
 City of Victorville 

 NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY/ 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT 

 A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 

 
PROJECT TITLE:  Capital Improvement Project No. BM19-125 - New 1 MG Reservoir 
 

PROJECT LOCATION:  The Project Site is located within the Southern California Logistics Airport 
(SCLA). Specifically, the Project Site is located east of Westwind Road and south of Montana Street 
within abandoned base housing development associated with the former George Air Force Base. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The Proposed Project is a reclaimed water storage tank located at the 
Southern California Logistics Airport (SCLA) and identified in the Victorville Water District’s Capital 
Improvement Project as No. BM19-125. Specifically, the Project Site is located east of Westwind Road 
and south of Montana Street within abandoned base housing development associated with George Air 
Force Base). The Proposed Project is within the City of Victorville (City) and will be funded solely by the 
Water District acting as the CEQA Lead Agency for the Proposed Project.  The District is governed by a 
five-member Board of Directors, which are also members of the City of Victorville City Council. The 
District is considered a subsidiary district of the City.  
 

 The Proposed Project will consist of replacing the in-ground lined pond with a new 1 million-gallon (MG) 
prestressed circular reservoir and re-locating the underground piping and the pumps as necessary.  The 
existing pond is designed to hold approximately 600,000 gallons of water.  Upon completion of the tank, 
the pond would be backfilled and abandoned. 
 

End users would continue to be industrial tenants of the SCLA.  The water is treated to meet California 
Code of Regulations Title 22 of California’s Water Recycling Criteria that includes State guidelines for 
how treated and recycled water is discharged and used. Title 22 includes specific uses allowed with 
disinfected tertiary recycled water (such as irrigating parks), uses allowed with disinfected secondary 
recycled water (such as irrigating animal feed and other unprocessed crops), and uses allowed with 
undisinfected secondary recycled water (such industrial uses).  The tertiary recycled wastewater to be 
stored in the new tank would be from the Victor Valley Wastewater Agency’s tertiary plant on Shay 
Road in Victorville and on occasion water from SCLA’s Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plan and would 
be used for irrigation and other non-domestic industrial uses. 
 

The Proposed Project includes connection to existing 16” water main and a proposed new 12” water 
main to serve as back up to supply recycled water to the tank.  The new pipeline would be constructed 
within the Base Housing street system and within the north side of Air Expressway to the south of the 
tank location. Any old galvanized steel piping not re-used for the Proposed Project would be abandoned 
in-place; no asbestos pipe would be left in place or removed.  Existing equipment, including pumps at 
the storage pond would be relocated to a pad constructed for the water tank and within a fenced area 
for security. 
 

The estimated diameter of the tank is 75 feet; the area of disturbance including trenching, footings and 
construction area would be an approximate total diameter of 85 feet.  The tank will be approximately 34 
feet in height and approximately 24 feet will be buried below existing grade (top of tank at elevation 
2,883 mean sea level).  A retaining wall may be constructed for slope stability and would be between 
the estimated height of 6 feet to 8 feet dependent upon the final engineered location of the tank. The 
overflows for both reservoirs that are currently on-site drain to the sanitary sewer on-site.  There will be 
no additional flow to the sewer line, only the re-routing of one overflow from the pond to the new tank. 
 



HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES:  The Project site is not located on any known listed toxic sites 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 
 

Vicinity Map 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PUBLIC REVIEW AND WRITTEN COMMENTS:  The review period for submitting written comments 
on the Mitigated Negative Declaration commences on March 30, 2020 and will close on April 29, 
2020.  
 
Comments should be addressed to: Victor J. Fajardo, P.E. Senior Civil Engineer 

 City of Victorville Engineering Department 
 14343 Civic Drive 
 Victorville, CA 92393-2399 

Phone: (760) 243-6311 
Email: VFajardo@victorvilleca.gov 

 
 
DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY: The Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for review on the City of 
Victorville’s website at the following link: https://www.victorvilleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=3982  
 

Persons interested in obtaining a digital copy of the document can email a request to: 
engineering@ci.victorville.ca.us. 

 

https://www.victorvilleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=3982
mailto:engineering@ci.victorville.ca.us
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INITIAL STUDY 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
1. Project title: Capital Improvement Project No. BM19-125 - New 1 MG Reservoir 
 
2. Lead agency name and address: City of Victorville Engineering Department, PO Box 5001, 

Victorville, California 92393-5001. 
 
3. Contact person and phone number: Victor J. Fajardo, P.E. Senior Civil Engineer, (760) 243-6311 
 
4. Project location: 18003 Westwind Rd, Victorville, CA 92394 
 
5. Project sponsor's name and address: Victorville Water District 14343 Civic Dr, Victorville, CA 

92392 
 
6. Specific plan designation: Public/Open Space (P/OS) 
 
7. Zoning: Public/Open Space (P/OS) 
 
8. Description of project: The Proposed Project is a reclaimed water storage tank located at the 

Southern California Logistics Airport (SCLA) (see Figure 1 Regional Location) and identified in the 
Victorville Water District’s Capital Improvement Project as No. BM19-125. Specifically, the Project 
Site is located east of Westwind Road and south of Montana Street within an abandoned Base 
Housing development associated with George Air Force Base (see Figure 2 Site Vicinity). The 
Proposed Project is within the City of Victorville (City) and will be funded solely by the Water District 
acting as the CEQA Lead Agency for the Proposed Project.  The District is governed by a five-
member Board of Directors, which are also members of the City of Victorville City Council. The 
District is considered a subsidiary district of the City.  

 
 The Proposed Project will consist of replacing the in-ground lined pond with a new 1 million-gallon 

(MG) prestressed circular reservoir and re-locating the underground piping and the pumps as 
necessary. The existing pond is designed to hold approximately 600,000 gallons of water and, upon 
completion of the tank, the pond would be backfilled and abandoned (see Figure 3 Project Design 
Plans).   
 
End users would continue to be industrial tenants of the SCLA.  The water is treated to meet 
California Code of Regulations Title 22 of California’s Water Recycling Criteria that includes State 
guidelines for how treated and recycled water is discharged and used. Title 22 includes specific 
uses allowed with disinfected tertiary recycled water (such as irrigating parks), uses allowed with 
disinfected secondary recycled water (such as irrigating animal feed and other unprocessed crops), 
and uses allowed with undisinfected secondary recycled water (such industrial uses).  The tertiary 
recycled wastewater to be stored in the new tank would be from the Victor Valley Wastewater 
Agency’s tertiary plant on Shay Road in Victorville and on occasion SCLA Industrial Wastewater 
Treatment Plant water may also be stored in the new tank and would be used for irrigation and 
other non-domestic industrial uses. 
 

 The Proposed Project includes connection to existing 16” water main and a proposed new 12” water 
main to serve as back up to supply recycled water to the tank. The new pipeline would be 
constructed within the Base Housing street system and within the north side of Air Expressway to 
the south of the tank location (see Figure 3 Site Plan).  Any old galvanized steel piping not re-used 
for the Proposed Project would be abandoned in-place; no asbestos pipe would be left in place or  
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removed.  Existing equipment, including pumps at the storage pond would be relocated to a pad 
constructed for the water tank and within a fenced area for security. 

 
 The estimated diameter of the tank is 75 feet; the area of disturbance including trenching, footings 

and construction area would be an approximate total diameter of 85 feet. The tank will be 
approximately 34 feet in height and approximately 24 feet will be buried below existing grade (top 
of tank at elevation 2,883 mean sea level [MSL]l).  A retaining wall may be constructed for slope 
stability and would be between the estimated height of 6 feet to 8 feet dependent upon the final 
engineered location of the tank.   The overflows for both reservoirs that are currently on-site drain 
to the sanitary sewer on-site.  There will be no additional flow to the sewer line, only the re-routing 
of one overflow from the pond to the new tank. 

 
9. Surrounding land uses and setting: The Project Site is located within the City of Victorville and 

within the Southern California Logistics Airport Master Plan Area. The Southern California Logistics 
Airport (SCLA) encompasses approximately 2,200 acres of the former George Air Force Base 
(GAFB) and occurs in northwest corner of the City of Victorville.  The Project Site is located east of 
Westwind Road and south of Montana Street within an abandoned Base Housing development 
associated with George Air Force Base. There are currently two water reservoirs for the storage of 
recycled water located on the Project Site; an elevated storage tank, and an in-ground lined storage 
pond. Access to the tank will be from the existing road to the east of the tank and from the parking 
lot to the south of project area.  Approximately six acres of Assessor’s Parcel Number 0459-211-14 
would be impacted by the Project. 

 
10. Other public agency whose approval is required:  Recordation of a final map, issuance of a 

building permits and completion of structures to current building code is required by the City prior to 
establishment of any development on-site. In addition, approval by the Mojave Water Agency, 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, Caltrans, California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, Victor Valley Wastewater Reclamation Authority, Mojave Desert Air Quality Management 
District, Victor Elementary School District, Victor Valley Union High School District, as well as 
Southern California Edison, Southwest Gas, and Frontier Communications would also be required. 

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

 Land Use/Planning  Biological Resources  Aesthetics 

 Population/Housing  Mineral Resources  Cultural Resources 

   Geology/Soils  
Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Recreation 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Noise  
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Air Quality  Public Services  
Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Transportation  Utilities/Service Systems  
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

 Wildfire  Energy 
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DETERMINATION: 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
__ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have significant effect on the environment, and a 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.   
 
X 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 of the incorporated mitigation measures and 
revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A 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 significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least one 

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

 
__ I find that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment, because no 

new potentially significant effects have been identified beyond those previously analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR, pursuant to applicable standards, and no additional mitigation 
measures beyond those imposed as part of that previous EIR are necessary to be imposed upon 
the proposed project to reduce mitigable impacts to a insignificant level. Therefore, no additional 
environmental documentation is necessary. 

 
 
Signature: 

 
 

 
Date:  

 
March 26, 2020 

  
Natalie P. Patty 

 
For: 

 
Victor Fajardo 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1)  A brief explanation is provided for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported 
by the information sources the lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not 
apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" 
answer is explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the 
project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 
 
2)  All answers take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 
 
3)  "Potentially Significant Impact" is noted if there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant.  If 
there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is 
required. 
 
4)  "Negative Declaration:  Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less 
Than Significant Impact". The lead agency describes the mitigation measures, and briefly explains how 
they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier 
Analyses", may be cross-referenced). 
 
5)  Earlier analyses may be referenced where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on 
earlier analysis. 

 
c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6)  The lead agency incorporates into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts 
(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, 
where appropriate, includes a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.  
 
7)  Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8)  The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

I. AESTHETICS. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (3; 33)    X 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? (3; 24) 

   X 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? 
If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 
(1, Table LU-2; 33) 

   X 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? (1, Table 
LU-2; 33) 

  X  

 
AESTHETICS 
 
Explanations: 
 
a. No Impact – The Resource Element of the City of Victorville’s General Plan identifies the 

importance of conservation of local scenic resources such as natural and cultural resources and how 
they are necessary assets for the community. However, the General Plan does not identify any 
scenic vistas in the vicinity of the Project Site which is at the SCLA and is surrounded by 
development. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

 
b. No Impact – According the Victorville’s 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact report, there are 

no existing or proposed State scenic highways in the Planning Area.  Additionally, the Project Site 
has been disturbed, and does not contain any significant features such as rock outcroppings, 
trees, and/or historic buildings that could potentially be damaged by development of the Project 
Site. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
c. No Impact – The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with 

a new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and 
the pumps.  The in-ground lined storage pond will be filled upon completion of the new tank. The 
tank will be approximately 34 feet in height and approximately 24 feet will be buried below existing 
grade (top of tank at elevation 2,883 MSL).  The Proposed Project will be within comparable height 
of current water facilities on site. The Proposed Project is an acceptable use within the 
Public/Open Space land use category. Additionally, the Proposed Project is outside of the 
Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). The RPZ is an area of restricted use as it is affected by existing 
and current airfield operations. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not degrade the visual 
character or quality of the Site or its surroundings. Therefore, no impacts are identified or 
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 
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d. Less Than Significant Impact – The Proposed Project is in an area developed with former 
George Force Air Base housing. Existing light sources include streetlights and exterior security 
lighting at the Project Site and in the surrounding developments. Lighting associated with the 1 
MG reservoir would consist of security lighting only and would be directed internally toward the 
Project Site. There would be no light or glare that would increase ambient lighting levels or adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, project construction and operation impacts 
related to substantial light or glare sources would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

 

II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources.  

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on 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 
forestland, 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 proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? (23) 

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? (1) 

   X 

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))? (1) 

   X 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? (1; 4) 

   X 

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 or forest land to non-forest 
use? (1; 4; 23) 

   X 

 
Explanations: 
 
a) No Impact.  The Project Site was previous developed with Base Housing and currently supports 

an existing reclaimed water pond and associated infrastructure. There are currently no agricultural 
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operations occurring on-site or within the vicinity of the Project Site. The Department of 
Conservation’s California Important Farmland Finder shows that the Project Site occurs within 
Urban and Built-Up Land. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not covert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use and no impact 
would occur as result of construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Therefore, no 
impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) No Impact.  According to the 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report, the nearest farm 

under a Williamson Act contract is located approximately 5.3 miles southeast from the Project 
Site. Additionally, the California Department of Conservation: Farmland Land Finder shows that 
the Project Site occurs within an Urban and Built-Up Land. As discussed above, no land on or 
near the Project Site is currently under agricultural production, nor are any parcels zoned for 
agricultural uses. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures 
are required. 

 
c) No Impact.  The Proposed Project would be located on a site which was previous developed with 

Base Housing and that currently supports existing reclaimed water facilities. The Project Site is 
zoned Public/Open Space (P/OS) and the General Plan does not identify parcels zoned for forest 
land or timber within the vicinity. Therefore, construction and operation of the Proposed Project 
would not conflict with the existing zoning or cause rezoning of forest land or timberland 
resources. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

 
d, e) No Impact.  The Project Site does not support forest land nor does the Project Site support 

farmland. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not convert forest land to non-forest use 
or farmland to non-agricultural use. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

 

 
III. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? (1; 2; 3; 10; 26; 33) 

  X  

b) Violate any air quality standard or result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in an existing or projected air quality 
violation? (3; 10; 11; 26; 33) 

  X  

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? (4; 10; 11) 

  X  

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors or 
dust) adversely affecting a substantial number of people? (4; 
10) 

   X 

 
AIR QUALITY 
 
Explanations: 
 
a.  Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). 

The MDAB encompasses the desert potion of San Bernardino County. The Mojave Desert Air 
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Quality Management District (MDAQMD) has jurisdiction over air quality issues and regulations 
within the City of Victorville that includes the project area. To assist local agencies in determining 
if a project’s emissions could pose a significant threat to air quality, the MDAQMD has prepared 
the CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, August 2016. The air and dust emissions from the 
construction and operational use of the Proposed Project were evaluated and compared to the 
MDAQMD air quality thresholds to determine significance.  
 
Air quality is determined primarily by the types and amounts of contaminants emitted into the 
atmosphere, the size and topography of the local air basin and the pollutant-dispersing properties 
of local weather patterns. When airborne pollutants are produced in such a volume that they are 
not dispersed by local meteorological conditions, air quality problems result. Dispersion of 
pollutants in the MDAB is influenced by periodic temperature inversions, persistent meteorological 
conditions and the local topography. As pollutants become more concentrated in the atmosphere, 
photochemical reactions occur, producing ozone and other oxidants. 
 
Air emissions from the Proposed Project are subject to federal, State and local rules and 
regulations implemented through provisions of the federal Clean Air Act, California Clean Air Act, 
and the rules and regulations of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and MDAQMD. Air 
quality management districts with air basins not in attainment of the air quality standards are 
required to prepare an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). An AQMP establishes an area-
specific program to control existing and proposed sources of air emissions so that the air quality 
standards may be attained by an applicable target date. 
 
The federal Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act were established in an effort to assure that 
acceptable levels of air quality are maintained. These levels are based upon health-related 
exposure limits and are referred to as National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The ambient air quality standards establish 
maximum allowable concentrations of specific pollutants in the atmosphere and characterize the 
amount of exposure deemed safe for the public. Areas that meet the standards are designated 
attainment and if found to be in violation of primary standards are designated as nonattainment 
areas.  
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the CARB have designated 
portions of the MDAQMD as nonattainment for a variety of pollutants, and some of those 
designations have an associated classification. Table 1 lists these designations and 
classifications. The MDAQMD has adopted attainment plans for a variety of nonattainment 
pollutants. 
 
The Project Site is within the MDAB and under the jurisdiction of the MDAQMD. The MDAQMD is 
responsible for updating the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The AQMP was developed for 
the primary purpose of controlling emissions to maintain all federal and state ambient air standards 
for the district. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with 
a new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and 
the pumps. As such, the Proposed Project is an acceptable use on-site and consists primarily of 
enhancement of existing facilities. Furthermore, as demonstrated in Section III(b) below, the 
Proposed Project would not significantly increase local air pollutant emissions and therefore would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. No significant adverse impacts are 
identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1 
State and Federal Air Quality 

Designations and Classifications 

Ambient Air Quality Standard Status 

Eight-hour Ozone  
(Federal 70 ppb (2015)) 

Expected Non-attainment; to be determined. 

Ozone (State) Non-attainment; classified Moderate 

PM10 (24-hour Federal) 
Non-attainment; classified Moderate (portion of 
MDAQMD in Riverside County is 
unclassifiable/attainment) 

PM2.5 (Annual Federal) Unclassified/attainment 

PM2.5 (24-hour Federal) Unclassified/attainment 

PM2.5 (State) 
Non-attainment (portion of MDAQMD outside of 
Western Mojave Desert Ozone Non-Attainment 
Area is unclassified/attainment) 

PM10 (State) Non-attainment 

Carbon Monoxide (State and Federal)  Unclassifiable/Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (State and Federal) Unclassifiable/Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (State and Federal) Attainment/unclassified 

Lead (State and Federal) Unclassifiable/Attainment 

Particulate Sulfate (State) Attainment  

Hydrogen Sulfide (State) 
Unclassified (Searles Valley Planning Area is 
non-attainment) 

Visibility Reducing Particles (State) Unclassified 

                   Source: MDAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, August 2016 

 
 
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The MDAQMD has established the following significant daily 

emissions thresholds for determining whether the impacts from a proposed project would be 
considered significant per CEQA: 

 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)  548 lbs/day 

 Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX)  137 lbs/day 
 Reactive Organic Gasses (ROG) 137 lbs/day 
 Oxides of Sulfur (SOX)  137 lbs/day 
 Particulate Matter (PM10)   82 lbs/day  
 Particulate Matter (PM2.5)   65 lbs/day  

 
Construction emissions are considered short-term, temporary emissions and were modeled with 
the assumption that one crane, welder, grader, dozer, and three pieces of miscellaneous 
construction equipment would be required. The construction equipment was assumed to be 
operated for eight hours per working day. Upon completion of the construction phase, it was 
conservatively assumed that the Proposed Project’s operational phase would consist of routine 
maintenance which will consist of the once weekly use of one maintenance truck for eight hours 
per day. Both the construction and operational emissions were estimated utilizing South Coast 
AQMD Off-Road Source Emission Factors for the 2019 operational year. The resulting emissions 
generated by construction of the Proposed Project are shown in Table 2 and Table 3. 

  



Initial Study 
Capital Improvement Project No. BM19-125 

 

 13 

 
Table 2 

Construction Emissions Summary 
(Pounds per Day) 

Equipment ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Crane 0.76 5.79 3.19 0.23 0.21 

Welder  0.28 1.47 1.47 0.09 0.09 

Grader  0.79 5.19 4.63 0.25 0.23 

Dozer  1.78 13.56 6.71 0.55 0.50 

Miscellaneous Equipment1  1.43 9.53 8.45 0.38 0.35 

Highest Value (lbs/day) 5.04 35.55 24.45 1.50 1.38 

MDAQMD Threshold 137 137 548 82 65 

Significant No No No No No 
Emission Sources: Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors (2019) 

 
 

Table 3 
Operational Emissions Summary 

(Pounds Per Day) 

Equipment ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maintenance Truck 0.18 1.25 1.20 0.05 0.05 

Total (lbs/day) 0.18 1.25 1.20 0.05 0.05 

MDAQMD Threshold 137 137 548 82 65 

Significant No No No No No 
Emission Sources: On-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors Delivery Trucks (>8500 pounds) (2020) 

 
 

As shown above, the anticipated operational emissions are less than the MDAQMD thresholds 
and would be considered less than significant. Furthermore, the Proposed Project shall comply 
with MDAQMD Rules 402 and 403, as listed below. 

