, curb, and gutter 
surrounding it per City standards with ramps at each driveway of the residential lots as well as the gated 
access. The project would include frontage improvements along Topaz Avenue to better support traffic 
through the area, which would be constructed in accordance with City construction standards. Otherwise, 
the project would not alter pedestrian or vehicle access to the project site would not introduce 
incompatible design features or equipment that would substantially increase the risk of hazards. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature, and the impact 
would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

The project site would be accessed off a new existing driveway from Topaz Avenue. The driveway will 
be designed to provide adequate emergency and worker access to the project site. Furthermore, roads 
adjacent to the project site would not require closure during project construction. Therefore, the impact 
would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

The project would not generate a substantial number of new vehicle trips, generate a significant increase 
in VMT, or conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system. The 
proposed project would not introduce new hazardous roadway design features or incompatible land uses 
or result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, impacts related to traffic and transportation would be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Additional mitigation is not necessary. 

XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

(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 section 5020.1(k), or 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Setting 

Approved in 2014, AB 52 added tribal cultural resources to the categories of resources that must be 
evaluated under CEQA. Tribal cultural resources are defined as either of the following: 

1. Sites, features, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe that are either of the following: 

a. Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR; or  

b. Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in California PRC Section 
5020.1(k). 

2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth California PRC Section 5024.1(c).  

In applying these criteria for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Recognizing that tribes have expertise with regard to their tribal history and practices, AB 52 requires 
lead agencies to provide notice to tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic 
area of a proposed project if they have requested notice of projects proposed within that area. If the tribe 
requests consultation within 30 days upon receipt of the notice, the lead agency must consult with the 
tribe regarding the potential for adverse impacts on tribal cultural resources as a result of a project. 
Consultation may include discussing the type of environmental review necessary, the presence and/or 
significance of tribal cultural resources, the level of significance of a project’s impacts on the tribal 
cultural resources, and available project alternatives and mitigation measures recommended by the tribe to 
avoid or lessen potential impacts on tribal cultural resources.  
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Environmental Evaluation 

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

a-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 section 5020.1(k)? 

A records search was conducted for the project site that included a request for review of the Sacred Lands 
File, which produced positive results, as well as a records search of the SCCIC of the CHRIS, which 
concluded that no archaeological resources have been recorded previously within the project site or within 
a quarter-mile radius of the project site boundaries. 

A cultural resource assessment (Appendix C) included an examination of CHRIS records, communication 
with Native American tribal representatives, archival and background research, a buried site sensitivity 
assessment, and a pedestrian survey. No archaeological resources were identified within the project area 
as a result of the assessment. Additionally, according to the cultural resource assessment, the sensitivity 
for unidentified prehistoric and historic Native American-affiliated archaeological resources, as well as 
the sensitivity for historic period (non-Native American) archaeological resources, is considered to be 
low. Therefore, no impacts associated with tribal cultural resources would occur.  

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

Pursuant to AB 52, the City provided notice to local California native tribes with geographic and/or 
cultural ties to the project region. Referral letters were sent to tribal representatives on December 9, 2024. 
As a result of the referral letters, the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (formerly the San Manuel Band 
of Mission Indians) requested additional information regarding the project. As a result of the review of 
project plans and reports, the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN) submitted a letter to the City 
stating that the project area exists within Serrano ancestral territory and, therefore, is of interest to the 
Tribe (Appendix D). However, due to the nature and location of the project, and given the CRM 
Department’s present state of knowledge, YSMN does not have any concerns with the project’s 
implementation, as proposed. However, archaeological resources, while unanticipated, are unpredictable, 
and the possibility of encountering as-yet unidentified archaeological resources within the project area 
cannot be completely ruled out. Therefore, Mitigation Measures TCR-1 and TCR-2 have been identified 
to avoid and/or reduce potential impacts to archaeological resources. Upon implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 
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Conclusion 