 
Compliance with MDAQMD Rules 402 and 403 
 
Although the Proposed Project does not exceed MDAQMD thresholds, the Applicant is required 
to comply with applicable MDAQMD Rules 402 for nuisance and 403 for fugitive dust control. This 
would include, but not be limited to the following: 
 

1. The Project Proponent shall ensure that any portion of the site to be graded shall be pre-
watered prior to the onset of grading activities. 

 
2. The Project Proponent shall ensure that watering of the site or other soil stabilization 

method shall be employed on an on-going basis after the initiation of any grading activity 
on the site. Portions of the site that are actively being used shall be watered to ensure that 
a crust is formed on the ground surface and shall be watered at the end of each workday. 

 
3. The Project Proponent shall ensure that disturbed areas are treated to prevent erosion. 
 
4. The Project Proponent shall ensure that ground disturbing activities are suspended when 

winds exceed 25 miles per hour. 
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Although the Proposed Project would not exceed MDAQMD thresholds for exhaust emissions 
during operations, the Applicant would be required to implement the following conditions as 
required by MDAQMD: 

 
5. All equipment must be tuned and maintained to the manufacturer’s specification to 

maximize efficient burning of vehicle fuel. 
  
6. The operator shall comply with all existing and future CARB and MDAQMD Off-Road 

Diesel Vehicle Regulations related to diesel-fueled trucks, which may include among 
others: (1) meeting more stringent emission standards; (2) retrofitting existing engines with 
particulate traps; (3) use of low sulfur fuel; and (4) use of alternative fuels or equipment. 

 
MDAQMD rules for diesel emissions from equipment and trucks are embedded in the compliance 
for all diesel fueled engines, trucks, and equipment with the statewide CARB Off-Road Diesel 
Vehicle regulations. These measures will be implemented by CARB in phases with new rules 
imposed on existing and new diesel-fueled engines. 
 
The Project Site is within the Mojave Desert PM10 Planning Area and the Western Desert Ozone 
non-attainment area. The State Implementation Plan (SIP) identifies sources of PM10 emissions 
and control measures to reduce emissions. The EPA requires the application of reasonable 
available control technology (RACT) to stationary emission sources and reasonable available 
control measures (RACM) to mobile sources. These will be incorporated through compliance with 
rules and regulations described above. As such, with compliance with existing rules and 
regulations, the Proposed Project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation. No significant adverse impacts are identified or are 
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The MDAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines (August 

2016) describes sensitive receptors as being residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds 
and medical facilities. The following project types proposed for sites within the specified distance 
to an existing or planned (zoned) sensitive receptor land use must be evaluated using MDAQMD 
significance thresholds: 

 

• Any industrial project within 1000 feet; 

• A distribution center (40 or more tucks per day) within 1000 feet; 

• A major transportation project (50,000) or more vehicles per day) within 1000 feet; 

• A dry cleaner using perchloroethylene within 500 feet; 

• A gasoline dispensing facility within 300 feet. 

 
As such, the Proposed Project does not meet the criteria for a project type which is subject to 
sensitive receptor significance threshold evaluation. Furthermore, the modeling results (as shown 
in Table 2) indicate that development of the Proposed Project is not anticipated to exceed MDAQMD 
emissions thresholds. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are identified or are anticipated, and 
no mitigation measures are required. 
 

d) No Impact. The Proposed Project would not contain a land use typically associated with the 
emissions of objectionable odors. Potential odor sources associated with the Proposed Project may 
result from construction equipment exhaust; however, standard construction requirements would 
minimize odor impacts resulting from construction activity. It should be noted that any construction 
odor emissions generated would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature and would 
cease upon completion of the respective phase of construction activity. The Proposed Project would 
also be required to comply with SCAMD Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. 
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Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal result in 
impacts to: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulation, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (3, Table RE-2; 10; 
34) 

 X   

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (1; 3; 4; 10; 34) 

   X 

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? (1; 4) 

   X 

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? (3; 10; 13) 

   X 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? (14) 

   X 

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? (3) 

   X 

 
 
Explanations: 
 
a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A Desert Tortoise Survey was 

performed by ECORP Consulting, Inc. on November 27, 2018. According to the survey, the Project 
Site consists of approximately 10 acres of disturbed habitat, with dominant species being 
rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa), fourwing saltbush (Atriplex Canescens), Russian thistle 
(Salsola tragus), and telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora). The Project Site also contained 
chokecherry (Prunus virginiana) throughout and tamarisk (Tamarisk aphylla) and Desert Willow 
(Chilopsis linearis) occur along adjacent properties. The Project Site contained compacted soils and 
remnant piles of disturbed soil. The SCLA Specific Plan states that the wildlife population within the 
former Base is described as having “low stable population levels.” Both the diversity and abundance 
of wildlife are limited by lack of adequate food, sparse ground cover which limits nesting sites, and 
an unreliable source of water. 

 
During the desert tortoise surveys, no desert tortoise, desert tortoise burrows, or sign of desert 
tortoise (e.g., scat, tracks, etc.) were identified on the Project Site, or within the 300-foot buffer. 
Although the Project Site is located within the desert tortoise range, the poor-quality habitat on-site 
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likely precludes this species from occurring on-site. However, to ensure potential impacts to this 
species are reduced to a less than significant level, the following mitigation measure shall be 
implemented: 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: 
 
A preconstruction survey be conducted no more than 14 days prior to construction to 
ensure that no desert tortoises are on the Project Site prior to construction. 

 
b) No Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps. Upon completion of the new tank, the pond would be backfilled and abandoned. The 
SCLA Specific Plan states that the most important habitat for wildlife occurs to the east of the 
riparian plant community of the Mojave River, which is approximately one-mile away. The Project 
Site is not located within any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

 
c) Less Than Significant. The SCLA Specific Plan states that the wildlife population within the former 

Base is described as having “low stable population levels.” Both the diversity and abundance of 
wildlife are limited by lack of adequate food, sparse ground cover which limits nesting sites, and an 
unreliable source of water. Therefore, the Project Site is not anticipated to include any State or 
federally protected wetlands as protected under CEQA, Section 1600 of the California Fish and 
Wildlife Code, or as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Therefore, less than significant 
impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
d) No Impact. The Resource Element of the City’s General Plan identifies a wildlife corridor of special 

concern located within the area of the Mojave River.  Since the Mojave River is located 
approximately one-mile west of the Project Site, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to  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 since the site does not include disturbances to any sensitive areas. Therefore, no impacts are 
identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
e) No Impact. The proposed use on-site would continue as public facilities for recycled water and is 

consistent with the existing land use designation of Public/Open Space (P/OS). There are no 
existing trees or other biological resources on site that would be impacted by the Proposed Project.  
Therefore, no impacts related to local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance are identified. Therefore, no impacts are identified or 
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
f) No Impact. The Victorville General Plan does not identify the Project Site, nor the vicinity to be 

within a habitat conservation plan. The Proposed Project will not conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional or state habitat conservation plan since there is no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or 
Natural Community Conservation Plan in the project area or local region. Therefore, no impacts are 
identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? (3; 35; 36) 

 X   

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? (3; 35; 
36) 

 X   

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? (3; 4; 35; 36) 

 X   

 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Explanations: 
 
a,b) Less Than Significant Impact w/Mitigation Incorporated. In October 2019, McKenna et al. 

(McKenna) prepared a Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation for the Proposed Project. An 
archaeological records check was completed at the California State University, Fullerton, South 
Central Coastal Information Center (CSUF-SCCIC) and identified a minimum of 52 cultural 
resources investigations within a one-mile radius of the Project Site. Research also identified 36 
cultural resources within one mile of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) including one site reported 
to be within the George Airforce Base site, itself. In all, the records search identified 23 prehistoric 
resources, 12 historic resources, and one resource with both prehistoric and historic components. 
Two (2) of the resources noted were also identified as California Historical Landmarks: The Old 
Spanish Trail and the Mormon Trail. However, neither of these resources is within the current 
Project Site. 

 
 McKenna found the project area is sensitive for prehistoric archaeological resources. Additionally, 

the project area is moderately sensitive for historic archaeological resources. Therefore, potentially 
significant impacts could occur during site excavation, and the following mitigation measures are 
recommended to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant: 

 
Mitigation Measure CR-1: 
 
Project-related earthmoving activities within the project APE shall be monitored by an 
archaeological monitor with both prehistoric and historic archaeological qualifications. This 
monitoring program need not be conducted on a full-time basis and should be conducted 
while earthmoving involves impacts to the younger alluvium deposits. The extent would be 
based on the extent of younger alluvium and project development scheduling. 
 
Mitigation Measure CR-2: 
 
In the event any evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources are identified, a Native 
American representative, preferably of Serrano descent, shall be added to the 
archaeological monitoring program until it is determined the monitoring is no longer 
required. 

 
c) Less than Significant Impact. Mckenna states that there is no evidence that human remains will 

be identified within the project area, but the presence cannot be completely ruled out. 
Construction activities, particularly grading, could potentially disturb human remains interred 
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outside of a formal cemetery. Thus, the potential exists that human remains may be unearthed 
during grading and excavation activities associated with project construction. Therefore, possible 
significant adverse impacts have been identified or anticipated and the following mitigation 
measure is required as a condition of project approval to reduce these impacts to a level of less 
than significant: 

   
Mitigation Measure CR-3: 
 
If, at any time, evidence of human remains (or potential human remain) is uncovered, the 
County Coroner must be notified immediately and permitted to examine the find(s). If the 
remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Coroner will contact the Native 
American Heritage Commission and the Commission with name the Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD). In consultation between the City of Victorville, the MLD, and the 
consulting archaeologist, the disposition of the remains will be determined. If Native 
American human remains are identified within the project area, a Native American observer 
should be added to the overall monitoring program for the duration of the activities 
associated with excavation in soils likely to yield additional remains. 

 

VI. ENERGY. Would the project: 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  
w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
No 
Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, during project construction or operation? (3, 8, 16, 
33) 

  X  

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency? (3, 8,16, 33) 

  X  

 

ENERGY  
 
Explanations: 
 
Senate Bill 350  
 
Senate Bill (SB) 350 (de Leon) was signed into law in October 2015. SB 350 establishes new clean 
energy, clean air and greenhouse gas reduction goals for 2030. SB 350 also establishes tiered increases 
to the Renewable Portfolio Standard: 40 percent by 2024, 45 percent by 2027, and 50 percent by 2030.  
 
Senate Bill 100  
 
Senate Bill 100 (SB 100) was signed into law September 2018 and increased the required Renewable 
Portfolio Standards. SB 100 requires the total kilowatt-hours of energy sold by electricity retailers to their 
end-use customers must consist of at least 50 percent renewable resources by 2026, 60 percent 
renewable resources by 2030, and 100 percent renewable resources by 2045. SB 100 also includes a 
State policy that eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of 
all retail sales of electricity to California end-use customers and 100 percent of electricity procured to 
serve all State agencies by December 31, 2045. Under the bill, the State cannot increase carbon 
emissions elsewhere in the western grid or allow resource shuffling to achieve the 100 percent carbon-
free electricity target. 
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a,b) Less than Significant Impact. 
 

Electricity  
 
Southern California Edison (SCE) currently provides electrical service to the Proposed Project 
Site which is developed with existing a reclaimed water pond and related water facilities. SCE is 
one of the nation’s largest electric utilities, providing electric service to approximately 15 million 
people. Their service area includes portions of 15 counties and hundreds of cities and 
communities in a 50,000-square-mile service area within Central, Coastal and Southern 
California. Total electricity demand in SCE’s service area is estimated to increase by 
approximately 12,000 Gigawatt hours between the years 2015 and 2026. The demand for 
electricity is expected to be sufficiently served by the existing SCE electrical facilities because the 
project’s electricity demand would remain the same, as the original water pumps will be used for 
the new reclaimed water tank. Therefore, projected electrical demand would not significantly 
impact SCE’s level of service. The Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation and no mitigation measures are recommended. 

 
Natural Gas  
 

The Proposed Project would not use natural gas and therefore would not result in a significant 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during 
project construction or operation and no mitigation measures are recommended. 
 
Fuel  
 

During construction of the Proposed Project, transportation energy consumption is dependent on 
the type of vehicle and number of vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled, fuel efficiency of vehicles, 
and travel mode.  However, Temporary transportation fuel use such as gasoline and diesel during 
construction would come from the transportation and use of delivery vehicles and trucks, 
construction equipment, and construction employee vehicles. Additionally, most construction 
equipment during grading would be powered by gas or diesel. Electric powered equipment shall 
be implemented as development furthers. The Proposed Project is estimated to used 
13,678.90 gallons of fuel per day. Impacts related to transportation energy use during construction 
would be temporary and would not require the use of additional use of energy supplies or the 
construction of new infrastructure; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
During operations of the Proposed Project, the use of fuel would be generated by maintenance 
staff and employee vehicle trips. Employees currently visit the site for maintenance and repair of 
the existing facilities.  The fuel use related with vehicle trips produced by the new water tank would 
not increase over existing use and therefore would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or 
unnecessary. The Proposed Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources. Impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is 
recommended. 
 
Project design and operation would comply with the Victorville’s Climate Action Plan, and the 
State Building Energy Efficiency Standards related to appliance efficiency regulations, and green 
building standards. Project development would not cause inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary 
energy consumption, and no adverse impact would occur.  
 
The Proposed Project is designed to adhere to Victorville’s Climate Action Plan and Resource 
Element: Energy Conservation of the City General Plan to support decrease energy consumption 
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and GHG emissions to become a more sustainable community and to meet the goals of AB 32. 
The Proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency 
adopted to reduce GHG emissions, AB 32, and SB 32; therefore, the Project is consistent with 
AB 32, which aims to decrease emissions statewide to 1990 levels by to 2020. The Proposed 
Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

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.) (7, Figure S-1) 

   X 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (7, Table S-1)    X 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? (7)    X 

iv) Landslides? (5, pg. 27; 7, Figure S-3)    X 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (5, pg. 27; 
7; 27) 

  X  

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? (5, pg. 27; 7) 

   X 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined on Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or 
indirect risks to life or property? (5, pg. 27; 8) 

  X  

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? (19) 

   X 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resources 
or site unique geological feature? (3) 

 X   

 
Explanations: 
 
a. No Impact. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death as the Project Site use will 
remain the same and is a permitted use in accordance with the existing land use designation. 

 
i. No Impact – The Project Site is located in seismically active southern California with 

numerous fault systems in the region. However, the Project Site is not located within an 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies area. The General Plan states that there are no known or 
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suspected fault traces located within the Victorville Planning Area. According to the Southern 
California Earthquake Data Center, the nearest faults are the Mirage Valley Fault and Helendale 
Fault. The Mirage Valley Fault is located approximately 10.40 miles northwest of the Project 
Site and Helendale Fault is approximately 10 miles northeast of the Project Site. No impacts 
are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

ii. No Impact – According to the SCLA Specific Plan, the Project Site is located in the highly 
seismic southern California region within the influence of several fault systems that are 
considered to be active or potentially active. However, with compliance with the Victorville 
Municipal Building Development Codes and the latest adopted version of the California Building 
Code, the Proposed Project would be adequately reinforced for potential earthquakes. No 
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
iii. No Impact – According to the City’s General Plan, the Project Site is not located within an area 

susceptible to liquefaction as the potential for liquefaction hazards are limited to the Mojave 
River floodplain and its tributary stream crossings where groundwater is shallow and loose 
sandy soils occur.  The Mojave River is located approximately one-mile east of the Project Site. 
Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
iv. Less Than Significant – The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground 

lined pond with a new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing 
underground piping and the pumps.  The Project Site would continue to be used for reclaimed 
water storage and related infrastructure which is a permitted use with the existing land use 
designation of Public/Open Space. The Safety Element of the General Plan identifies natural 
hazards, which include seismically induced surface rupture, ground shaking, ground failure, 
and liquefaction, along with slope instability leading to mudslides and landslides, subsidence, 
flooding, and wildland fires. According to Figure S-3: Slope Hazards, Project Site is outside the 
area of concern for slope hazards. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

 
b. Less Than Significant. According to the United States Department of Agriculture Web Soil Survey 

(accessed 10/14/2019), soils on-site consist of Bryman Loamy Sand (.04 percent), Mohave Variant 
Loamy Sand (45.9 percent), and Cajon Sand (53.7 percent) soils with a slope averaging 0 to 
9 percent. Cajon Sand retains a slight hazard of water erosion and a high hazard of soil blowing.  
The Proposed Project will adhere to the City of Victorville’s Municipal Code:10.30.210, Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan ("ESCP") and the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System, which 
ensures potential impacts with regards to substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil to be less 
than significant. 

 
c. No Impact. The Project Site is relatively flat. The potential of unstable soil condition, landslide, 

lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse is present because of the geographical 
make-up of the area and the frequency of earthquake occurrences in Southern California. 
According to General Plan Figure S-3, the Project Site is not located within a slope hazards area. 
Any project within the area of Southern California shall meet the latest UBC standards to minimize 
the potential impact caused by an earthquake. Therefore, the potential for instability occurring at 
this Project Site is less than significant with proper construction methods and development 
standards as defined in the City’s Municipal Code and the latest UBC regulations.  Therefore, no 
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
d. Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive (or shrink-swell) behavior is attributable to the water-

holding capacity of clay minerals and can adversely affect the structural integrity of facilities 
including underground pipelines. The General Plan does not identify soil conditions in the area 
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that would lead to expansive behavior nor has there been any reported cases in the surrounding 
area. According to the United States Department of Agriculture: Web Soil Survey, the soil at the 
Project Site mostly consists of Cajon Sandy soil with a slope averaging 0 to 9 percent. Cajon Sandy 
soil is listed as Hydrologic Soil Group A. The United States Department of Agriculture: Hydrology 
National Engineering Handbook defines Hydrologic Soil Group A as having low runoff potential 
when thoroughly wet. Water is transmitted freely through the soil. Group A soils typically have 
less than 10 percent clay and more than 90 percent sand or gravel and have gravel or sand 
textures. Some soils having loamy sand, sandy loam, loam or silt loam textures may be placed in 
this group if they are well aggregated, of low bulk density, or contain greater than 35 percent rock 
fragments. The USDA states that the extent of shrinking and swelling is influenced by the amount 
and kind of clay in the soil. Since, Group A soils typically have less than 10 percent clay, the 
potential for expansion is considered less than significant. 

 
e. No Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps, and will not include a septic tank, nor connection to the public sewer system. Therefore, no 
impacts related to incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater are 
identified. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 
 

f. Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Cultural Resources 
Investigation prepared for the Proposed Project states that a paleontological overview completed by 
McLeod identified the project area as consisting of some artificial fill above sedimentary deposits of 
older terrestrial Quaternary Alluvium derived from the Mojave River. These older deposits are 
generally referred to as Shoemaker gravel. Fossil specimens have been known to be associated 
with these deposits and the nearest specimens have been recovered from the western extents of 
George Air Force Base from depths exceeding ten feet below the present surface. Additional 
specimens have been recovered from the western banks of the Mojave River. McLeod concluded 
shallow excavations are unlikely to yield evidence of fossil specimens, but deeper excavations 
(greater than 10 feet) that impact the older alluvium may yield such specimens. Monitoring of 
these excavations is recommended and sampling of the back dirt may yield additional evidence 
of small fragments or specimens. Therefore, to ensure potential impacts to paleontological 
resources are reduced to a less than significant level, the following mitigation measure shall be 
implemented: 
 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: 
 

 Project-related earthmoving activities that exceed the depth of younger Quaternary 
alluvium and impact older Quaternary alluvium must be subjected to a paleontological 
monitoring program designed to meet the standards, policies, and guidelines of the San 
Bernardino County Museum Department of Earth Sciences if excavations are to impact 
older Quaternary alluvium. The program requirements would be based on the depth of 
older alluvium and final project design. 
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VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that may have a significant effect on the environment? (3; 10) 

  X  

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? (3; 
10) 

  X  

 
Explanations: 
 

a-b) Less Than Significant Impact. According to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4, when making a 
determination of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions, the “lead agency shall have 
discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to (1) use a model or 
methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and which model or 
methodology to use.” Moreover, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7(c) provides that “a lead agency 
may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public 
agencies or recommended by experts” on the condition that “the decision of the lead agency to 
adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.”  

 
   The City of Victorville adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in May 2016. The CAP presents the 

greenhouse gas (GHG) inventories, identifies the effectiveness of California initiatives to reduce the 
GHG emissions, and identifies local measures that were selected by the City to reduce GHG 
emissions under the City’s jurisdictional control to achieve the City’s identified GHG reduction target. 
Additionally, the City participated in the San Bernardino County Regional GHG Reduction Plan 
(March 2014) (GHG Plan) and used the technical information within the County’s GHG Plan in the 
development of the CAP. 

 
   As stated by the County’s GHG Plan, the City of Victorville selected to reduce its community GHG 

emissions to a level that is 29% below its projected GHG emissions level in 2020. The City 
implements CEQA by requiring new development projects to quantify project GHG emissions and 
adopt feasible mitigation to reduce project emissions below a level of significance standard as stated 
in the County’s GHG Plan of 3,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MTCO2e) per year.  

 
Construction and Operational Emissions 
 

As stated, a threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year has been adopted by the County as potentially 
significant to global warming. Utilizing the SCAQMD’s Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors 
(2019), construction and annual operation GHG emissions were estimated and are shown in 
Tables 4 and 5, respectively.   
 
As shown in Tables 4 and 5, GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project are not anticipated to exceed the County’s GHG emissions threshold. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that may have a significant effect on the environment. Additionally, the Proposed Project would 
not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases. No significant adverse impacts are identified or are anticipated, 
and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 4 
Construction GHG Emissions Summary 

 (Tons per Year) 

Equipment CO2 CH4
* 

Crane (lbs/day) 1,032 0.07 

Welder (lbs/day 205 0.02 

Grader (lbs/day) 1,064 0.07 

Dozer (lbs/day) 1,912 0.16 

Miscellaneous Equipment1 (lbs/day) 2,952 0.13 

Total Per Year (lbs/day) 7,165 0.46 

Total MTCO2e 423.25 

County Threshold (MTCO2e) 3,000 

Significant No 
                  Source: Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors (2019) 

Note: Assumes five eight-hour working days/week for a six-month construction schedule. 
*CH4 has a Global Warming Potential of 28 as provided by IPCC’s 2013 Working Group I 
1Assumes three pieces of miscellaneous construction equipment. 
 

 

Table 5 
Operational GHG Emissions Summary 

(Tons per Year) 

Equipment CO2 CH4
* 

Maintenance Truck (lbs/day) 427.72 0.01 

Total Per Year (lbs/day) 427.72 0.22 

Total MTCO2e 10.09 

County Threshold (MTCO2e) 3,000 

Significant No 
Source: On-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors Delivery Trucks (>8500 pounds) (2020) 
Note: Assumes one eight-hour working day per week. 
*CH4 has a Global Warming Potential of 28 as provided by IPCC’s 2013 Working Group I 
 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the 
proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? (1; 10) 

   X 

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? (1; 10) 

 X   

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? (1; 10) 

   X 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials site compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? (7; 10) 

   X 
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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 of excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area. (1; 4; 10) 

  X  

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (7, 
Fig. S-5) 

   X 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 
(1; 4; 7) 

   X 

 
Explanations: 
 
a) No Impact. Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would involve use of 

limited quantities of hazardous materials such as petroleum, hydrocarbons, and their derivatives 
(e.g., gasoline, diesel, oils, and lubricants) to operate the construction equipment.  Construction 
activities would be short-term and would involve the limited transport, storage, use, and disposal 
of hazardous materials. These materials would be used with construction equipment and stored 
in vessels engineered for safe storage.  

Similar to construction, operation of the Proposed Project could involve limited quantities of 
hazardous materials such as petroleum, hydrocarbons, and their derivatives (e.g., gasoline, 
diesel, oils, and lubricants) during periodic maintenance activities. The use or disposal of these 
hazardous substances would occur according to instructions provided by the product 
manufacturer and be subject to federal, state, and local health and safety regulations involving 
storage, transport, use, and disposal. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant impacts and no mitigation is 
required. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described under item VIII a) 
above, construction and operational activities associated with the Proposed Project would involve 
relatively small quantities of hazardous substances associated with the operation of equipment 
and vehicles. Construction vehicles on site may require refueling or maintenance that could result 
in minor releases of oil, diesel fuel, transmission fluid, or other materials. Inadvertent releases of 
hazardous materials on construction sites are typically localized and would be cleaned up in a 
timely manner in compliance with state and local laws that govern proper containment, spill 
control, and disposal of hazardous waste generated during construction.  

Mandatory compliance with all federal, state, and local regulations on the transport, use, and 
disposal of hazardous materials would further reduce the likelihood of an accidental release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Construction and operation of the Proposed Project 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into 
the environment.  

GEOTEK, Inc. performed a Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) in June 2019, 
at the location of the Project Site. As noted in the letter report, services were conducted in 
substantial conformance with the scope and limitations of the American Society of Testing and 
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Materials (ASTM) E1903-11, “Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment Process.” 
 
The Project Site is situated within the Southern California Logistics Airport (SCLA) industrial park 
(former. George Air Force Base). The George Air Force Base was opened in June 1941 and 
officially closed of all military activities in December 1992. The Site is vacant of structures and 
surface vegetation consists of sporadic light brush.  GEOTEK’S scope of work for the project 
consisted of the following: 
 

• Excavation of 4 exploratory borings on-site utilizing a GeoProbe® direct push rig (truck 
mounted), 

• Collection of soil samples of the on-site materials, 

• Laboratory testing of selected soil samples collected from the site, and 

• Compilation of a letter report that presents findings, conclusions and recommendations. 
 
The borings were extended to a depth of approximately three feet below the existing ground 
surface. Soil samples were collected from depths of 0 to 6” and at 3 feet below the existing ground 
surface from each of the borings. The number of borings, depths of the borings and depths of the 
samples were dictated to us by the United States Air Force. 
 
Analysis of the soil samples did not detect measurable quantities of OCP constituents is Samples 
ENV-1 at 3’; ENV-2 a 0’; ENV-2 at 3’; and ENV-3 at 3’. Analysis of the soil samples did detect 
measurable quantities of the OCP constituents aldrin, chlordane and dieldrin in Samples ENV-1 
at 0’; ENV-3 at 0’; ENV-4 at 0’; and ENV-4 at 3’. 
 
The OCP constituent dieldrin is in concentrations above the regional screening level for industrial 
soils, as determined by EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for industrial soil, April 2019 for 
Samples ENV-1 at 0’ and ENV-4 at 0’.  
 
As concluded in the letter report, due to the presence of pesticides (i.e. dieldrin) detected in the 
soil samples, and the existing known environmental concerns at the SCLA industrial park, the 
following mitigation measure shall be implemented:  

 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: 
 
Appropriate safety measures shall be taken during soil excavation due to the presence of 
pesticides. Prior to field work the City shall consult with a Geotechnical Engineer to 
determine the need for sampling and laboratory testing prior to excavations at the Project 
Site. 
 

c) No Impact. No schools occur within 0.25-mile of the Project Site.  However, there are several 
schools within approximately 0.5-mile of the Project Site including: Excelsior Charter School, 
George Air Force Base Elementary, Harold H George Magnet School, Adelanto Charter 
Academy, and Harry Sheppard Middle School.  As described under items VIII a) and b) above, 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project would involve the transport and use of small 
quantities of hazardous materials. Such materials would be transported, stored, and disposed of 
in accordance with applicable codes and regulations and would not create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment. The Proposed Project would not have an adverse effect on any 
existing or proposed schools through hazardous emissions or handling. Therefore, no impacts 
are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 



Initial Study 
Capital Improvement Project No. BM19-125 

 

 27 

d) No Impact. According to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor 
(accessed 10/31/2019), the Project Site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, no impacts are identified or 
are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
e) Less Than Significant. The Project Site is located approximately one-mile southeast from the 

SCLA. As shown in the General Plan: SCLA Existing Airport Noise Contours Map, the Project Site 
is located outside of the airport noise contours. Construction of the Proposed Project would cause 
a short-term increase in noise levels.  During operation, the Proposed Project would not require the 
use of mechanical equipment or generators which would not result in excessive noise levels.  The 
Proposed Project is not anticipated to exceed the standard noise levels which allows for up to 70 
decibels (dB) is considered “Normally Acceptable” for utilities as identified in the Noise Element of 
the General Plan.  The Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in a safety hazard of excessive 
noise for people residing or working in the project area. Therefore, less than significant impacts 
identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
f) No Impact. According to the City’s General Plan and the SCLA Area Plan, the Project Site does 

not occur in an area designated for an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
Additionally, the Project Site does not contain any emergency facilities, nor does it serve as an 
emergency evacuation route. During construction of the reservoir, the contractor would be required 
to maintain adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles. Operation of the reservoir, which 
would include inspections, maintenance, would not result in excessive vehicle trips to the Project 
Site.  The Project Site would be maintained to allow for appropriate off-road parking. The Proposed 
Project would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
g) No Impact: As discussed in the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the National Fire Protection 

Association defines a wildland fire as "any forest, grass, brush or tundra fire involving lands not 
under cultivation." An urban fire is a fire that occurs in developed areas which may include 
structures and vehicles. The Project Site occurs in an urban area; no forest land or significant 
areas of bio mass occur near the Project Site that would fuel a wildfire. The City of Victorville has 
adopted a Fire Hazard Abatement Ordinance (Chapter 8.09, Victorville Municipal Code) which 
requires the abatement of weeds in excess of three inches above the grade in the area of growth 
on such portion of the lot or premises within one hundred feet of any structure. Russian Thistle 
(tumbleweeds) are not permitted to grow in excess of three inches within City limits on any 
property, regardless of surrounding improvements. Adherence to this ordinance reduces the 
likelihood of fires on undeveloped lands and on vacant lots in the developed portions of the 
Planning Area.  During a recent site visit conducted in October 2019, the Project Site is mostly lack 
of any vegetation and visibility of the soils was a prominent feature. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
is not anticipated to exacerbate wildfire risks, thereby exposing project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, no impacts are 
identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
ground water quality? (3; 10; 17; 20) 

   X 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project 
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin?  (1; 3; 10; 21; 27) 

   X 

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:  (10; 17; 20) 

  X  

 

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site (10); 
  X  

ii)   substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner which would result in flooding on-or offsite (10);   X  

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 (10); or; 

  X  

iv)  impede or redirect flood flows? (7, Figure S-2; 9, Panel     
6480). 

  X  

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants 
due to project inundation? (7, Table S-1) 

  X  

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?    X 

 
Explanations: 
 
a) No Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps. The stored reclaimed water from operation of the Proposed Project shall adhere to Title 22 
of California’s Water Recycling Criteria. Title 22 includes specific uses allowed with disinfected 
tertiary recycled water (such as irrigating parks), uses allowed with disinfected secondary recycled 
water (such as irrigating animal feed and other unprocessed crops), and uses allowed with 
undisinfected secondary recycled water (such industrial uses).  Therefore, the Proposed Project will 
not violate any water quality standards, wastewater discharge requirements or degrade surface 
and/or groundwater quality. Therefore, no impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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b) No Impact. The new reservoir will store reclaimed water is used for irrigation and industrial cooling 
by tenants of the SCLA.  As an alternative to potable water the use of reclaimed water reduces 
demands on groundwater supplies. There are no groundwater recharge facilities near the Project 
Site. Therefore, the Proposed Project shall not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin; no impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

  
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project will not substantially alter the existing 

drainage pattern of the site or area as there are no existing streams or rivers that traverse the area.  
The Proposed Project includes replacing an existing in-ground lined pond with a new 1 MG 
prestressed circular reservoir and re-locating the underground piping and the pumps. During 
construction, all projects are required to comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) requirements; for this project: 

 

• For control of construction and post-construction related storm water the City shall meet 
the requirements of the Small MS4 General Permit.  In addition, the City shall:  

• Prepare a project specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as required in 
the NPDES permit and shall identify site-specific erosion and sediment control best 
management practices that will be implemented;  

• The SWPPP shall be applicable to all areas of the project site including construction areas, 
access roads to and through the site, and staging and stockpile areas; and  

• Temporary best management practices for all components of the project must be 
implemented until such time as permanent post-construction best management practices 
are in place and functioning. 

 
i-iv    Less Than Significant Impact.  The Proposed Project will not 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, since the Project Site is currently 
permitted for use as a water facilities site.  The Proposed Project will not increase runoff 
water more than what is currently permitted and would not impede or redirect current flows.  

 
d) No Impact.  According the Figure S-2: Flood Hazards Map of the of the General Plan, the Proposed 

Project is within Zone X.  Areas within Zone X are subject to flooding in the event of a 500-year 
flood, areas subject to a 100-year flood with average floodwater depths anticipated to be less than 
one foot or with drainage areas less than one square mile, and areas protected by levees from 
the 100- year flood. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as no flood hazards traverse 
the project area, nor is the Project Site subject to inundation by seiche or mudflow hazards. Due to 
the Proposed Project location in the High Desert, there are no impacts related to tsunamis. 
Therefore, no impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
e) No Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps.  The Proposed Project shall adhere to Title 22 of California’s Water Recycling Criteria. The 
Proposed will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, no impacts are identified or are anticipated, 
and no mitigation measures are required. 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? (4)    X 

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? (1, Table LU-2; 
1, Figure LU-1; 2; 33) 

   X 

 
Explanations: 
 
a) No Impact.  The Project Site is located on city-owned land that is currently developed with existing 

reclaimed water storage facilities. Surrounding land uses include former George Air Force Base 
housing. Proposed construction would be contained to within an estimated a 1,000 square-foot 
portion of the Project Site.  The Proposed Project would not divide an established community. 
Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) No Impact.  The Project Site is within the SCLA Specific Plan area and is designated Public/Open 

Space. Existing development on-site includes an in-ground lined pond used for reclaimed waters 
storage. The Proposed Project would not change the existing land use. Additionally, construction of 
the Proposed Project would consist of short-term and operational activities consistent with existing 
uses on-site. There would be no anticipated impacts to adjacent developments. No new uses would 
be established at the Project Site. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be a value to the region and the residents of the 
state? (3, Fig. RE-1) 

  X  

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? (3, Fig. RE-1) 

  X  

 
MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
Explanations: 
 
a,b) Less than Significant – According to City of Victorville General Plan Figure RE-1, the Project Site 

occurs in the MRZ-3a Zone. MRZ-3a areas are defined as containing known 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. However, the 
Project Site and vicinity are not designated for mining. Once the replacement reservoir is 
constructed, fill material would be brought in to reclaim the existing pond. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not result in a significant loss of availability of a known or locally important mineral 
resource or the loss mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
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state. Therefore, less than impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

XIII. NOISE. Would the proposal result in: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? (1; 10; 
15, Tables N-2 & N-3; 28) 

  X  

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? (10) 

  X  

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? (1, 4, 10) 

  X  

 
Explanations: 
 
a,b)   Less Than Significant Impact –The Noise Element of Victorville General Plan identifies hospitals, 

convalescent homes, schools, churches and sensitive wildlife habitats as being sensitive to noise. 
However, there no hospitals, convalescent homes, schools, churches or sensitive wildlife habitats 
adjacent to or within the Project Site. According to Table N-3: Victorville Land Use Compatibility 
Standard of the City of the Victorville General Plan, noise levels of up to 70 decibels (dB) is 
considered “Normally Acceptable” for industrial, manufacturing, and utilities. Temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity will increase when events such as construction 
activities occur. While these events will increase ambient noise levels in the short term, they are 
typical short term increases that would be assumed under existing development standards. 
Additionally, the Victorville Municipal Code anticipates such occurrences and accordingly regulates 
such activities through base ambient noise level time frames that will mitigate potential adverse 
impacts.  According to the Chapter 13: Noise Control of Victorville’s Municipal Code, construction 
activities would be limited to the hours between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM for residential zones with 
noise levels up to 65 dB, anytime for all commercial noise levels up to 70 dB and anytime for all 
industrial zones noise levels up to 75 dB.  With adherence to the Noise Element of the Victorville 
General Plan and Municipal Code, potential adverse impacts are anticipated to be less than 
significant. 
 

c)  Less Than Significant Impact – The Project Site is located within the SCLA Capability Area 3. 
However, the Noise Element of the Victorville General Plan: SCLA Existing Airport Noise Contours 
Map, shows that the Project Site is located outside of airport noise contours. Additionally, the 
development of the Proposed Project would cause short term noise level increases during 
construction, but during operate shall not exceed the utilities standard of the noise levels up to 
70 decibels (dB). Therefore, less than significant impacts are identified for airport land use plan or 
within the vicinity of any public or private airstrip that would be affected.   
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, 
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? (4; 6; 10; 12; 31; 33) 

  

 X 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? (4; 6; 10) 

  
 X 

 
Explanations: 
 
a) No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include new construction of residential development or 

other uses that would directly or indirectly induce population growth in the area. The Proposed 
Project would continue to provide reclaimed water storage for tenants of the SCLA. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not indirectly induce population growth by increasing the available water 
supply. No growth-inducing impacts are anticipated to result from construction or operation of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not induce substantial population growth in the area, 
either directly or indirectly. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

 
b) No Impact. The construction and operation of the Proposed Project would occur on an existing 

reclaimed water storage facilities site. No housing would be removed as part of the Proposed 
Project and, therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the displacement of people. As a 
result, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not have impacts on the number 
or availability of existing housing in the area and would not necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered government 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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

a) Fire protection? (10)   X  

b) Police protection? (10)   X  

c) Schools? (10)    X 

d) Parks? (10)    X 

e) Other public facilities? (10)   X  

 



Initial Study 
Capital Improvement Project No. BM19-125 

 

 33 

Explanations: 
 
a) Fire protection?  
 

Less Than Significant Impact.  According the General Plan the fire protection services are 
provided by the City of Victorville Fire Department. The closest fire station to the Project Site is 
SCLA Fire Station located at 18500 Readiness Street, in Victorville, approximately one-mile from 
the Project Site. During construction, Fire Protection District emergency access would not be 
impacted. Operation of the Proposed Project is passive and would not require additional fire 
protection. Therefore, less than significant impacts would occur to fire protection services as result 
of construction and operation of the Proposed Project and no mitigation is required. 

 
b) Police protection?  
 

 Less Than Significant Impact.  Police projection services are provided to the City of Victorville by 
the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department. The closest station to the Project Site is located 
at 11613 Bartlett Ave in the City of Adelanto, which is approximately three miles to the west. Project 
operations would be passive and would not require additional police protection. The Proposed 
Project would not result in substantial changes to population, housing or traffic that would increase 
demand on police protection services. Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would 
not result in the need for construction of additional police protection facilities nor would it adversely 
affect service ratios. Therefore, less than significant physical impacts would occur to police 
protection services as result of construction and operation of the Proposed Project and no mitigation 
is required. 

 
c) Schools?  
 

 No Impact.  The closest school to the Project Site is Excelsior Charter School in Victorville, which 
is located approximately 0.5-mile to the west. However, no population increase in the Project area 
would result from the construction and operation of the Proposed Project and would not result in the 
need for physical modifications to existing school facilities. Therefore, no impacts are identified or 
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
d) Parks?  
 

 No Impact.  The construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not generate additional 
population that would increase demand for neighborhood, regional parks or other recreational 
facilities. There are no parks located immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project within the City 
of Victorville. The closest park is the Schmidt Park, which is located approximately 0.3-mile west of 
the Project Site. Therefore, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not affect use 
of the trail. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

 
e) Other public facilities?  