No tribal cultural resources have been identified as having the potential to occur on-site, and all tribal 
consultation requirements of AB 52 have been fulfilled. However, archaeological resources, while 
unanticipated, are unpredictable, and the possibility of encountering as-yet unidentified archaeological 
resources within the project area cannot be completely ruled out. With the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures CR-1 through CR-4 and TCR-1 and TCR-2, the project would not result in adverse impacts to 
known or unknown tribal cultural resources. Therefore, with the implementation of these mitigation 
measures, impacts related to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

TCR-1 Discovery of cultural resources. The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation Cultural 
Resources Management Department (YSMN) shall be contacted if any pre-contact 
cultural resources are discovered during project implementation, and provided 
information regarding the nature of the find, to provide Tribal input with regards to 
significance and treatment. Should the find be deemed significant, as defined by CEQA, a 
Cultural Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan shall be created by the archaeologist, 
in coordination with YSMN, and all subsequent finds shall be subject to this Plan. This 
Plan shall allow for a monitor to be present that represents YSMN for the remainder of 
the project, should YSMN elect to place a monitor on-site. 

TCR-2 Archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the project. All 
archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the project (isolate records, site 
records, survey reports, testing reports, etc.) shall be supplied to the City for 
dissemination to YSMN. The City shall, in good faith, consult with YSMN throughout 
the life of the project. 

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

(a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

The project site is located within the HWD service area. The water supply for the HWD is obtained from 
groundwater located in the Alto Sub-Basin of the Mojave River Watershed and groundwater aquifer. The 
Mojave Basin Area was the subject of a court-ordered adjudication in 1993 due to the rapid growth within 
the area, increased withdrawals, and lowered groundwater levels. The court’s Judgment appointed 
Mojave Water Agency (MWA) as Watermaster of the Mojave Basin Area. The MWA recharges the 
groundwater basins with State Water Project–imported water, natural surface water flows, wastewater 
imports from outside the Mojave Water Agency’s service area, and return flow from pumped 
groundwater not consumptively used.  The court-ordered adjudication of the Mojave Basin Area allocates 
a variable FPA to each purveyor that supplies more than 10 acre-feet per year (AFY). The City’s FPA for 
2020-2021 was 11,871 AFY. The 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) accounts for the 
population of Hesperia to increase to from 97,000 in 2020 to 130,000 people in 2045. The UWMP 
estimates that this population increase would increase water demand in the district by 4,000 AFY.  

Wastewater treatment is provided by the Victor Valley Wastewater Reclamation Authority (VVWRA), a 
Joint Powers Authority with the City of Victorville, City of Hesperia, Town of Apple Valley, and the 
County of San Bernardino. The main treatment plant is located in the northern portion of the City of 
Victorville. Other utility service providers for the City include electricity from SCE, natural gas from 
Southwest Gas Corporation, and solid waste services by Advance Disposal. 

Environmental Evaluation 

a) Would the project 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? 

The project includes installation of water and wastewater utility conveyance pipes on-site to connect to 
the City water system and wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities located beneath Topaz Street. 
These components have been evaluated for their potential to result in adverse environmental effects 
throughout this document. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3, CR-1 through CR-4, and TCR-1 
and TCR-2, would reduce potentially significant environmental impacts resulting from installation and 
establishment of new utility connections associated with air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, and tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, potential environmental 
impacts associated with the construction of utility connections would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 
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b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry 
and multiple dry years? 

The project would be served with potable water by the HWD. The UWMP indicates that the per capita 
water use rate is 129 gallons per day per person (HWD 2020). The project is estimated to increase the 
population by approximately 25 persons which would create an additional water demand of 3.32 AFY. 
The project’s incremental increase in water demand would be accommodated by the City’s water supply. 
Development of this site is consistent with the City’s long-range planning documents and has been 
anticipated by the City’s water supply planning. The City has adequate water supply to provide potable 
and other water to the proposed project; therefore, the project would have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

c) Would the project 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? 