  

 Less Than Significant Impact.  No other public facilities are located in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would not have the potential to temporarily 
impact access to public facilities adjacent to the Proposed Project. Less than significant physical 
impacts to public facilities are anticipated from construction and operation of the Proposed Project 
and no mitigation is required. 
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XV. RECREATION. Would the proposal: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/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?  (10; 16) 

   X 

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? (10; 16) 

   X 

 
RECREATION 
 
Explanations: 
 
a) No Impact.  According to the General Plan, the City of Victorville has 147.9 acres dedicated to 

parkland, which consist of 20 parks and recreation centers. The major regional recreational areas 
within and near the city are the Mojave Narrows Regional Park (840 acres), Lake Gregory 
(150 acres), and Mojave River Forks (1,100 acres). The three parks are operated by the County of 
San Bernardino Regional Parks system. The closest park to the Project Site is the Schmidt Park, 
which is located approximately 0.3-mile to the west. However, the Proposed Project would not 
generate additional population that would increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional 
parks or other recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts to existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational centers are anticipated from construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) No Impact.  The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps. Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not include recreational facilities 
or require construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment. Therefore, no impacts are expected from construction and operation of 
the Proposed Project. 

 

 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION. Would the proposal result in: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle 
lanes and pedestrian facilities? (10; 12; 17; 22) 

   X 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3 Subdivision (b)(1)? (10; 12; 25) 

  X  

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (10; 12; 22) 

  X  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? (4; 10; 29)    X 
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Explanations: 
 
a) No Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and 
pumps at an existing reclaimed water facilities site. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to 
conflict with programs, plans, ordinances or policies addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadways, bicycle lanes and pedestrian facilities. Therefore, no impacts are identified or 
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a short-

term increase in trips and vehicle miles travelled (VMT) associated with construction and grading 
activities. Operation of the Proposed Project is not anticipated to generate more vehicle trips that 
typically occur at the site for repair and maintenance.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1). Less than 
significant impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required.  

 
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-

ground lined pond with a new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing 
underground piping and the pumps. The Proposed Project will not include dangerous design 
features and will not alter existing rights-of-way locations. No off-site road improvements are 
associated with the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project will adhere to the goals and policies 
within the Circulation Element of the General Plan to ensure potential impacts are less than 
significant.  

 
d) No Impact. The Proposed Project replaces existing facilities on a City-owned site and would not 

result in changes to emergency access. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

 

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.  

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/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: 

  X  

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

  X  

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 Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native 
American Tribe? 

 X   

 



Initial Study 
Capital Improvement Project No. BM19-125 

 

 36 

Explanations: 
 
a, i-ii) Less Than Significant. California Assembly Bill 52 (AB52) was approved by Governor Brown on 

September 25, 2014.  AB52 specifies that CEQA projects with an effect that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource may have a significant 
effect on the environment. As such, the bill requires lead agency consultation with California 
Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a Proposed 
Project, if the tribe requested to the lead agency, in writing, to be informed of proposed projects 
in that geographic area. The legislation further requires that the tribe-requested consultation be 
completed prior to determining whether a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or 
environmental impact report is required for a project. 

 
McKenna et al. (McKenna) completed a Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation for the 
Proposed Project in October 2019, which included communication with Native American tribes. 
The Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation concluded the Project area is moderately sensitive 
for historic archaeological resources. On August 15,2019, Mckenna submitted a written request 
to the State of California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a records search in 
the commission’s Sacred Lands File. Following the NAHC’s recommendations and previously 
established consultation protocol, Mckenna further contacted the ten listed persons/tribes in 
writing on August 21, 2019 in accordance with CEQA for additional information on potential Native 
American cultural resources in the vicinity. 
 
The Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation states only one response was received on August 
26, 2019 from Jessica Mauck of the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians.  The response indicated 
that the project area is within the ancestral territory of the Serrano and is highly sensitive for both 
archaeological resources and sacred sites. Significant sites noted include the Turner Springs site 
and Oro Grande, both having been associated with the presence of human remains and grave 
goods. Both sites have been tested and determined eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. Neither site will be impacted by the Proposed Project, but associated resources 
may still be present, given their proximity to the APE and the presence of the Mojave River to the 
east. 
 
In accordance with AB52, the City of Victorville also provided letters to tribes that requested 
receiving information. Ms. Jessica Mauck of the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians provided an 
email response to the City on November 25, 2019.  In her email response Ms. Mauck indicated 
that the Project area exists within a sensitive portion of Serrano ancestral territory and, therefore, 
is of interest to the Tribe. Ms. Mauck requested copies of the Cultural and Geotechnical reports 
prepared for the Project Site. As stated in Ms. Mauck’s response, the provision of information 
within these reports would assist San Manuel Band of Mission Indians in ascertaining how the 
Tribe will assume consulting party status under CEQA and participate, moving forward, in project 
review and implementation. 
 
In a follow up email, Ms. Mauck concluded that based on the size/scope of the Project, as well as 
the soil sample results, SMBMI does not have major concerns at this time. However, since the 
Project site occurs within a highly sensitive area, SMBMI’s standard mitigation was provided. Ms. 
Mauck stated that SMBMI is not requesting monitoring either archaeological or Tribal but is 
requesting that the measures be utilized if the City does require monitoring. Therefore, to ensure 
potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources are reduced the following mitigation measures shall 
be implemented. 
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Mitigation Measure TCR-1: OPTIONAL 

 
In the event the City elects to implement monitoring, an archaeological monitor with at 
least 3 years of regional experience in archaeology shall be present for all ground-
disturbing activities that occur within the proposed project area (which includes, but is not 
limited to, tree/shrub removal and planting, clearing/grubbing, grading, excavation, 
trenching, compaction, fence/gate removal and installation, drainage and irrigation 
removal and installation, hardscape installation [benches, signage, boulders, walls, seat 
walls, fountains, etc.], and archaeological work). A sufficient number of archaeological 
monitors shall be present each work day to ensure that simultaneously occurring ground 
disturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage. A Monitoring and 
Treatment Plan that is reflective of the project mitigation (“Cultural Resources” and “Tribal 
Cultural Resources”) shall be completed by the archaeologist and submitted to the Lead 
Agency for dissemination to the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Cultural Resources 
Department (SMBMI). Once all parties review and approve the plan, it shall be adopted by 
the Lead Agency – the plan must be adopted prior to permitting for the project. Any and 
all findings will be subject to the protocol detailed within the Monitoring and Treatment 
Plan. 
 
Mitigation Measure TCR-2: 
 
In the event that cultural resources are discovered during project activities, all work in the 
immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified 
archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. 
Work on the other portions of the project outside of the buffered area may continue during 
this assessment period. Additionally, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Cultural 
Resources Department (SMBMI) shall be contacted, as detailed within TCR-1, regarding 
any pre-contact finds and be provided information after the archaeologist makes his/her 
initial assessment of the nature of the find, so as to provide Tribal input with regards to 
significance and treatment.  
 
Mitigation Measure TCR-3: 
 
If significant pre-contact cultural resources, as defined by CEQA (as amended, 2015), are 
discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, the archaeologist shall develop a 
Monitoring and Treatment Plan, the drafts of which shall be provided to SMBMI for review 
and comment, as detailed within TCR-1. The archaeologist shall monitor the remainder of 
the project and implement the Plan accordingly. 
 
Mitigation Measure TCR-4: 
 
The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Cultural Resources Department (SMBMI) shall be 
contacted, as detailed in TCR-1, of any pre-contact cultural resources discovered during 
project implementation, and be provided information regarding the nature of the find, so 
as to provide Tribal input with regards to significance and treatment. Should the find be 
deemed significant, as defined by CEQA (as amended, 2015), a cultural resources 
Monitoring and Treatment Plan shall be created by the archaeologist, in coordination with 
SMBMI, and all subsequent finds shall be subject to this Plan. This Plan shall allow for a 
monitor to be present that represents SMBMI for the remainder of the project, should 
SMBMI elect to place a monitor on-site. 
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Mitigation Measure TCR-5: 
 
Any and all archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the project (isolate 
records, site records, survey reports, testing reports, etc.) shall be supplied to the 
applicant and Lead Agency for dissemination to SMBMI. The Lead Agency and/or applicant 
shall, in good faith, consult with SMBMI throughout the life of the project.  

 

XVIX.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, 
electric power, natural gas or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? (3; 16; 19; 30) 

     X 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years? (1; 3; 10; 21; 27)  

   X 

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? (3; 16; 19; 30) 

   X 

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? (3; 10; 30) 

  X  

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? (3) 

  X  

 
Explanations: 

 
a) No Impact.  The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps. All existing operations at the site would continue except the storage pond which will be 
replaced by the new tank. The Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would therefore not require 
or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
stormwater drainage, natural gas or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of 
which could cause significant environmental effects. Therefore, no impacts are identified or 
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) No Impact.  As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not require sewer collection or 

wastewater treatment services and therefore no new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities would be required. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

 
c) No Impact. The Proposed Project would not require new wastewater treatment facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities. The development of the Proposed Project will include replacement 
of reclaimed water storage facilities and does not include any uses that would exceed wastewater 
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treatment requirements. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

  
d,e)  Less Than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan, the City of Victorville deposits trash 

at the Victorville Landfill, which is operated by the Solid Waste Management Division of the San 
Bernardino County Public Works Department in accordance with a Waste Disposal Agreement 
between the City and the County.  The Victorville landfill currently operates on 67 acres of a total 
491-acre property with a capacity of 1,180 tons per day. Construction debris would be recycled 
and/or transported to the Victorville Landfill. The temporary generation of construction debris would 
not permanently affect the long-term landfill capacity. Operation of the Proposed Project would not 
generate solid waste.  As a result, less than significant impacts to landfill capacity are anticipated 
and no mitigation is required. 

 

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

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

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

   X 

b)  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?  

   X 

c)   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? 

   X 

 
a) No Impact. The Project Site does not contain any emergency facilities, nor is located adjacent to 

an emergency evacuation route. During construction and long-term operation, the contractor would 
be required to maintain adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles as required by the 
City of Victorville fire and police. The Proposed Project would not impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated 
and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) No Impact. As discussed in the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the National Fire Protection 

Association defines a wildland fire as "any forest, grass, brush or tundra fire involving lands not 
under cultivation." An urban fire is a fire that occurs in developed areas which may include 
structures and vehicles. The Project Site occurs in an urban area; no forest land or significant 
areas of bio mass occur near the Project Site that would fuel a wildfire. The City of Victorville has 
adopted a Fire Hazard Abatement Ordinance (Chapter 8.09, Victorville Municipal Code) which 
requires the abatement of weeds in excess of three inches above the grade in the area of growth 
on such portion of the lot or premises within one hundred feet of any structure. Russian Thistle 
(tumbleweeds) are not permitted to grow in excess of three inches within City limits on any 
property, regardless of surrounding improvements. Adherence to this ordinance reduces the 
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likelihood of fires on undeveloped lands and on vacant lots in the developed portions of the 
Planning Area.  During a.  recent site visit conducted in October 2019, the Project Site is mostly 
lack of any vegetation and visibility of the soils was a prominent feature Therefore, the Proposed 
Project is not anticipated to exacerbate wildfire risks, thereby exposing project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, no 
impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
c) No Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 

new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps. The Proposed Project will not 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. 
Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

d) No Impact. The Proposed Project includes replacement of an existing in-ground lined pond with a 
new 1 MG prestressed circular reservoir and relocation of the existing underground piping and the 
pumps.  According the San Bernardino County Land Use Plan: Hazards Overlay: EH30B, the 
Proposed Project is not within an area that will expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding as no flood hazards traverse the project area, nor is the 
Project Site subject to, wildfire or inundation by mudflow hazards. The Proposed Project will not 
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, no 
impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

w/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? (1; 3; 10; 13) 

  X  

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. (10; 25; 30) 

  X  

c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause 
substantial adverse affects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? (1; 2; 10; 33) 

  X  

 
Explanations: 
 
a) Less Than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan, the Project Site does not occur 

within an area identified as Critical Habitat. A Desert Tortoise Survey was performed by ECORP 
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Consulting, Inc. on November 27, 2018. According to the survey, the Project Site consists of 
approximately 10 acres of disturbed habitat. The Project Site contained compacted soils and 
remnant piles of disturbed soil. The SCLA Specific Plan states that the wildlife population within the 
former Base is described as having “low stable population levels.” Both the diversity and abundance 
of wildlife are limited by lack of adequate food, sparse ground cover which limits nesting sites, and 
an unreliable source of water. During the desert tortoise surveys, no desert tortoise, desert tortoise 
burrows, or sign of desert tortoise (e.g., scat, tracks, etc.) were identified on the Project Site. 

 
In October 2019, McKenna prepared a Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation for the Proposed 
Project. An archaeological records check was completed at the California State University, 
Fullerton, South Central Coastal Information Center (CSUF-SCCIC) identified a minimum of 
52 cultural resources investigations within a one-mile of the Project Site. Research also identified 
36 cultural resources within one mile of the Area of Potential Effects. McKenna found the project 
area is sensitive for paleontological resources and prehistoric archaeological resources. The project 
area is moderately sensitive for historic archaeological resources. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1, and CR-1 to CR-3, as provided in this Initial Study, would ensure impacts to 
biological and cultural resources are less than significant. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts 
are identified or anticipated and no additional mitigation measures are required. 

 
b) Less Than Significant Impact. Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual affects 

that, when considered together, are considerable or that compound or increase other environmental 
impacts. The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment that results 
from the incremental impact of the development when added to the impacts of other closely related 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable or probable future developments. Cumulative impacts 
can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, developments taking place over a 
period. The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 (a) and (b), states: 
 
(a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable. 
 
(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood 
of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided of the effects 
attributable to the project. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness. 
 
Impacts associated with the Proposed Project would not be considered individually or cumulatively 
adverse or considerable. Impacts identified in this Initial Study can be reduced to a less than 
significant impact. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are identified or are anticipated, and 
no mitigation measures are required. 

 
c) Less than Significant Impact. The incorporation of design measures, City of Victorville policies, 

standards, and guidelines and proposed mitigation measures would ensure that the Proposed 
Project would have no substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly on 
an individual or cumulative basis. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are identified or 
anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 
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215 North 5th Street    ●    Redlands, CA 92374    ●    Tel: (909) 307-0046    ●    Fax: (909) 307-0056    ●    www.ecorpconsulting.com 
 

November 27, 2018 
(2018-220) 

 
Brent Sutter 
Woodard & Curran 
980 Washington Street Suite 325 
Dedham, MA 02026 
Via email: bsutter@woodardcurran.com 
 
Subject: Results of Protocol-level Desert Tortoise Survey Conducted for the SCLA Reclaimed 

Water Reservoir II Project, City of Victorville, California 
 
Dear Mr. Sutter: 
 
This letter report presents the results of the protocol-level desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) survey 
conducted by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP) for the SCLA Reclaimed Water Reservoir II Project 
(Project), City of Victorville, San Bernardino County, California. The protocol-level desert tortoise 
survey was conducted in accordance with the recommended survey protocol methods described in 
the USFWS document Preparing for Any Action That May Occur within the Range of the Mojave 
Desert Tortoise, which requires a 100 percent coverage pedestrian transect survey of the project site 
be conducted prior to construction activities to ensure that no desert tortoises or desert tortoise 
burrows are located within the Project Site. This report contains a summary of the survey results.  
 
Project Description and Location 
The City of Victorville proposes to construct a new 1,000,000-gallon pre-stressed concrete water 
storage reservoir on city-owned, undeveloped property, in the City of Victorville, San Bernardino 
County, California (Figure 1). The Project Site is approximately three miles east of State Route 395, 
one and a half miles west of National Trails Highway, and a half mile north of Air Base Road. The 
Project Site is located within the northwest portion of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Victorville 
7.5-minute topographic quadrangle in Sections 25, Township 6 North, Range 5 West. Elevation at the 
site is approximately 2,875 feet above mean sea level (Figure 2). The Project Site is bounded by the 
former George Air Force Base Barracks with abandoned housing to the north and northeast, an 
equipment storage facility to the west, run-down base facilities to the southwest, and the West 
Winds Golf Course to the south and southeast. 
 
The Project Site consists of approximately 10-acres of disturbed habitat, with dominant species 
being rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa), fourwing saltbush (Atriplex Canescens), Russian thistle 
(Salsola tragus), and telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora). The Project Site also contained 
chokecherry (Prunus virginiana) throughout and tamarisk (Tamarisk aphylla) and Desert Willow 
(Chilopsis linearis) occurr along the edges of the abandoned housing facilities. The Project Site 
contained compacted soils and remnant piles of disturbed soil were also present within the Project 
Site. Signs of vehicle disturbances were present in the form of two-track trails within the Project Site.   

mailto:bsutter@woodardcurran.com
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Methods 
Protocol-level survey for the desert tortoise was conducted by qualified biologists according the 
methods listed in the USFWS document Preparing for Any Action That May Occur within the Range of 
the Mojave Desert Tortoise, which requires a 100 percent coverage survey of the Project Site, with a 
focus on locating all desert tortoises above and below ground within the Project Site. As described in 
the protocol, the first survey was conducted prior to project activities to determine presence or 
absence of desert tortoise within and around the Project Site.  
 
The desert tortoise survey area included the entire project boundary and a 300-foot buffer. The 
biologists walked throughout the desert tortoise survey area using pedestrian transects spaced no 
more than 30 feet apart to provide 100-percent survey coverage. The biologists checked under 
shrubs and trees and visually inspected any burrows encountered for desert tortoise or desert 
tortoise sign. The biologists conducted surveys during atmospheric conditions most conducive to 
observing desert tortoise and avoided adverse conditions that might have inhibited tortoise activity, 
including high winds and temperature extremes (less than 50 degrees Fahrenheit [°F] and greater 
than 104°F). If encountered, desert tortoises or their sign (e.g., burrows, carcasses, scat, pallets, 
drinking sites, tracks, mating rings) were recorded using a GPS device unit in Universal Transverse 
Mercator (UTM) coordinates, North American Datum 1983 (NAD 83), Zone 11. The date of 
observation, sign type, sign classification (according to the survey protocol), amount of sign, and any 
pertinent comments were recorded for any sign encountered. When feasible, photographs were 
taken of desert tortoises and representative desert tortoise sign.  
 
Results 
The protocol-level Desert tortoise survey was conducted by ECORP senior wildlife biologist, Phillip 
Wasz and assistant biologist, Torrey Rotellini on October 30, 2018. Weather conditions during the 
survey are presented in Table 1.  
 

Table 1. Weather Conditions during Survey 

Date 
Time Temperature 

(˚F) 
Cloud Cover 

(%) 
Wind Speed 
(m.p.h.) 

start end start end start end start end 
10/30/2018 0800 1000 52 63 0 0 1-3 1-3 

 
No desert tortoise, desert tortoise burrows, or sign of desert tortoise (e.g., scat, tracks, etc.) were 
identified on the Project Site, or within the 300-foot buffer during the protocol level desert tortoise 
surveys. 
 
Discussion 
Based on the negative findings of the pre-construction presence/absence surveys, it was determined 
that desert tortoise was not present on the Project Site at the time of the survey. Protocol-level 
desert tortoise surveys are formally valid for a period of one year from the date of the survey. For this 
reason, the survey may need to be updated if construction is delayed past one year from the date of 
the survey, or if noteworthy changes occur to the project’s impact area. 
 
Although the Project Site is located within the desert tortoise range, the poor-quality habitat on site 
likely precludes this species from occurring on site. However, to avoid project-related impacts to 
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tortoises potentially occurring on or in the vicinity of the Project Site, it is recommended that a pre-
construction survey be conducted no more than 14 days prior to construction to ensure that no 
desert tortoises are on the Project Site prior to construction. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to work on your project. If you have any questions regarding the 
contents of this letter report, please contact me at (909) 307-0046 or pwasz@ecorpconsulting.com. 
 
CERTIFICATION: I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits 
present data and information required for this biological evaluation, and the facts, statements, and 
information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
 

SIGNED: _     DATE: November 27, 2018 
    Phillip Wasz 
    Senior Wildlife Biologist 

   ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
    215 N. 5th Street 
    Redlands, CA 92374 
     
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A: Representative Site Photos 
 
 

mailto:pwasz@ecorpconsulting.com
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ATTACHMENT A 
Representative Site Photos 
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Photo 1: Middle of Project Site looking northeast. 

 

 
Photo 2: Middle of Project Site looking west. 
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Photo 3: Vehicle disturbances within Project Site looking east 

 
 

 
Photo 4: Soil pilings within Project Site looking south 
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A PHASE I CULTURAL RESOURCS INVESTIGATION 

FOR THE PROPOSED VICTORVILLE 1 MG 

RESERVOIR AND PIPELINE PROJECT, 

CITY OF VICTORVILLE, SAN 

BERNARDINO CO., 

CALIFORNIA 
(USGS Victorville Quadrangle, rev. 1993) 

 

by, 

 

Jeanette A. McKenna, MA/RPA 

McKenna et al., Whittier CA 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

McKenna et al. (Appendix A) initiated this Phase I cultural resources investigation of the 

proposed 1 MG Reservoir and pipeline project in the City of Victorville, San Bernardino 

County, California, at the request of Lilburn Corporation, San Bernardino, California, and 

the City of Victorville, Lead Agency for the project.  The proposed project involves the 

development of a one million gallon pre-stressed, circular, concrete reservoir within the 

Southern California Logistics Airport (SCLA) industrial park (aka George Air Force Base), 

and an associated pipeline extending to Air Expressway and a connection to the existing 

system north of Air Expressway.  These studies were completed for compliance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended, and local City of Victorville 

policies and guidelines.    

 

 LOCATION AND SETTING 

 

The proposed project area is located in the western portion of the City of Victorville, ad-

jacent to the City of Adelanto, west of the Mojave River, and within the SCLA boundaries 

(Figures 1 and 2).  The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is illustrated in Figure 3.  This 

location is equated to Township 6 North, Range 5 West, Section 25 (see Figure 2).  More 

specifically, the location is within the abandoned residential community of George Air 

Force Base; northeast of Westwind Road and Southwest of Montana Street (Figure 4).  

The existing tower within the project area is located at NAD 83 UTMs 467132E/3826352N 

(NAD 27 UTMs = 467243E/3826151N). 
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Figure 1.  General Location of the Project Area. 

 

 

The average elevation within the project area is 2,880 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).  

In general, the topography of the SCLA slopes to the east, towards the Mojave River 

channel, which is less than one mile east of the project area and at an elevation of ap-

proximately 2,640 feet AMSL. 
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Figure 2.  Specific Location of the Project Area (USGS Victorville 

Quadrangle, rev. 1993). 
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Figure 3. Area of Potential Effects. 
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Figure 4.  Proposed Development Plan. 

 

 

The project area is due west of the Mojave River and within the Mojave Desert, north of 

the San Bernardino Mountains.  The Mojave River is fed by run-off from the San Bernar-

dino Mountains and numerous creeks and drainages (e.g. Oro Grande Wash) both north 

and south of the river course.  Norris and Webb (1990:240-241) state: 

 

 

The Mojave River, the only major stream crossing the Mojave block, is in-

termittent through most of its course from its head in the San Bernardino 

Mountains to its pre-sent terminus in Soda Lake  ... In earlier postglacial 

time, the river continued north and joined the Amargosa River flowing into 

Death Valley.  The unusual variation in the river’s channel patterns are at 

least partially due to the complex local history of segments of the Mojave 

block. 
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The Mojave River has three widely separated areas of construction where 

surface flow usually occurs.  The Victorville water gap, on which the river is 

superimposed, is a mass of bedrock formerly buried by alluvium ... The bed-

rock is now being exhumed because of local shift in base level ... 

 

Like most desert streams, the Mojave River is characterized by wide swings 

in water volume, Its average runoff is 101 million cubic meters (82,300 acre 

feet), but it varied from as few as 5.3 million cubic meters (4,340 acre feet) 

in 1951 to as many as 425 cubic meters (345,000 acre feet) in 1922, a vol-

ume greater than observed in any other southern California stream apart 

from the San Gabriel River. 

 

 

Soils along the Mojave River tend to consists of loose, sandy soils of decomposing gra-

nitics from the nearby mountains.  Organic material carried by the river allows for the 

development of loams and grasslands intermixed with the desert sage scrub and juniper 

pines of the lower elevations.  There may be some cacti in the area, but its presence 

would be considered intermittent.   

 

The Mojave Desert region is geologically a great wedge-shaped fault block bounded by 

the San Andreas and Garlock fault zones on the southwest and north, respectively, but 

has no definite natural eastern limits.  Mountain ranges separate the Mojave Desert from 

the coastal areas to the southwest and from the Basin and Range province to the north. 

Duke and Shattuck note this area as being associated with deposits of “… well sorted 

metamorphic and granitic gravels and cobbles that are eroding from the San Bernardino 

Mountains to the south.  The Lucerne Valley is rich in minerals … mining efforts are pri-

marily concentrated on mining of non-metal minerals such as gravel, calcium carbonate 

and high quality limestone for the construction industry …” (2003:4-5). 

 

The desert itself is characterized by north-south trending mountain ranges which enclose 

expanses of arid valleys and low-lying basins or sinks (Harry 1992).  Lithic resources are 

restricted to the buttes and ridges which rise above the unconsolidated alluvium.  Be-

cause few systematic archaeological surveys have been conducted in the area, it is un-

known how widespread are lithic materials suitable for prehistoric tool production (Harry 

1992).  McLeod (2012) identifies the specific project area as consisting of some artificial 

fill in the northwestern portion of the project area and older terrestrial Quaternary Alluvium 

deposits derived from the “ancestral Mojave River” and referred to as Shoemaker Gravel.  

Fossil specimens have been known to be associated with these older alluvial deposits, 

including specimens from the western portion of George Air Force Base [SCLA} and from 

the western banks of the Mojave River.    
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The climate of the area is described as sub-arid, transitional between the relatively colder 

climate of the nearby Great Basin and the subtropical climate of the Sonoran Desert 

(McCorkle-Apple and Lilburn 1992:2; Axelrod 1979).  Seasonal temperatures vary, as do 

levels of rain, general humidity, and wind.  Temperatures can range from below 60o Fahr-

enheit to over 100o Fahrenheit.  Sparse precipitation and high temperatures create a sit-

uation where evaporation exceeds precipitation, particularly in those areas lying below 

5,000 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in elevation (Warren and Crabtree 1986:183).  

Reliable water sources are currently available only along major rivers, intermittent 

streams and springs, and seasonal clay pans.   

 

During the early Holocene (10,500 to 8,000 B.P.) climatic fluctuations have been rec-

orded, along with a trend towards warming and drying characterized by the disappear-

ance of lakes and a reduction in the number of springs.  The area became wetter in the 

middle Holocene (ca. 5,100 B.P.) and warmer and drier again post-2,000 B.P.  Citing 

Weide (1982), the last 2,000 years have been characterized by considerable “climatic 

oscillations” ranging from extreme droughts and massive flooding. 

 

The effects of changing paleoclimatic conditions on the hydrological, floral and faunal 

patterns of the western Mojave Desert and adjacent mountain areas are only partially 

understood.  The flora and fauna of this area adjusted to the changing conditions.    Flora 

is dominated by the presence of creosote bush scrub (Larrea divaricata) and salt bush 

(Atriplex confertifolia).  Citing Barbour and Major (1977), creosote is drought-tolerant and 

salt bush is often found near dry playas.  Blackbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima) and vari-

ous species of cacti are also common. 

 

Local fauna includes a variety of reptiles, rodents, small carnivores, and birds.  Species 

of reptiles include the desert tortoise (Gopherus Agassizi), chuckawalla (Sauromalus obe-

sus), rattlesnakes (Crotalus), shovelnose snake (Chionactis occupitalis) and several spe-

cies of lizards.  Carnivores include coyotes (Canis latrans), badger (Taxidea taxus), de-

sert kit fox (Vulpes macrotis), and bobcat (Felis rufus). The small mammals include black-

tailed jackrabbits (Lepus californicus), woodrat (Neotoms sp.), ground squirrels (Sper-

mophjilus sp.), and cottontail jackrabbits (Sylvilagus audobonii).   

 

Large herbivores associated with high elevations include the desert bighorn sheep (Ovis 

canadensis) and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus).  Avifauna includes the LeConte 

thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus), cactus wren 

(Heleodytes brunneicapillus), raven (Corvus corax), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensi) 

turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), various ducks (Anas), and the American coot (Fulica 

americana). 
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CULTURAL/HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

 

The project area is located within ethnographic boundaries of the prehistoric, proto-his-

toric, and historic Serrano Indians of Southern California (Bean and Smith 1978:570).  

Through their association with the San Bernardino Mountains, the Serrano were named 

from the Spanish word for "mountaineers" or "highlanders” Kroeber (1976:611; McKenna 

1991:3).  Their territory, however, also extended well onto the Mojave Desert floor, and 

the Serrano utilized numerous resources found in both mountain and desert environments 

(Bean and Brake-Vane 1981).  Serrano life ways have been documented by Benedict 

(1924, 1926), Kroeber (1925), Strong (1929), and Drucker (1937). 

 

The Serrano are culturally associated with their surrounding neighbors (the Gabrielino, 

Luiseno, Cahuilla, and Cupeno), but distinguished by their linguistic associations with 

Takic speakers of the eastern desert regions - of Shoshonean stock (e.g. the Kitanemuk 

and Vanyume; see Bright 1975; Kroeber 1907 and 1925).  Known as hunters and gath-

erers, there are no definitive boundaries for Serrano territory.  Kroeber (1976:615) states: 

 

 

Their territory was, first the long San Bernardino Range culmination in the 

Peak of that name, and in Mount San Gorgonio, more than 11,000 feet high.   

Next, they held a track of unknown extent northward.   In the east this was 

pure desert, with an occasional water hole and two or three flowing springs. 

In the west it was a region of timbered valleys between rugged mountains.  

Such was the district of Bear Lake and Creek.  In the third place they occu-

pied the San Gabriel Mountains or Sierra Madre west to Mount San Antonio.  

This range is almost a continuation of the San Bernardino Range ... 

 

 

Although their exact territorial boundaries were undefined, the Serrano are known to have 

identified definitive or favored territories for the exploitation of Native resources (Strong 

1929).  Bean and Smith suggest that the Serrano territory was somewhat restricted to the 

San Bernardino Mountains, east of the Cajon Pass and between Yucaipa and Victorville 

(1978:570). 

 

Serrano material culture included bedrock mortars, portable mortars, pestles, metates, 

manos, and numerous forms of chipped stone tools.  The Serrano also produced many 

items from wood, plant fibers, and animal products, including decorated baskets, feath-

ered costumes, and rabbit skin blankets.  Shells were traded from coastal groups.  Pottery 

was made late in prehistory.  Ceremonial rock art – pictographs (rock paintings) and pet-

roglyphs (rock carvings) – are also found in Serrano territory.     
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Serrano family dwellings consisted of circular, domed structures with thatched exteriors.  

Cooking and other routine household activities were usually conducted outside, under an 

open-air shelter or ramada.  Hearths situated within structures were generally used for 

heating.  Larger ceremonial structures were reserved for lineage leaders, group ritual 

events, and storage of religious materials.  Because most items associated with ceremo-

nial life were of perishable materials, few religious artifacts have been identified in Ser-

rano archaeological sites.  Substantial structures such as earth-covered, semi-subterra-

nean sweat houses were generally features of larger settlements.   

 

The Serrano practiced cremation prior to European contact.  The deceased was cremated 

immediately following death, along with most of the personal possessions.  Some per-

sonal items were burned by the deceased’s family during a special ceremony one month 

later.  Annual seven-day mourning ceremonies involving one or more villages commem-

orated all those who had died the previous year.  These larger events also served as 

opportunities to trade, socialize, and share food and gifts.   

 

McCorkle-Apple and Lilburn (1992:6) provided a relatively detailed discussion on the pre-

history of the greater western Mojave Desert: 

 

 

While much is known about the prehistory of the Mojave Desert, relatively 

few formal archaeological investigations have been conducted in the south-

ern portion of the central Mojave.  As a result, little specific regional infor-

mation on prehistory is known.  General summaries can be found in Stickel 

and Weinman-Roberts (1980), Warren (1980, 1984), and Warren and Crab-

tee (1986). 

 

Chronological Framework 

 

The earliest generally accepted evidence for human occupation of the Mo-

jave [d]esert dates from around 12,000 B.P.  [although more recent studies 

have cited the presence of Paleo-Indian resources, including Clovis Points]. 

Claims have been made for much earlier dates (e.g. Simpson 1958), but as 

Warren and Crabtree (1986:184) note, these are controversial and bear lit-

tle relationship to later cultural developments in the region. 

 

Sites dating to the Lake Mojave period (12,000 to 7,000 B.P.) serve as the 

basis for our understanding of the earliest undisputed occupation of the Mo-

jave Desert.   Sometimes considered a Paleo-Indian assemblage, the Lake 

Mojave complex is thought by some  researchers to be directly ancestral to  
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the subsequent  early  Archaic  cultures  (Warren and  Crabtree 1986).  Lake 

Mojave period sites are usually open air sites and are limited to the surface, 

although sites with substantial subsurface deposits have been recently 

identified in the central Mojave (Jenkins 1985). 

 

Since sites of the Lake Mojave period are often found in association with 

Late Pleistocene/Early Holocene lake stands and outwash drainages, some 

researchers have suggested that lacustrine resources were a subsistence 

focus.  Others argue that grasslands suitable for the grazing of Late Pleis-

tocene mega-fauna would have surrounded the terminal Pleistocene lakes, 

and that this was the main subsistence focus of the Lake Mojave cultural 

groups (Warren and Crabtree 1986).  Regrettably, few sites dating to the 

early part of the Lake Mojave period have been excavated and little direct 

evidence of subsistence practices has been reported.  Recent excavations 

of sites dated to the latter part of the period have revealed an unexpectedly 

high incidence of small mammal bone relative to large mammal bone.  This 

suggests that we may need to refine our ideas about the subsistence focus 

of Lake Mojave cultures, or at least grant that substantial subsistence 

change occurred during the period. 

 

Artifacts typical of the period include leaf-shaped points and long-stemmed, 

narrow-shouldered points of the Lake Mojave series and the short-bladed, 

shouldered points of the Silver Lake series.  A variety of large scrapers and 

flaked stone crescents are also considered diagnostic of the period. Milling 

equipment is thought to be rare or absent (Amsden 1937).   Fluted points 

are sometimes found in possible association with Lake Mojave sites, but 

their cultural and chronological relationship to the stemmed point series re-

mains questionable. 

 

Relatively little material from the Lake Mojave period has been documented 

in the southern Mojave.  Some of the earliest widely accepted finds come 

from the Black Butte site (CA-SBR-1554).  This site is located on the south 

side of Black Butte, a volcanic plug approximately 6km west of the Troy 

Lake portion of Lake Manix.  The site assemblage is dominated by later 

period Pinto points but also contains a Lake Mojave point, a Silver Lake 

point and two items tentatively identified as crescents (Lord 1987). 

 

The next identifiable period in the Mojave Desert is that associated with 

Pinto series points (Warren and Crabtree 1986).   Although period markers, 

some questions remain concerning their placement in time …   



 

Job No. 19.2011 Victorville Reservoir Project Page 11 

Two scenarios exist, both of which are tied to the transition to arid conditions 

in the middle Holocene.  Some archaeologists (Donnan 1964; Kowta 1969; 

Wallace 1962) have proposed by the desert was essentially abandoned be-

tween 7,000 and 5,000 B.P.  Other researchers (Susia 1964; Tuohy 1974; 

Warren 1980) argue that no evidence of an occupational hiatus of any great 

magnitude exists within the archaeological record.  Central to this debate 

are the definition and dating of Pinto points (Warren and Crabtree 1986).  

The problem is complicated by the fact that points morphologically similar 

to Pinto points occur generally later in time in the central and eastern Great 

Basin than do true Pinto points in the Mojave (Thomas 1981; Vaughan and 

Warren 1986). 

 

Like sites of the preceding period, Pinto sites are typically found in open 

settings in relatively well-watered locales.  Early Pinto sites have been found 

in close association with late Lake Mojave sites, lending support to Warren 

and Crabtree’s suggestion that the Pinto cultures developed directly from 

the preceding Lake Mojave ones.  The Pinto period signals the beginning 

of cultural adaption to the desert, an adaptation to the more arid conditions.  

Grinding tools were incorporated into the artifact assemblage, suggesting 

that the processing of hard seeds became more important in the subsist-

ence system.  It is, however, generally thought that Pinto peoples main-

tained a mobile subsistence strategy, focused primarily on hunting large 

mammals. 

 

A time of greater effective moisture in the Mojave dates to approximately 

4,000 B.P.  This time period, sometimes referred to as the Little Pluvial 

(Warren 1980), also corresponds to a new era in Mojave Desert pre-history.  

It was during this time, the Gypsum Period (4,000 to 1,500 B.P.), that more 

favorable environmental conditions allowed an increase in the population 

(Elston 1982).  Ritual items such as zoomorphic rock art and split-twig fig-

ures are thought to indicate a continued emphasis on hunting, while the 

increased importance of processing of plant foods is indicated by an in-

crease in the frequency and diversity of groundstone implements (Warren 

and Crabtree 1986).  Open sites are in evidence, along with rock shelters 

and caves.  Such sites have yielded perishable goods including basketry 

and atlatls from the Gypsum period.   Habitation sites with well developed 

middens are found in association with water and near resource areas.  Dur-

ing this period shell beads from coastal California are found in the desert 

for the first time.  Trade activity appears to have been greater in many parts 

of the Great Basin during the Gypsum period (Bennyhoff and Hughes 1987) 

…  
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Eastgate and Rose Spring points began to dominate artifact assemblages 

in the Mojave sometime after 2,000 B.P. (Lyneis 1982:176).  In the chron-

ology presented by Warren and Crabtree (1986) these are assigned to the 

Saratoga Springs period (1,500 B.P. to 750 B.P.).  This time period was 

marked by an increase in regional differences, except in the northwestern 

Mojave where sociocultural continuity seems to have occurred (Whitley 

1988). 

 

Basketmaker III and Anasazi developments occurred along the tributaries 

of the Colorado River.  Anasazi “influence” in the form of painted ceramics 

extended well into the eastern Mojave.  Although the exact nature of this 

influence is not completely understood (Lyneis 1982), it seems probable 

that the increased distribution of these painted ceramics resulted from ex-

change rather than by Anasazi attempts to greatly expand their territory.  

Different influences were felt in the southern Mojave.  Here Hakatayan (or 

Yuman) ceramics similar to those originating in the lower Colorado River 

occur, along with Cottonwood points.  This interaction is most evident along 

the Mojave River, supporting the widely held conclusion that the Mojave 

River served as a major trade corridor connecting the coastal portion of Cal-

ifornia with regions to the east (Warren and Crabtree 1986). 

 

The Oro Grande site in the western Mojave [near Victorville] may be a key 

site in understanding varying cultural influences during the Saratoga 

Springs period.  Situated on the Mojave River near Victorville, this site con-

tains a midden deposit dated to the period between 1,100 and 650 B.P. 

(Rector 1979).  Cottonwood series points dominate the point assemblage.  

Significantly, no ceramics were recovered.   Other materials at the site, how-

ever, were similar to those found in other sites along the river.  The more 

gradual development of Lower Colorado River influences may account for 

the lack of pottery at Oro Grande although Warren (1984) considers the 

absence of ceramics to be strong evidence for the presence of Rogers’ 

(1945) “nonceramic Yuman” pattern.  The Oro Grande complex would then 

be the “initial phase” of the Hakataya influence in the upper Mojave.  Warren 

(1984:403) proposes that the complex may not have developed in the Mo-

jave Sinks, because the Anasazi influence may have persisted there until it 

was replaced by fully developed Hakatayan cultures. 