According to the VVWRA the per dwelling unit wastewater generation rate is 240 gallons per day per 
dwelling unit (VVWRA 2009). The project will develop seven single-family homes, which would create 
an additional wastewater generation of approximately 1,680 gallons per year. The treatment plant has a 
design capacity to treat 18 million gallons per day of wastewater. The treatment plant currently treats 
about 10.7 million gallons of wastewater per day. As such, there is adequate capacity to serve the project's 
projected demand in addition to the VVWRA’s existing commitments. Therefore, the project would have 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

d) Would the project 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? 

Construction of the project may result in a temporary increase in solid waste, which would be disposed of 
in accordance with applicable state and local laws and regulations, such as California Green Building 
Standards Code (CALGreen) Sections 4.408 and 5.408, which require diversion of at least 75% of 
construction waste. Based on required compliance with CALGreen regulations, construction of the project 
would not generate solid waste in excess of local infrastructure capacity. 

The project would result in an increase in solid waste as a result of the development of seven new single-
family homes. According to the CalEEMod model prepared for the project (Appendix A), the project 
would generate an estimated 6.72 tons per year of solid waste. Operational solid waste and recycling 
would be serviced by the Advance Disposal Company. The closest landfill to the project site is the 
Victorville Sanitary Landfill located at 18600 Stoddard Wells Road, approximately 11 miles to the 
northeast. According the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) 
website, the Victorville Sanitary Landfill has a daily throughput of 3,000 tons per day and a remaining 
capacity of 93,400,000 cubic yards (CalRecycle 2020). The expected closure is October 1, 2047. As such, 
there is adequate landfill capacity to serve the project, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

As previously described, operation of the project would result in a marginal increase in solid waste, and 
construction-related waste (i.e., demolished materials) would be disposed of according to federal and state 
regulations, including CALGreen standards for diversion of construction waste. Operational and 
construction-related solid waste would be disposed of in accordance with applicable federal, state, and 
local waste requirements, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of the mitigation measures identified below would reduce potential adverse 
environmental impacts related to the expansion of utility infrastructure at the project site. There would be 
adequate water supply and wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project. Further, the proposed 
project would not generate waste in excess of state or local standards or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure and would be consistent with applicable federal, state, and local waste requirements. With 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures, impacts related to utilities and service systems 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18, CR-1 through CR-4, and TCR-1 and TCR-2. 

XX. Wildfire 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Setting 

WILDFIRE RISK FACTORS 

In central California, the fire season usually extends from roughly May through October; however, recent 
events indicate that wildfire behavior, frequency, and duration of the fire season are changing in 
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California. Topography influences wildland fire to such an extent that slope conditions can often become 
a critical wildland fire factor. Conditions such as speed and direction of dominant wind patterns, the 
length and steepness of slopes, direction of exposure, and/or overall ruggedness of terrain influence the 
potential intensity and behavior of wildland fires and/or the rates at which they may spread (Barros et al. 
2013).  

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION FIRE 
HAZARD SEVERITY ZONES 

Fire hazard severity zones are defined by CAL FIRE based on the presence of fire-prone vegetation, 
climate, topography, assets at risk (e.g., high population centers), and a fire protection agency’s ability to 
provide service to the area (CAL FIRE 2024a). The City of Hesperia is located within a local 
responsibility area (LRA) and therefore does not have a CAL FIRE fire hazard severity zone rating.  

CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE 

The CFC provides minimum standards for many aspects of fire prevention and suppression activities. 
These standards include provisions for emergency vehicle access, water supply, fire protection systems, 
and the use of fire-resistant building materials.  