 

The next period, the Protohistoric period (750 B.P. to contact), was marked 

by the presence of Desert Side-notched projectile points.  The Numic influ- 
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ence during this period is identified with the presence of brownware, con-

sidered typical of the Paiute and Shoshone.  Based on the distribution of 

this brownware, the contact between the Numic and the Lower Colorado 

(Patayan or Hakatayan) traditions was located north of Soda Lake and 

Cronise Lake basins (Warren 1984:425).  Recent work in the region ap-

pears to support this conclusion (Schneider 1988; Jenkins 1986; York 

1989).  Protohistoric period sites include habitation sites with developed 

middens, located near reliable water sources.  Temporary camps and a va-

riety of resource procurement and processing stations also occur. 

 

 

The Serrano were patrilocal and small encampments generally consisted of a nuclear 

family and the married sons’ families.  They recognized totemic moieties and a series of 

band or local subdivisions - though not necessarily associated with clan systems.  The 

Serrano acknowledged the power of Shamanism.  Citing Bean and Smith (1978: 573): 

 

 

The Serrano shaman hwöm, like most southern California shamans, was 

“psychically” predisposed for his possessions and acquired his various 

power through dreaming, assisted in the process by the ingestion of datura 

(Strong 1929; Bean 1962-1972).  Shamans were mainly curers, healing 

their patients through a combination of sucking out the disease-causing 

agents and administering herbal remedies (Benedict 1924). 

 

Serrano cosmogony and cosmography closely parallel that of the Cahuilla.  

There are twin creator gods, a creation myth told in “epic poem: style, each 

local group having its own origin story, water babies whose crying foretells 

death, supernatural beings of various kinds and on various hierarchically 

arranged power-access levels, and Orpheus-like myth, mythical deer that 

no one can kill, and tales relating the adventures (and misadventures) of 

Coyote, a tragicomic trickster-transformer culture hero (Bean 1962-1972; 

Benedict 1924). 

 

 

Fauna exploited by the Serrano include mountain sheep, antelope (suggesting exploita-

tion further north), deer, rabbits, small rodents, birds, and occasionally fish (Bean 1962 

and 1972).  Meats were generally prepared in earthen ovens and watertight baskets, alt-

hough hot coals and trays were also used (Bean and Smith 1978:571).  Surplus meats 

were dried for future use. 
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Serrano women were predominantly responsible for the greater amount of gathering.  

Flora utilized by the Serrano include: acorns, seeds, pinon nuts, bulbs, tubers, shoots, 

roots, berries, and mesquite (Strong 1929; Kroeber 1925).  Other primary resources in-

cluded yucca roots, cacti fruits, and chia (Strong 1929; Kroeber 1925; Drucker 1937; and 

Benedict 1924).    

 

European contact with the Serrano dates to 1771, with the founding of the Mission San 

Gabriel de Arcangel, and 1772 (Pedro Fages’ California expedition).  Contact was mini-

mal until ca. 1819, when the Redlands Asistencia were established.  Between 1819 and 

1824, the majority of Serrano were physically relocated to the Mission properties (Beattie 

and Beattie 1939:336), but with Secularization (beginning in 1824), many of the remaining 

Serrano returned to their traditional territories. 

 

The recognized Serrano of today are associated with the San Manuel and Morongo Res-

ervations in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, respectively.  It is estimated that 

fewer than 3,000 Serrano remain in Southern California (Robinson 1990:16-17).  

 

The contact period with Native American populations was initiated with Spanish explora-

tions of the Mojave Desert and the coastal regions of Southern California.   First contact 

with Europeans probably occurred in 1772, when Spanish explorer Pedro Fages passed 

through Serrano lands.   

 

More substantial interaction with Europeans came through establishment of an asistencia 

(outlying chapel) of Mission San Gabriel at Redlands in 1819.   Many Serrano were forced 

to live near the Asistencia and other Spanish mission areas (Beattie and Beattie 1939).  

Inhumations (rather than cremations) are generally associated with the historic period and 

reflect a level of acculturation attributed to the European influences. 

 

Historically, the San Bernardino Mountains and western Mojave Desert were partially ex-

plored by Spanish and Mexican populations prior to the early 1850s exploitation by U.S. 

citizens looking for lumber, gold, and/or recreational purposes (Lawton 1965 - reprinted 

from 1883).   Little is known about the Serrano’s transition into the historic period (see 

Campbell 1931; Haenszel 1957; Hicks 1959).  In fact, prior to 1883, only a few roads were 

developed in the San Bernardino Mountains - all associated with the lumber industry 

(Lawton 1965:94) – and even fewer crossed into the Mojave Desert.   

 

The Mojave Trail (later known as the Mormon Trail and/or National Old Trails Highway) 

was one of the earliest and ran relatively close to the Mojave River, through Oro Grande 

and Victorville, connecting Salt Lake City with San Bernardino.  Citing Duke and Shattuck 

(2003:6-7): 
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Although the Spanish explorer Francisco Garces visited the Mojave Desert 

and took note of its native inhabitants during the 1700s, the area remained 

largely unsettled by European descendents [sic] until the American Period 

of 1848 ...   

 

 

The current project area is located outside the boundaries of any recorded Spanish or 

Mexican Land Grant.  Likewise, the project area is relatively distant from any Mission 

settlements.  The property is, however, located in a general area traversed during historic 

times and associated with historic routes, depicted on early maps.  The Bureau of Land 

Management General Land Office Records identify the land associated with Township 6 

North, Range 5 West, and Section 25 as being granted to the Southern Pacific Railroad 

in 1918 (along with many other odd-numbered sections).   

 

With respect to the development of George Air Force Base and its associated support 

systems, the Base was opened in 1941 as a training school for World War II flyers and 

was officially closed to military activities in 1992 (www.trazzler.com/trips/george-air-force-

base-southern-california-logistics-airport-in-victorville-ca-92394.  A base summary pre-

pared by the Pacific Southwest, specifically for George Air Force Base reads: 

 

 

George Air Force Base occupies 5,347 acres and is located in San Bernar-

dino County, California near the cities of Victorville and Adelanto.  The base 

was established in World War II and closed in December 1992.  Its mission 

was to support tactical fighter operations and provided training for air crews 

and maintenance personnel.  The meet mission requirements, the base en-

gaged in a variety of support operations such as aircraft maintenance and 

fire fighting training that mandated the use and disposal of hazardous and 

non-hazardous materials. 

 

 

A more detailed history of the base was derived from the Air Force Historical Research 

Agency (2012):  

 

George Air Force base (1941-1992) is the former United States Air Force 

base  located within  city limits, 8 miles  northwest of central Victorville, Cali- 

fornia, about 75 miles northeast of Los Angeles, California.  The facility was 

closed by the Base Realignment and Closure (or BRAC) 1992 commission 

at the end of the Cold War.  It is now the site of Southern California Logistics 

Airport.  The base was listed as a Superfund site on February 21, 1990. 

 

http://www.trazzler.com/trips/george-air-force-base-southern-california-logistics-airport-in-victorville-ca-92394
http://www.trazzler.com/trips/george-air-force-base-southern-california-logistics-airport-in-victorville-ca-92394
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George Air Force Base was named in honor of Brigadier General Harold 

Huston George (1892-1942) on June 2, 1950.  A World War I fighter ace, 

General George directed air operations on Bataan at the beginning of World 

War II.  He died on April 29, 1942 in an aircraft accident bear Darwin NT, 

Australia … George AFB, originally called the Victorville Army Flying 

School, was constructed between 1941 and 1943 as a flight training school.  

It was renamed Victorville Army Air Field on April 23, 1943, and after the 

creation of the United States Air Force, Victorville Air Force Base on Janu-

ary 13, 1948.  Known World War II units based at Victorville AAF were: 

 

 

• 87th Air Base Squadron (November 1941-April 1944) 
(Administrative Headquarters Unit) 

• 3035th AAF Base Unit (April 944-Navember 1945) 
(Administrative Headquarters Unit) 

• 4196th AAF Base Squadron (November 1945-January 1948 
(Administrative Headquarters Unit) 

• USAAC/USAAF Advanced Flight School 
(June 1941-December 1944) 

• USAAF Bombardier School 
(June 1941-December 1944) 

• Army Air Force Radar Observer School 
(September 1944-October 1943) 

• 516th, 517th, 518th Basic Flight Training Squadron 
(November 1941-February 1944) 

• 520th, 521th, 522d, 524th Bombardier Training Squadron 
(January 1942-April 1944) 

• 983d, 984th, 985th Bombardier Training Squadron 
(July 1942-April 1944) 

 

Known sub-bases and auxiliaries of Victorville AAF were: 

 

• Hawes Auxilliary Airfield (No. 1) 34o55’30”N 117o22’27” 
(Abandoned) 

• Helendale Auxilliary Airfield (No. 2) 34o49’40”N 117o18’18” 
(Abandoned, non-aviation use) 

• Mirage Auxilliary Airfield (No. 3) 34o37’29”N 117o35’59” 

• Grey Butte Auxilliary Airfield (No. 4) 34o34’00”N 117o40’25” 
 

… Flight training remained the primary mission of George AFB throughout 

the Cold War and a number of bomber, glider, single engine, twin engine, 

and jet fighter aircraft were flown by various organizations assigned. 
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George Air Force Base was assigned to continental Air Command, October 

10, 1950, reassigned to Air Defense Command, January 1, 1951, reas-

signed to Strategic Air Command on July 23, 1951, then assigned to Tacti-

cal Air Command in November 1951 … 

 

George Air Force Base was officially decommissioned in December 1992.  

In 1993, President Bill Clinton announced a “Five Part Plan” to speed eco-

nomic recovery in communities where military bases were to be closed.  

One part of the plan called for improving public participation in the base’s 

environmental cleanup program.  George AFB was among a number of in-

stallations where environmental cleanup was placed on a “fast track” so 

base property could be quickly transferred to the community for reuse.  

Many of the old base housing homes and buildings are currently used by 

the Army and Marine Corps for urban warfare training. 

 

 

In 1980, Dorn et al. completed a historical assessment of George Air Force Base.  A map 

provide in this report (1980:3) identifies the base as involving Township 6 North, Range 

5 West, all of Sections 22, 23, 25, 26, 35, and 36 and portions of Sections 13, 14, 15, 24, 

and 27.  Dorn et al. completed research to identify land owners subsequent to the previ-

ously noted Southern Pacific Railroad and State of California holdings.  Their data is pre-

sented in Table 1.  The gravel pit owned by H-Grade Materials, Inc. was located in the 

southern portion of Section 25 – in the general vicinity of the existing golf course – adja-

cent to the current project area.    

 

Following World War II, the Base was inactive for approximately three years (1945-1948.  

With reactivation, the Base was on “Minimum Operational Status” and maintained it ex-

isting development plan.  Expansion of the facilities was initiated in the late 1960s and 

into the 1970s, resulting in the improvements identified at the time of Base closure in 

1992.  The 1934 USGS Barstow quadrangle illustrates the project area.  Here, the early 

alignment of Air Expressway is evident (previously Adelanto Road), ending at Turner 

Road (veering to the east/northeast). 

 

A dirt access road is present in the general vicinity of George Blvd.  While structures are 

evident in the area of Turner Springs (east) and Adelanto (west), there are no structures 

or other improvements identified within Section 25.   By 1956, George Air Force Base is 

present and well developed.  The residential housing between Nevada Avenue and 

George Blvd. is illustrated, in part, but there is no housing to the east of George Blvd.  

The gravel pit is still identified to the north of Adelanto Road (Air Expressway) and Shay 

Road (now Phantom East) is present (Figure 5).   
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 Table 1.  Pre-1941 Land Owners Associated with the George Air Force Base 
Property (compiled by Dorn et al. 1980). 

Tract Land Owner Tract Land Owner 

16 John C. Sutherland 57 W.L. Mitchell 

17 Sarah Gerecht 58 Fred and Bertha Honnold 

18 N. and Louise Neece 61 County of San Bernardino 

19 Nita Belle Lehane et al. 62A County of San Bernardino 

20 Southern Pacific Land Co. 63 City of Los Angeles 

21 Eleanora Pauline Vossler 64 California Electric Power Co. 

22 Margaret Rogers C-201 Alfred E. Moore et al. 

23 Gladys and Walter Platt C-202 Clarence E. Riley et ux. 

24 Maise and Edwin Cummings C-203 Nick L. Notterman et ux. 

25 Flo and Frank Stanley C-204 S. Robert Culbertson et ux. 

26 Herbert and Eliza Stowe C-205 Thomas L. Spaulding et ux. 

27 Emily M. Courtney C-209 Samuel S. Farrar et ux. 

28 Eylar and Lois Fillmore C-210 H.R. McKay et ux. 

29 Merle and Mollie Rogers C-211 Marrion B. Betty et ux. 

30 Theodore and Verda Lee C-212 Clifford Edward Van Vleck 

31 California Electric Power Co. C-213 Ball Van Vleck, Jr. 

32 Maise and Edwin Cummings C-214 J.C.B. Cleveland et ux. 

33 Emily M. Courtney C-215 Marie Gubler 

35 Charles and Leatrice Rogers C-216 Walter Q. Orr et ux. 

36 Charles Rogers & S.E. Donaldson C-217 Henry J. Praeger 

37 George and Una Winter C-220 Hugh Seiz 

38 George and Una Winter C-221 Hugh Seiz 

39 James and Vera Richardson C-222 J.C.B. Cleveland et ux. 

40 James and Vera Richardson C-223 H.R. McKay et ux. 

41 Jack and Dorothy Loop C-224 Dewey G. Whitton et ux. 

42 Jack and Dorothy Loop C-225 J.C.B. Cleveland et ux. 

45 Hal and Julia Brookes 301 Nelson Gray 

46 Estate of Edward Hartner 302 AVA, Inc. 

47 Addie C. Schmitt 303 Lyndon D. Sharp et ux. 

48 C.O. and Eliza Lee 304 Larry F. Branson 

49 Harvey Hare et al. 305 Frank Notterman 

50 Mrs. S.O. Houghton 306 Fay R. Branson et ux. 

51 Abraham and Helen Mintzer 307 Propagation of the Faith Society 

52 William Heffron, Trustee 308 Abigail V. Notterman 

53 Arthur and Ruby Easton 309 Everett L. Elliason 

54 Louise Pearson 310 Joseph Matisohm 

55 H.S. Gadnette 311 Hi-Grade Materials Co. 

56 Thomas G. Stacey 312 Vivian E. Berg 
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The residential development in the southeastern portion of the Base dates to after 1948, 

when the Base was reactivated after World War II.  Shay Road is completed to Turner 

Road, but does not extend to Adelanto Road/Air Expressway. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5.  USGS Victorville Quadrangle, rev. 1956. 

 

 

By 1981, the USGS Victorville Quadrangle illustrates the presence of additional resi-

dences to the west of George Blvd. and the construction of residences to the east of 

George Blvd.   

Area of Interest 
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In general, the construction of housing identified to the west of George Blvd. date between 

1948 and 1956, with additional housing added to the area after 1981.  The housing lo-

cated east of George Blvd. dates to post-1981 – pre-1993, reflecting the need for addi-

tional family housing and support facilities with the area.  One of the more recent additions 

to the area was the Community Center at the intersection of Nevada Avenue and George 

Blvd.  Another relatively large addition was the school complex at Carolina Avenue and 

George Blvd. (outside, but near the current project area APE).  Housing to the north of 

the school has already been subjected to some demolition activities.  All housing and 

associated facilities were abandoned by 1993.  The water tank and pond area currently 

within the APE was established in 2009 (Lambrano 2009). 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

To complete these studies in compliance with the data requirements defined by the Office 

of Historic Preservation, Sacrament, for compliance with CEQA, McKenna et al. com-

pleted the following tasks: 

 

1. Archaeological Records Search:  McKenna et al. completed an archaeo-
logical records search through the California State University, Fullerton, 
South Central Coastal Information Center (CSUF-SCCIC). This research 
was completed in August, 2019, and designed to compile data on previously 
completed studies within one mile of the project area APE (Appendix B).  
McKenna et al. obtained copies of all recorded site forms and the historic 
maps covering the area.  In addition, research included a review of the list-
ings of properties in the National Register of Historic Places, California Reg-
ister of Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and Califor-
nia Points of Historical Interest.  Locally recognized resources were also 
investigated.  McKenna et al. obtained copies of technical reports specifi-
cally involving the project area.  The locations of the earlier studies were 
mapped and compared to the data presented in the technical report(s).  The 
data were used to assess the potential for the project area to yield evidence 
of prehistoric or historic uses within the APE. 

 

2. Project Description and Understanding:  McKenna et al. was provided a 
preliminary project description by Lilburn Corporation, San Bernardino, Cal-
ifornia.  This data included project-related maps, an aerial photograph with 
the study area boundaries, and a brief written description (provided by the 
City of Victorville).  

 

3. Native American Consultation: McKenna et al. contacted the Native 
American Heritage Commission, and inquired into the presence or absence 
of known religious or sacred Native American sites within or near the project 
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area.  In addition, McKenna et al. obtained a listing of local Native American 
representatives wishing to consult with respect to projects in the general 
area.  Letters and the records search results were mailed to all listed per-
sons/groups (Appendix C). Responses, if received, were incorporated into 
this document.  However, it is noted, the City of Victorville, as Lead Agency, 
is responsible for AB-52 and SB-18 consultation, as applicable. 
 

4. Paleontological Overview:  McKenna et al. requested and obtained a 
paleontological overview for the area through the Natural History Museum 
of Los Angeles County (Appendix D).  This overview was designed to place 
the project area in a context for the preliminary assessment of the relative 
sensitivity for the area to yield evidence of fossil specimens.  
 

5. Field Studies:  McKenna et al., conducted the field survey of the project 
area on both Friday, August 9, 2019, and October 26, 2019, following 
amendments to the APE.  The field survey was completed with the assis-
tance of M. Abraham McKenna (B.A./J.D.), under the direct supervision of 
Jeanette A. McKenna, Principal Investigator.  McKenna et al. conducted a 
pedestrian survey of the project APE by traversing the property systemati-
cally and at an average interval of less than 15 meters and walked the pro-
posed pipeline route to the terminus north of Air Expressway (old Turner 
Road alignment).  McKenna et al. also conducted a reconnaissance level 
of survey for areas peripheral to the APE to insure all required areas were 
addressed.  McKenna et al. maintained field notes (on file, Whittier, CA) and 
a photographic record (Appendix E).  All data required to complete the Cal-
ifornia Department of Parks and Recreation DPR-523 forms were compiled, 
should forms be needed. 
 

6. Historic/Supplemental Background Research: Supplemental back-
ground research and land use history was researched through the Bureau 
of Land Management General Land Office files; the San Bernardino County 
Archives, Redlands; the San Bernardino County Recorder’s Office, San 
Bernardino; the San Bernardino County Museum; and the in-house library 
at McKenna et al.  Local histories were perused and articles relating to the 
area were researched on-line.   Historic maps were reviewed.  All pertinent 
data was compiled and assessed for application to the current research and 
supplemental research data has been included in Appendix F of this report. 

 

7. Analysis and Report Preparation:  McKenna et al. complete the analysis 
for this project in compliance with the criteria for significance presented in 
the CEQA guidelines, as amended.  This report was prepared in a format 
requested by the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), Sacramento (ARMR 
Guidelines); and the CSUF-SCCIC.  McKenna et al. included all required 
data and formatted this report in a manner conducive to understanding the 
proposed project and potential impacts to cultural resources.  All supple-
mental and  supporting data deemed  important to this study has been pre- 
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sented in the attached appendices.  Additional research data is on file at 
McKenna et al.  Appendix G presents any required DPR-523 forms for re-
located or recently identified resources. 
 

 

PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

 

A standard archaeological records search was completed through the CSUF-SCCIC on 

August 15, 2019 (Appendix B).  This research confirmed the project area APE was pre-

viously surveyed, in part or as a whole, at least five times: 10601051; 10602570; 

10604447; 10607054, and 10607168.  Overall, a minimum of fifty-two (52) area-specific 

studies and general overviews have been completed for an area of one mile surrounding 

the project area (Table 2). 

 

 

Table 2.  Cultural Resources Studies Completed within a One Mile Radius 
of the Current Project Area. 

No. Report Citation Description Resources 

1 10600257 SBCMA 1975 Wastewater Fac.  

2 10600428 Hearn et al. 1976 Mojave River Agency  

3 10600612 SBCMA 1978 Water System  

4 10600719 Coombs et al. 1979 Overview Yes 

5 10600891 Stickel/Weinman-Roberts 1980 Overview Yes 

6 10601051 Geoscientific Systems 1980 George AFB Yes 

7 10601479 Dames & Moore 1985 Transmission Line  

8 10601503 Lerch 1985 Adelanto Well Fields  

9 10601646 Norwood 1987 Boundary Fence Yes 

10 10602570 Sheets and Woodman 1990 George AFB Yes 

11 10602644 Yohe and Parr 1992 Oro Grande Sewer  

12 10602731 Macko et al. 1993 AT&T Lightguide Sys. Yes 

13 10602735 Yohe 1993 Oro Grande Testing Yes 

14 10603164 Alexandrowicz et al. 1996 Airbase Road Imp. Yes 

15 10603785 Spanne 1985 Water Supply Imp.  

16 10603799 Self 1999 High Desert Power  

17 10604427 Dahsul 2003 SCLA Specific Plan  

18 10604436 Chadderdon 2003 Federal Corrections  

19 10604437 Self 2001 Waterline Survey  

20 10604442 McKenna 2002 Shay Road Monitoring  

21 10604447 Woodward and Hatheway 1991 George AFB Yes 

22 10601152 Dice and Tanaguchi 2003 Cell Tower Site  

23 10605158 Ahmet and Lerch 2005 SCE Pole Replacement  

24 10605223 Mirro 2004 Keily Property (39 ac.)  

25 10605337 Jordan and Craft 2006 SCE Pole Replace  

26 10605508 William Self Associates 2003 High Desert Power  
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Table 2.  Cultural Resources Studies Completed within a One Mile Radius 
of the Current Project Area (cont’d.). 

No. Report Citation Description Resources 

27 10605832 Bean and Brakke-Vane 1982 Overview Yes 

28 10607054 Lambrano 2009 Elevated Water Tank  

29 10607094 McGlade 2009 Two Water Projects  

30 10607120 Wetherbee 2009 Various Water Projects  

31 10607121 Baker and Maniery 2007 US Army Reserve Proj. Yes 

32 10607168 McKenna 2012 Air Expressway Sewer  

33 10607191 Horne and McDougall 2006 Turner Springs Testing Yes 

34 10607918 Earle 2015 Ethnohistory Overview Yes 

35 10607953 Estes et al. 2007 Hybrid Power Project Yes 

36 10607969 Wetherbee 2009 Various Water Projects Yes 

37 10607982 Dietier et al. 2013 Adelanto North Survey  

38 10607998 Brunzell 2013 Expressway Solar  

39 10608161 Gust 2014 High Desert Corridor Yes 

40 10608162 Sikes et al. 2014 Archaeological Testing Yes 

41 10608162A Sikes and Gust 2014 Extended Phase I Yes 

42 10608163 Gust et al. 2014 High Desert Corridor Yes 

43 10601863A Earle 2014 Turner Springs Yes 

44 10601864 Gust et al. 2014 High Desert Testing Yes 

45 10608165 Gust et al. 2015 High Desert Treat. Plan Yes 

46 10608165A Gust et al. 2015 Shell Bead Analysis Yes 

47 10608165B Martinez 2015 Lithic Analysis Yes 

78 10608165C Gust et al. 2015 RTI Analysis Yes 

49 10608165D Gust et al. 2015 VPSEM Analysis Yes 

50 10608165E Gust et al. 2015 High Desert Corridor Yes 

51 10608166 Sikes 2014 High Desert Corridor Yes 

52 10608167 Fumis et al. 2014 High Desert Corridor Yes 

 

 

Research also identified 36 cultural resources within one mile of the APE (Table 3), in-

cluding one site reported to be within the current APE: 36-025787 (CA-SBR-016313H; 

McKenna 2012), the George Airforce Base site, itself.  In all, the listing identified 23 pre-

historic resources, 12 historic resources, and one resource with both prehistoric and his-

toric components.  Two (2) of the resources noted in Table 3 were also identified as Cal-

ifornia Historical Landmarks: the Old Spanish Trail (CHL-576) and the Mormon Trail 

(CHL-577).  Neither of these resources is within the current project area.  Further, in ad-

dition to the two pending sites noted by the SBCM-AIC, two additional resources were 

identified within George AFB, resulting in four military-related resources not included in 

the overall listing for George Air Force Base (36-025787), including: 

 

36-015465 Bomber Revement (1941)       36-015467 Hangar 756 (1945)  

36-015466 Facility 811 (1954)                   36-015468 Pursuit Plane Revement (1941) 
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Table 3.  Cultural Resources Identified within a One Mile Radius 
of the Current Project Area. 

Site No. Cross-Reference Citation Description 

36-000069 CA-SBR-69 Bierman and Mohr 1949 Prehistoric Site 

36-005431 CA-SBR-5431 Childers 1980 Prehistoric Site 

36-005432 CA-SBR-5432H; GAB-105A Sheets et al. 1990 Historic Site 

36-006782 CA-SBR-3782 White 1990 Prehistoric Site 

36-006784 CA-SBR-6784H; SAIC-1 Sheets et al. 1990 Historic Site 

36-008388 CA-SBR-8388H; 95-11-1 
Alexandrowicz and 
Krautkramer 1995 

Historic Site 

36-008390 CA-SBR-8390H; 95-11-3 
Alexandrowicz and 
Krautkramer 1995 

Historic Site 

36-008391 CA-SBR-8391; 95-11-4 Alexandrowicz 1996 Prehistoric Site 

36-008392 CA-SBR-8392; 95-11-5 
Alexandrowicz and 
Krautkramer 1996 

Historic Site 

36-008863 CA-SBR-8863 Sharp and Self 1997 Prehistoric Site 

36-010959 
p/o CA-SBR-7004; 
CRM-TECH 992-10H 

Ballester and Eddy 2003 
Prehistoric and 

Historic Site 

36-012609 CA-SBR-12336; AE-TS-1 McDougall et al. 2006 Prehistoric Site 

36-012918 NA Unknown 2006 Prehistoric Site 

36-021292 VV 2 Site 32 Arrigoni et al. 2006 Historic Site 

36-025783 CA-SBR-016309H McKenna 2012 Historic Site 

36-025784 CA-SBR-016310H McKenna 2012 Historic Site 

36-025785 CA-SBR-016311H McKenna 2012 Historic Site 

36-025786 CA-SBR-016312H McKenna 2012 Historic Site 

36-025787 CA-SBR-016313H McKenna 2012 George AFB  

36-026893 CRM- TECH Isolate 6 Ballester 2003 Prehistoric Site 

36-026894 CRM- TECH Isolate 7 Ballester 2003 Prehistoric Site 

36-026895 CRM- TECH Isolate 8 Ballester 2003 Prehistoric Site 

36-025896 CRM- TECH Isolate 9 Ballester 2003 Prehistoric Site 

36-029351 SIL 130-H-1 Brunzell 2013 Historic Site 

36-029491 Topipabit District Lev-Tov 2015 Prehistoric Site 

36-061270 GAB-106 Childers 1980 Prehistoric Site 

36-061278 IA1584-9 Sheets 1990 Tested Cobble 

36-061279 IA1584-10 Sheets 1990 Tested Cobble 

36-061281 IA1584-12 Sheets 1990 Tested Cobble 

36-061282 IA1584-13 Sheets 1990 Tested Cobble 

36-061283 IA1584-14 Sheets 1990 Flake/Chopper 

36-061284 IA1584-15 Sheets 1990 Tested Cobble 

36-061285 IA1584-16 Sheets 1990 Flake 

36-061286 IA1584-17 Sheets 1990 Tested Cobble 

36-061287 IA1584-18 Sheets 1990 Tested Cobble 

36-061288 IA1584-19 Sheets 1990 Chopper 

 

As a result of the studies noted in Table 2, only 36-025787 (George Air Force Base) has 

been associated with the current project area.  It is noted, however, this association is 
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based solely on the fact that the APE is within George Air Force Base, and not that any 

other resource is actually within the APE boundaries.  Nonetheless, given the extent of 

prehistoric and historic archaeological resources, standing structures, and the presence 

of the Base, the project area is considered moderately sensitive for the presence of addi-

tional resources.  

 

Similarly, preliminary results of the Native American Heritage Commission consultation 

also resulted in a determination that the general area in and surrounding the project area 

APE is sensitive for the identification of prehistoric and/or historic period Native American 

resources. 

 

With respect to paleontological resources, McLeod (2019) identified the project area as 

consisting of artificial fill associated with the development of George Air Force Base, with 

this fill material overlying older Quaternary alluvial deposits derived from the “ancient Mo-

jave River.”  Fossil vertebrate specimens have been identified and recovered from such 

deposits within George Air Force Base, including meadow vole, extinct horse, extinct bi-

son, and mammoth.  Excavation in the fill soils are not expected to yield fossil specimens, 

but deeper excavations impacting the older alluvium do have a potential for specimens.  

Therefore, the area should be considered highly sensitive for fossil remains. 

 

In summary, the general area surrounding the current project area has been surveyed 

and studied for many years and, as a result, has yielded physical evidence of prehistoric 

and historic archaeological resources, standing structures, and, per the Native American 

Heritage Commission, the potential for religious or sacred resources associated primarily 

with the Serrano of San Bernardino County.  The area is also considered highly sensitive 

for the presence of paleontological resources. 

 

 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

 

The state (CEQA, Section 15064.5) criteria for evaluation mirror the federal guidelines 

and read as follows: 

 

a) For purposes of this section, the term “historical resources” shall include 
the following:  
 
1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical 

Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register of Histor-
ical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 
et seq.).  
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2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as de-
fined in section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified 
as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the require-
ments section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be pre-
sumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must 
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of ev-
idence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 

 

3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript 
which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or signifi-
cant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California 
may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead 
agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of 
the whole record.  Generally, a resource shall be considered by the 
lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the 
criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources 
(Pub. Res. Code§5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the 
following: 

 
A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution 

to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 
 

B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
 

C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, 
or method of construction, or represents the work of an important 
creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

 

D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in pre-
history or history.  
 

 
The local Victorville historic preservation policies and guidelines are presented in the 

General Plan of 2008.  The project APE is identified as being within the SCLA Planning 

Area, which “… [I]ncludes  all the land  within the  former  George  Air Force Base and an  

area north to the existing City boundary, and east towards the Mojave River and along 

the north side of Air Expressway of the former base ...” (10,800 acres).  Per the General 

Plan (R28-29), the local policies and guidelines read: 

 

 

PROTECT IDENTIFIED ARCHAEOLOGICAL, PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 
AND HISTORIC RESOURCES WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA 

 
Objective 5.1: Preserve known and expected cultural resources. 
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Policy 5.1.1:  Determine presence/absence of and consider impacts to cultural 

resources in the review of public and private development and in-
frastructure projects. 
 
Implementation Measure 5.1.1.1: As a City Planning Department 
function, maintain maps illustrating areas that have a moderate-
high probability of yielding important cultural resources as a result 
of land alteration projects. 
 
Implementation Measure 5.1.1.2: Establish a transmittal system 
with the Archaeological Information Center (AIC) at the San Ber-
nardino County Museum, Redlands [now the CSUF-SCCIC]. When 
a project is in its initial phase, the City may send a location map to 
the AIC for a transmittal-level records search. The transmittal iden-
tifies the presence or absence of known cultural resources and/or 
previously performed studies in and near the project area.  The AIC 
[CSUF-SCCIC] also offers recommendations regarding the need 
for additional studies, if warranted.  
 
Implementation Measure 5.1.1.3: When warranted based on the 
findings of reconnaissance level surveys by a qualified professional 
archaeologist and/or transmittals from the AIC [CSUF-SCCIC], re-
quire Phase I cultural resource assessments by qualified archaeol-
ogists, historians, and/or architectural historians, especially in ar-
eas of high sensitivity for cultural resources, as shown on the maps 
maintained in the City Planning Department. The scope of such a 
survey shall include, as appropriate, in-depth records search at the 
AIC [CSUF-SCCIC], historic background research, intensive-level 
field survey, consultation with the Mohave Historical Society, and 
consultation with the appropriate Native American representatives 
and tribal organizations. 
 
Implementation Measure 5.1.1.4: Complete a Planning Area-
wide assessment of the paleontological sensitivity, based on a re-
view of geologic formations and a review of paleontological records 
that identify those formations that have yielded or are expected to 
yield fossil materials of importance to the scientific community. 

 
 

Policy 5.1.2:  Prohibit destruction of cultural and paleontological materials that 
contain information of importance to our knowledge of the evolution 
of life forms and history of human settlement in the Planning Area, 
unless sufficient documentation of that information is accomplished 
and distributed to the appropriate scientific community. 
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 Require mitigation of any significant impacts that may be identified 
in project or program level cultural and paleontological assess-
ments as a condition of project or program approval. 

 
 Implementation Measure 5.1.2.1: Enact a historic preservation 

ordinance and/or prepare a historic preservation plan to outline the 
goals and objectives of the City's historic preservation programs 
and present an official historic context statement for the evaluation 
of cultural resources within the City's jurisdiction. 

 
 Implementation Measure 5.1.2.2: Assist local property owners in 

finding and taking advantage of incentives and financial assistance 
for historic preservation that are available through various federal, 
state, or city programs. 

 
 Implementation Measure 5.1.2.3: Require paleontological moni-

toring of land alteration projects involving excavation into native ge-
ologic materials known to have a high sensitivity for the presence 
of paleontological resources. 

 

 

RESULTS OF THE INVESTGIATIONS 

 

McKenna et al. initiated the cultural resources investigations for the proposed 1 MG Res-

ervoir and pipeline alignment project within the SCLA (George Air Force Base) property 

in August, 2019.  The study was completed in late October, 2019.  These investigations 

included: 

 

• a general overview of the paleontological sensitivity for the area to yield 
fossils specimens; 

• consultation with local Native American representatives with respect to the 
sensitivity of the area to yield evidence of significant prehistoric or proto-
historic Native American resources; 

• research into general land use during the historic period (post-1769); 

• an archaeological records search; 

• an intensive field survey of the project areal and 

• an analysis of any resources identified as a result of the current studies. 
 

 

Paleontological Findings 

 

A paleontological overview completed by McLeod (2019; Appendix D) identified the pro-
ject area as consisting of some artificial fill above sedimentary deposits of older terrestrial  
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Quaternary Alluvium derived from the Mojave River.  These older deposits are generally  
referred to as Shoemaker gravel.  Fossil specimens have been known to be associated 
with these deposits and the nearest specimens have been recovered from the western 
extents of George AFB - from depths exceeding ten feet below the present surface.  Ad-
ditional specimens have been recovered from the western banks of the Mojave River.   
 

McLeod concluded shallow excavations are unlikely to yield evidence of fossil specimens, 

but deeper excavations that impact the older alluvium may yield such specimens.  Moni-

toring of these excavations is recommended and sampling of the back dirt may yield ad-

ditional evidence of small fragments or specimens. Measure 5.1.2.3 of the Victorville Gen-

eral Plan requires paleontological monitoring of land alteration projects involving excava-

tion into native geologic materials known to have a high sensitivity for the presence of 

paleontological resources. 

 

Native American Consultation 

 

McKenna et al. contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (see Appendix C) 

to inquire into the presence/absence of sacred sites in the general area.  McKenna et al. 

also contacted – via mail – representatives of the Native American community identified 

by the Commission.  Ten individuals/groups were contracted, but as of this writing, only 

one response was received.   

 

Jessica Mauck of the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, Highland, responded with an 

emphasis that the project area is within the ancestral territory of the Serrano and is highly 

sensitive for both archaeological resources and sacred sites.  Significant sites noted in-

clude the Turner Springs site and Oro Grande, both having been associated with the 

presence of human remains and grave goods.  Both sites have been tested and deter-

mined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Neither site will be 

impacted by the current project, but associated resources may still be present, given their 

proximity to the APE and the presence of the Mojave River to the east.  The Serrano will 

be involved in further consultation with the City. 

 

 

Historic Period Land Use 

 

Historic period land use identified Section 25 as being granted to the Southern Pacific 

Railroad in 1918.  Dorn (1980) listed numerous individuals who acquired land within the 

boundaries of the later-established Air Base.  However, a review of maps indicated no 

improvements were present within the area of the current project area prior to the estab-

lishment of the Base. 
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Historic maps showed the presence of various dirt or semi-paved roads within Section 

25.  In 1934, the alignment for Adelanto/Air Base Road/Air Expressway is illustrated, as 

is Turner Road leading to Turner Springs.  A third road is illustrated as extending north 

from Adelanto Road, through the western extent of Section 25 and in the general vicinity 

of today’s George Blvd.  This road continues well to the north and runs along the terrace 

above the western bank of the Mojave River, almost to Helendale.   

 

By 1956, George Air Force Base is illustrated and the north/south dirt road is no longer 

evident, having been obliterated by residential construction west of George Blvd.  Ade-

lanto Road has been improved and extended to Victorville, and Turner Road is identified 

as a paved road.  All improvements are identified in or north of Air Expressway (Adelanto 

Road) and within the boundaries of George Air Force Base.  Shay Road is illustrated, but 

the golf course is not.  A gravel pit is located east of the housing complex.  By 1981, the 

golf course has been established and the housing complex has been enlarged to include 

structures east of George Blvd. and around (but not in) the current APE.  The existing 

tower and pond within the APE were established in 2009. 

 

As a result of the historic research, George Air Force Base, Air Expressway/Adelanto 

Road, Turner Road, and the third unnamed road are considered historic period resources.  

They were recorded by McKenna et al. in 2012.   

 

 

George Air Force Base (36-025787; CA-SBR-16313H) 

 

In 1980, an Archaeological/Assessment of George Air Force base was completed by Dorn 

et al.  The purpose of the study was described as a survey to identify archaeological or 

historical sites within the base that may be eligible for listing in the National Register of 

Historic Places for future planning purposes.  The study also included a relatively detailed 

history of the Base.  Despite the completion of this study, no formal recording of George 

Air Force Base was completed and the Base still lacked a permanent reference number.  

Subsequent studies addressed some individual structures within the Base, but again, the 

Base was not recorded as a whole.  This lack of recordation was primarily the result  of 

the base failing to meet the minimum age requirements in 1980.  The Base was, however, 

over 45 years of age in 1986 and all post-1986 studies should have recognized the Base 

as a resource warranting recording and the assignment of a permanent reference num-

ber.  McKenna et al. recorded the Base in 2012 and the permanent Primary Number was 

assigned.  All base-related components should be considered components/features of 

the larger site and potentially significant components of the site.  The current project area 

is not in an area considered historically significant and only associated with post-1993 

improvements. 



 

 

Job No. 19.2011 Victorville Reservoir Project Page 31 

Adelanto Road (now Air Expressway; 36-025786; CA-SBR-16312H) 

 

The alignment of Adelanto Road is illustrated on the 1934 USGS Victorville Quadrangle, 

based on the 1894 version of the map.  It is quite possible this alignment was part of the 

original Turner Road alignment, although not referenced as such.  In any case, the road 

alignment once ended in Section 25, connecting with Turner Road, suggesting a direct 

connection.  Adelanto was not established as a community until ca. 1915 and the Post 

Office in 1917, suggesting the name was not officially used until that time.  Therefore, 

before ca. 1917, any reference to Adelanto Road would not be recognized.  In contract, 

Turner Springs was established by 1883, suggesting access to the ranch from the west 

was needed prior to the founding of Adelanto.   

 

The historic alignment of Adelanto Road, as it relates to this project, extends from the 

western extent of Turner Road (just east of George Blvd.) to the intersection at Highway 

395 (approximately 3 linear miles along the Township line between Township 5 North and 

Township 6 North, and within Range 5 West.  Adelanto Road would have been known 

historically as part of Turner Road. 