Environmental Evaluation 

a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the project substantially impair an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The project is not located within a state responsibility area and the nearest mapped very high fire hazard 
severity zone is located approximately 2.2 miles southwest of the project site near Muscatel Street (CAL 
FIRE 2024). The project includes development of seven single-family residences within a LDR zone. As 
discussed in Section XI. Land Use and Planning, the project proposes new residential uses within the 
allowed residential density for LDR. While project construction would result in temporary road and/or 
lane closures, access for surrounding properties would be maintained at all times and the project would 
not result in any permanent changes to emergency access in the area. During operation, the project’s on-
site population would contribute additional vehicles on roadways in the event of a community evacuation. 
However, based on the relatively small scale of development and the project’s consistency with 
applicable zoning and density requirements this impact would be negligible. Based on the project site’s 
distance from a very high fire hazard severity zone, relatively small scale of proposed development, and 
consistency with applicable local development density standards, the project would not substantially 
impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and impacts would be less 
than significant.  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, if located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

The project site is generally flat and does not contain substantial dense vegetation. Proposed uses would 
not significantly increase or exacerbate potential fire risks and the project does not propose any design 
elements that would exacerbate risks and expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a 
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wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of wildfire. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than 
significant.  

c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the project 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? 

The project includes construction of a 191-foot-long access road and driveway approach terminating in a 
cul-de-sac and installation of water, wastewater, and stormwater pipelines within the project site. All 
project construction, improvements, and utility installation would be designed and implemented in 
accordance with applicable CBC and CFC standards. The project would not require the installation or 
maintenance of infrastructure that would exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment as a result of the development of wildfire prevention, protection, and/or management 
techniques. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant. 

d) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the project 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? 

The project site is generally flat and would not be located near a steep hillslope or in an area subject to 
downstream flooding or landslides. The project site is not in a high or very high wildfire risk area and 
does not include any design elements that would 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. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

The project would not expose people or structures to new or exacerbated wildfire risks and would not 
require the development of new or expanded infrastructure or maintenance to reduce wildfire risks. 
Therefore, potential impacts associated with wildfire would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is necessary.  
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XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Environmental Issues 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

As discussed in each resource section above, the proposed project would have the potential to result in 
significant impacts to biological resources and cultural resources during project construction activities. 
Mitigation measures have been identified to address these potential impacts and with implementation of 
these measures, impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, with compliance with 
existing state and local policies and implementation of identified mitigation measures, impacts associated 
with degradation of the quality of the environment, fish and wildlife species and populations, plant and 
animal communities, and examples of major periods of California history or prehistory would be less than 
significant with mitigation.  

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)? 

Evaluation of cumulative impacts has been incorporated into each resource section above. Potentially 
significant impacts associated with biological resources and cultural resources would be limited to the 
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construction period. Potentially significant impacts identified associated with biological resources would 
address site-specific biological resources and no cumulatively considerable impacts associated with loss 
of habitat or habitat fragmentation were identified. Potentially significant impacts to cultural resources 
included potential adverse effects on previously undiscovered resources within the disturbance areas of 
the project site. Mitigation has been identified to preserve and protect any significant cultural resources if 
found during project activities; therefore, impacts to cultural resources would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

Potential impacts identified associated with temporary lane closures, construction noise, and localized 
concentrations of air pollutants would all be associated with construction activities and no long-term 
impacts would occur. Cumulative impacts associated with energy, GHG emissions, water supply, traffic, 
and other issue areas were evaluated and found to be less than significant and less than cumulatively 
considerable. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

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

As described in Section III. Air Quality, VII. Geology and Soils, IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
X. Hydrology and Water Quality, XIII. Noise, and XX. Wildfire, the project has been evaluated for 
environmental effects that may cause substantial adverse impacts on human beings, directly or indirectly. 
As detailed above, potential project impacts associated with each of these issue areas were determined to 
be less than significant. Therefore, the project would not have environmental effects which may cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings and impacts would be less than significant.  

Conclusion 

The project would not result in any cumulatively considerable impacts or substantial adverse effects on 
human beings. Project impacts associated with degradation of the quality of the environment, fish and 
wildlife species and populations, plant and animal communities, and examples of major periods of 
California history or prehistory would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-18, CR-1 through CR-4, and TCR-1 and TCR-2.  
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