 

The Adelanto Road alignment has been surveyed, in part, at least five times (Geoscien-

tific Systems 1980; Macko et al. 1993; Alexandrowicz et al. 1996, Self 2001; and William 

Self Associates, Inc. 2003).  Despite these surveys, the alignment has never been rec-

orded as a cultural resource.  McKenna et al. completed the required forms for recording 

this road alignment.  At the time of recording, McKenna et al. acknowledged the road has 

been widened, improved, and no evidence of the historic alignment remains.  The pur-

pose of the recording is to acknowledge the historic location of the alignment and to doc-

ument to loss of its integrity as a result of developments following the establishment of 

George Air Force Base.  

 

 

Turner Road (36-025785; CA-SBR-16309H) 

 

Turner Road should be considered a part of the larger Turner Springs Archaeological 

District (36-000066; CA-SBR-66).  The exact boundaries of the district have changed as 

research yielded addition components of the prehistoric and historic use(s) of the area.  

In this case, Turner Road is identified as a linear road alignment extending from its inter-

section with Adelanto Road (western extent) to the Turner Springs Ranch complex on the 

Mojave River.  It likely continued to the west (which is now the alignment of Adelanto 

Road/Air Expressway).  Within the current project area, Turner Road was identified at 

UTM coordinates 0467387 Easting and 3825419 Northing.  This road is currently described 

as an asphalt road with no curbs, but a line of utility poles leading to the Turner Spring 
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Ranch.  Although currently outside the chain link fencing bounding George Air Force 

Base, this road alignment was actually within the lands acquired for the Base.  An updated 

site form was been prepared by McKenna in 2012 to add this feature to the overall de-

scription of the Turner Springs Archaeological District. 

 

 

Unnamed Dirt Access Road (North/South; 36-025784; CA-SBR-16310H) 

 

No physical evidence of the unnamed north/south road in the western extent of Section 

25 was identified in 2012.  However, this road should have been in the general vicinity of 

George Blvd.  Development of the housing complex in this area has obliterated any evi-

dence of this early road, at least within respect to Section 25.   

 

 

Previously Identified Resources 

 

In addition to the resources discussed earlier in this report, above, only one is associated 

with the APE – that of the general site number for George Air Force Base (36-025787).  

No specific resources (isolates or features) have been identified in the immediate vicinity 

of the APE.   

 

Recently Identified Resources 

 

The recent survey of the 1 MG Reservoir and pipeline project area yielded no evidence 

of prehistoric or historic archaeological resources.  No standing historic structures are 

within the project APE.  The only identifiable resources in the reservoir project area are 

modern, including the Water tower and pond (established in 1993.).  The pipeline align-

ment runs along existing roadways within the George Air Force Base residential commu-

nity (1981-1993) and a segment that involves portions of Air Expressway and Turner 

Road.  Although both alignments have historic origins, but both have been significantly 

altered via upgrading, widenings, and repaving.  Neither maintains the necessary integrity 

for recognition as significant resources and, therefore, any potential impacts resulting 

from the pipeline improvements will not result in any adverse environmental impacts.   

 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The recent investigations by McKenna et al. resulted in the following conclusions and 

recommendations: 
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1. The project area is sensitive for paleontological resources; 
2. The project area is sensitive for the presence of prehistoric archaeological 

resources (primarily in a buried context); 
3. The project area is moderately sensitive for historic archaeological re-

sources (e.g. historic road alignments); 
4. There is no evidence that human remains will be identified within the project 

area, but the presence cannot be completely ruled out. 
 

 

Based on these findings, McKenna et al. presents the following recommendations to 

lessen any potentially adverse or significant impacts to level of insignificance: 

 

 

1. Project-related earthmoving activities that exceed the depth of younger 
Quaternary alluvium and impact older Quaternary alluvium must be sub-
jected to a paleontological monitoring program designed to meet the stand-
ards, policies, and guidelines of the San Bernardino County Museum De-
partment of Earth Sciences.  The extent would be based on the extent of 
older alluvium and project development scheduling; 

 

2. Project-related earthmoving activities within the project area APE should be 
monitored by an archaeological monitor with both prehistoric and historic 
archaeological qualifications.  This monitoring program need not be con-
ducted on a full-time basis and should be conducted while  earthmoving in- 
 
volves impacts to the younger alluvium deposits.  The extent would be 
based on the extent of younger alluvium and project development schedul-
ing. 
 

3. Should any evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources be identified, 
a Native American representative, preferably of Serrano descent, be added 
to the archaeological monitoring program – until it is determined the moni-
toring is no longer required; 

 

4. If, at any time, evidence of human remains (or potential human remain) is 
uncovered, the County Coroner must be notified immediately and permitted 
to examine the find(s).  If the remains are determined to be of Native Amer-
ican origin, the Coroner will contact the Native American Heritage Commis-
sion and the Commission with name the Most Likely Descendant (MLD).  In 
consultation between the City of Victorville, the MLD, and the consulting 
archaeologist, the disposition of the remains will be determined. 

 

If Native American human remains are identified within the project area, a 
Native American  observer  should be  added to  the overall monitoring pro- 
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gram for the duration of the activities associated with excavation in soils 
likely to yield additional remains.  

 

 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

 

CERTIFICATION.  I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the at-

tached exhibits present the data and information required for this archaeological/cultural 

resources report, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and 

correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

 

___________________________________________________    ________________ 

Jeanette A. McKenna, Principal Investigator, McKenna et al.           Date    

 

 

 

Jeanette A. McKenna                    Oct. 28, 2019 
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June 19, 2019
Project No. 2124-CR

City of Victorville
14343 Civic Drive
Victorville, California 92392

Attention: Mr. Victor Fajardo

Subject: Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment
Proposed Water Reservoir
Southern California Logistics Airport (SCLA)
City of Victorville, San Bernardino County, California

Dear Mr. Fajardo:

GEOTEK, INC. (GEOTEK) has performed a Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
at the location of the proposed water reservoir facility (the “Site”), located in the City of
Victorville, San Bernardino County, California.  Our services were conducted in substantial
conformance with the scope and limitations of the American Society of Testing and Materials
(ASTM) E1903-11, “Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments:  Phase II Environmental
Site Assessment Process”, and GEOTEK Proposal No. P-0502219, dated May 10, 2019.  Any
additions or deletions from our scope of services are discussed in the appropriate sections of
this assessment.

Site and Project Description

The Site is located adjacent to and on the northeast side of Westwind Road, near its
intersection with North Carolina Avenue, in the City of Victorville, San Bernardino County,
California. The Site coordinates are approximately 34.5785⁰ N Latitude and -117.3590⁰ W
Longitude, and the project Site is situated within the Southern California Logistics Airport
(SCLA) industrial park (a.k.a. George Air Force Base). George Air Force Base was opened in
June 1941 and officially closed of all military activities in December 1992. The Site is vacant of
structures and surface vegetation consists of sporadic light brush.  Based on a review of Google
Earth aerial photographs, the Site elevation is approximately 2,873 feet above mean sea level.

GEOTECHNICAL | ENVIRONMENTAL | MATERIALS
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Scope of Work

GEOTEK’S scope of work for the project consisted of the following:

 Excavation of 4 exploratory borings on-site utilizing a GeoProbe® direct push rig (truck
mounted),

 Collection of soil samples of the on-site materials,

 Laboratory testing of selected soil samples collected from the Site, and

 Compilation of this report which presents our findings, conclusions and
recommendations.

Field Investigation

Prior to our field investigation, our firm notified Underground Services Alert of our field
activities and boring locations.  Additionally, an encroachment permit was obtained from the
United States Air Force.  A copy of the permit is provided in Appendix A.

Our field investigative services at the Site commenced on May 29, 2019. GEOTEK advanced 4
exploratory borings (Borings B-1 through B-4) at the Site within the limits of the proposed
water reservoir (see Boring Location Map, Figure 1). The borings were extended to a depth of
approximately three feet below the existing ground surface. Soil samples were collected from
depths of 0 to 6” and at 3 feet below the existing ground surface from each of the borings. The
number of borings, depths of the borings and depths of the samples were dictated to us by the
United States Air Force.

Laboratory Testing

All of the soil samples collected from the excavations were transported and submitted to a
state certified laboratory (Orange Coast Analytical, Inc. of Tustin, California) under proper
chain of custody protocols. The 8 soil samples were submitted for analysis of organo-
chlorinated pesticides (OCP’s) in accordance with United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Method 8081A. Soil laboratory test results are provided in Appendix B.
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Soil Laboratory Test Results

Analysis of the soil samples did not detect measurable quantities of OCP constituents is
Samples ENV-1 @ 3’; ENV-2 @ 0’; ENV-2 @ 3’; and ENV-3 @ 3’.

Analysis of the soil samples did detect measurable quantities of the OCP constituents aldrin,
chlordane and dieldrin in Samples ENV-1 @ 0’; ENV-3 @ 0’; ENV-4 @ 0’; and ENV-4 @ 3’.
The applicable results of the laboratory analysis are summarized in the following table:

TABLE I
OCP SUMMARY ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Sample Aldrin
(ug/kg)

Chlordane
(ug/kg)

Dieldrin
(ug/kg)

ENV-1 @ 0’ <8.0 (ND) <120 (ND) 210
ENV-3 @ 0’ <2.0 (ND) <30 (ND) 6.6
ENV-4 @ 0’ 19 43 1300
ENV-4 @ 3’ <2.0 (ND) <30 (ND) 7.8

Screening Level 1802 61002 1401

ug/kg = micrograms per kilogram
ND = Not Detected
1 = EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for industrial soil, April 2019
2 = DTSC Recommended Screening Levels (RSLs) for industrial soil, April 2019

Findings

The OCP constituent dieldrin is in concentrations above the regional screening level for
industrial soils, as determined by EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for industrial soil, April
2019 for Samples ENV-1 @ 0’ and ENV-4 @ 0’.

The laboratory report is attached.

Conclusions

Due to the presence of pesticides (i.e. dieldrin) detected in the soil samples, and the existing
known environmental concerns at the SCLA industrial park, appropriate safety measures should
be taken during future soil excavation and with associated Site personnel. Additional field
investigation, sampling and laboratory testing may be required prior to construction of the
water reservoir.
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We appreciate this opportunity to be of service.  If you have any questions, or if we can be of
further service, please contact us at (951) 710-1160.

Respectfully Submitted,
GEOTEK, INC.

Edward H. LaMont J. Michael Batten
CEG No. 1892, Exp. 07/31/20 REPA No. 113162, Exp. 06/15/20
Principal Geologist Environmental Services Manager

Anna M. Scott
Project Geologist

Enclosures: Figure 1 – Boring Location Map
Appendix A – Encroachment Permit
Appendix B – Soil Laboratory Test Results

G:\Projects\2101 to 2150\2124CR City of Victorville  Project BM19-121 Reservoir\Limited Phase II ESA\2124CR Limited Phase II
Environmental Site Assessment Project BM19-121.doc
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GeoTek, Inc.

GTK 24426

Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

5/29/2019

6/5/2019

8081A, 

Orange Coast Analytical, Inc.
3002 Dow, Suite 532, Tustin, CA  92780  (714) 832-0064  Fax (714) 832-0067

4620 E. Elwood, Suite 4, Phoenix, AZ  85040  (480) 736-0960  Fax (480) 736-0970

LABORATORY REPORT FORM

ORANGE COAST ANALYTICAL, INC.

3002 Dow  Suite 532  Tustin, CA  92780

(714) 832-0064

Laboratory Certification (ELAP) No.: 2576
Expiration Date: 2020

Los Angeles County Sanitation District Lab ID# 10206

Laboratory Director's Name:

Client:

Laboratory Reference:

Project Name:

Project Number:

Date Received:

Date Reported:

Chain of Custody Received:

Analytical Method:

________________________________________
Mark Noorani, Laboratory Director

© This report may only be reproduced in full.  Any partial reproduction of this report requires 
written permission from Orange Coast Analytical, Inc.

Mark Noorani



Case Narrative

Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

All samples were analyzed within required holding times unless otherwise noted in the data qualifier section of the report.

Sample Receipt:

Holding Times:

Sample analysis was performed following the analytical methods listed on the cover page.

Analytical Methods:

Within this report, data qualifiers may have been assigned to clarify deviations in common laboratory procedures or any 
divergence from laboratory QA/QC criteria.  If a data qualifier has been used, it will appear in the back of the report along with 
its description.  All method QA/QC criteria have been met unless otherwise noted in the data qualifier section.

Data Qualifiers:

The definitions of common terms and acronyms used in the report have been placed at the back of the report to assist data 
users.

Definition of Terms:

None

Comments:

All samples on the Chain of Custody were received by OCA at 0.7ºC, on ice.
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Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number
Date 

Sampled
Matrix

Client Sample Summary

Date 
Received

Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

24426-001 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-1 Surface

24426-002 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-2 Surface

24426-003 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-3 Surface

24426-004 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-4 Surface

24426-005 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-1 @3'

24426-006 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-2 @3'

24426-007 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-3 @3'

24426-008 5/29/2019 5/29/2019 SoilENV-4 @3'
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-001 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-1 Surface Soil5/29/2019

90

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <8.0

alpha-BHC <20

beta-BHC <20

delta-BHC <40

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <20

Chlordane <120

4,4'-DDD <40

4,4'-DDE <20

4,4'-DDT <40

Dieldrin 210

Endosulfan I <40

Endosulfan II <20

Endosulfan sulfate <40

Endrin <40

Endrin aldehyde <40

Heptachlor <8.0

Heptachlor epoxide <20

Methoxychlor <40

Toxaphene <160

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

2.6

1.8

1.7

MDL

8.0

20

20

RL

4.040

3.220

28120

2.940

1.920

1040

3.38.0

1.940

2.920

1.640

3.540

3.740

2.68.0

1.820

2.140

20160

Endrin ketone <2053494-70-5 4.420

4Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: D2,
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-002 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-2 Surface Soil5/29/2019

95

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <2.0

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane <30

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin <2.0

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

0.832.0

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: None
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-003 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-3 Surface Soil5/29/2019

97

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <2.0

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane <30

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin 6.6

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

0.832.0

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: None
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-004 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-4 Surface Soil5/29/2019

98

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin 19

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane 43

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin 1300

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

16.640

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: D2, N1,
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-005 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-1 @3' Soil5/29/2019

95

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <2.0

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane <30

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin <2.0

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

0.832.0

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: None
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-006 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-2 @3' Soil5/29/2019

97

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <2.0

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane <30

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin <2.0

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

0.832.0

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: None
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-007 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-3 @3' Soil5/29/2019

100

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <2.0

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane <30

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin <2.0

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

0.832.0

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: None
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

24426-008 5/29/2019 5/30/2019 6/3/2019ENV-4 @3' Soil5/29/2019

103

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <2.0

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane <30

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin 7.8

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

0.832.0

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: None
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Victorville Reservoir

2124-CR

GTK 24426

GeoTek, Inc.

1548 N. Maple St 

Corona, CA, 92880

Lab Reference #:

Project Name:

Project #:

Ms. Anna Scott

Client Sample ID
Lab Sample

Number

Date 
Sampled

Date
Extracted

Date
Analyzed Matrix

Date 
Received

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

MBAV0530191 5/30/2019 5/31/2019Method Blank Soil

92

ANALYTE µg/kgCAS # Surrogate: % RC*

Aldrin <2.0

alpha-BHC <5.0

beta-BHC <5.0

delta-BHC <10

gamma-BHC (Lindane) <5.0

Chlordane <30

4,4'-DDD <10

4,4'-DDE <5.0

4,4'-DDT <10

Dieldrin <2.0

Endosulfan I <10

Endosulfan II <5.0

Endosulfan sulfate <10

Endrin <10

Endrin aldehyde <10

Heptachlor <2.0

Heptachlor epoxide <5.0

Methoxychlor <10

Toxaphene <40

309-00-2

319-84-6

319-85-7

319-86-8

58-89-9

57-74-9

72-54-8

72-55-9

50-29-3

60-57-1

959-98-8

33213-65-9

1031-07-8

72-20-8

7421-93-4

76-44-8

1024-57-3

72-43-5

8001-35-2

Decachlorobiphenyl

* Acceptable Recovery: 41-133 %

0.65

0.46

0.42

MDL

2.0

5.0

5.0

RL

1.010

0.815.0

7.030

0.7310

0.475.0

2.610

0.832.0

0.4810

0.725.0

0.3910

0.8710

0.9210

0.652.0

0.455.0

0.5310

5.040

Endrin ketone <5.053494-70-5 1.15.0

1Dilution Factor:

Data Qualifiers: None
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QA/QC Report
for

Reporting units: ppb

Matrix Spike (MS) / Matrix Spike Duplicate (MSD)

Date of Analysis: 5/31/2019

Laboratory Sample #: 24425-037

Reference #:

Date of Extraction: 5/30/2019

Dup Date of Analysis: 5/31/2019

MS/MSD Qualifiers: None

Analyte R1

SPC

CONC MS MSD %MS %MSD RPD

ACP

%MS

ACP

RPD Qual

Gamma-BHC 0.00 20.0 14.0 15.8 70 79 12 48-130 26

Heptachlor 0.00 20.0 16.6 18.3 83 91 10 47-130 26

Aldrin 0.00 20.0 14.1 15.4 71 77 9 46-130 25

Dieldrin 0.00 50.0 39.8 46.8 80 94 16 45-130 25

Endrin 0.00 50.0 43.5 50.8 87 102 15 46-142 27

DDT 0.00 50.0 45.9 50.0 92 100 9 43-138 29

Surrogate Recoveries for Spike Samples

Surrogate (%RC) MS MSD Qual LCS LCSD Qual ACP % RC

Decachlorobiphenyl 80 87 91 99 41-133

Laboratory Control Sample

Date of Extraction: 5/30/2019

Date of Analysis: 5/31/2019

Dup Date of Analysis: 5/31/2019

Laboratory Sample #: AV0530191

LCS Qualifiers: None

Analyte

SPC

CONC LCS LCSD %LCS %LCSD RPD

ACP

%LCS

ACP

RPD Qual

Gamma-BHC 20.0 15.0 16.5 75 82 10 47-130 24

Heptachlor 20.0 17.2 19.2 86 96 11 47-130 25

Aldrin 20.0 14.4 16.3 72 81 12 46-130 26

Dieldrin 50.0 46.3 49.7 93 99 7 45-130 22

Endrin 50.0 49.8 53.7 100 107 8 48-143 20

DDT 50.0 49.0 53.8 98 108 9 47-135 22

Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA 8081A)

GTK 24426
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Data Qualifier Definitions
Qualifier

D2 =  Sample required dilution due to high concentration of target analyte.

N1 = See case narrative.

24426-004 8081A Sample reran at 20 fold dilution for Dieldrin. Run 
on 06/03/19 at 16:04.
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Definition of terms:

R1 Result of unspiked laboratory sample used for matrix spike determination.

SP CONC (or Spike Conc.) Spike concentration added to sample or blank

MS Matrix Spike sample result

MSD Matrix Spike Duplicate sample result

%MS Percent recovery of MS:  {(MS-R1) / SP CONC} x100

%MSD Percent recovery of MSD:  {(MSD-R1) / SP CONC} x 100

RPD (for MS/MSD) Relative Percent Difference: {(MS-MSD) / (MS+MSD)} x 100 x 2

LCS Laboratory Control Sample result

LCSD Laboratory Control Sample Duplicate result

%LCS Percent recovery of LCS:  {(LCS) / SP CONC} x100

%LCSD Percent recovery of LCSD:  {(LCSD) / SP CONC} x 100

RPD (for LCS/LCSD) Relative Percent Difference: {(LCS-LCSD) / (LCS+LCSD)} x 100 x 2

ACP %LCS Acceptable percent recovery range for Laboratory Control Samples.

ACP %MS Acceptable percent recovery range for Matrix Spike samples

ACP RPD Acceptable Relative Percent Difference

D Detectable, result must be greater than zero

Qual A checked box indicates a data qualifier was utilized and/or required for this analyte

see attached explanation.

ND Analyte Not Detected
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