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Deposition and/or Trial Testimony:

In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey
Duarte et al, Plaintiffs, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Defendant.
Case No.: 2:17-cv-01624-ES-SCM
Rosenfeld Deposition. 6-7-2019

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
M/T Carla Maersk, Plaintiffs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Perdido”
Defendant.
Case No.: 3:15-CV-00106 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237
Rosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles — Santa Monica
Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Khan et al., Defendants
Case No.: No. BC615636
Rosenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles — Santa Monica
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs E1 Adobe Apts. Inc. et al., Defendants
Case No.: No. BC646857
Rosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19

In United States District Court For The District of Colorado
Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al., Defendants
Case: No 1:16-cv-02531-RBJ
Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018

In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112 Judicial District
Phillip Bales et al., Plaintiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al., Defendants
Cause No 1923
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa
Simons et al., Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants
Cause No C12-01481
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017

In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois
Martha Custer et al., Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Products, Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 0i9-L-2295
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, For The County of Los Angeles
Warrn Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Plaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC
Case No.: LC102019 (¢c/w BC582154)
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018

In the Northern District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division
Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2017
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish
Michael Davis and Julie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5
Rosenfeld Deposition, February 2017
Trial, March 2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda
Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants
Case No.: RG14711115
Rosenfeld Deposition, September 2015

In The Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County
Russell D. Winburn, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Doug Hoksbergen, et al., Defendants
Case No.: LALA002187
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Towa District Court For Wapello County
Jerry Dovico, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al., Defendants
Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County
Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, et al., Defendants
Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia
Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al.
Civil Action NO. 14-C-30000
Rosenfeld Deposition, June 2015

In The Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, New Mexico
Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jerry Settles and Deward
DeRuyter, Defendants
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Muscatine County
Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant
Case No 4980
Rosenfeld Deposition: May 2015

In the Circuit Court of the 17% Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida
Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs. City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant.
Case Number CACE07030358 (26)
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014

In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma
Tommy McCarty, et al., Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill, LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City
Landfill, et al. Defendants.
Case No. 5:12-cv-01152-C
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2014
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas
Lisa Parr et al, Plaintiff, vs. Aruba et al, Defendant.
Case Number cc-11-01650-E
Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014

In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio
John Michael Abicht, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)
Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and
on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaintiffs, vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant.
Case 3:10-cv-00622
Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013

In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland
Philip E. Cvach, II et al., Plaintiffs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants
Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT
Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013
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EXHIBIT C




SWAP E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa
Santa Monica, California 90401
Tel: (949) 887-9013

Email: mhagemann@swape.com

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization
Industrial Stormwater Compliance
Investigation and Remediation Strategies
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert
CEQA Review

Education:
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984.

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982.

Professional Certifications:

California Professional Geologist
California Certified Hydrogeologist
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner

Professional Experience:

Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from
perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of

Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques.

Positions Matt has held include:

e Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 — present);
¢ Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 — 2014;
¢ Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003);
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Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 — 2004);

Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989-
1998);

Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 — 2000);

Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 —
1998);

Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 — 1995);

Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 — 1998); and

Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 — 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:

With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included:

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic
hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins

and Valley Fever.

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former
Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S.
Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in
Southern California drinking water wells.

Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the
review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California.

Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation.

Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.
Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

With Komex H20 Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following:

Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by
MTBE in California and New York.




e Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.
e Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los
Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.




e Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with
clients and regulators.

Executive Director:

As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business

institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

e Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and
groundwater.

e Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory
analysis at military bases.

e Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and

County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included
the following:

e Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for
the protection of drinking water.

e Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports,
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very
concerned about the impact of designation.




e Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water
transfer.

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

e Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance
with Subtitle C requirements.

e Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.

e Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S.
EPA legal counsel.

e  Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites.

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

e Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.

e Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and
Olympic National Park.

e Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

e Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a
national workgroup.

e Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while
serving on a national workgroup.

e Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation-
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

e Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water
Action Plan.

Policy:
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following:

e Adpvised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking
water supplies.

e Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs.

e Improved the technical training of EPA's scientific and engineering staff.

e Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific
principles into the policy-making process.

e Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.




Geology:
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:

e Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine slope stability.

e Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource
protection.

e  Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Oregon. Duties included the following:

e Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.
e Conducted aquifer tests.
e Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university

levels:

e At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater
contamination.

e Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.

e Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt taught physical geology (lecture and lab and introductory geology at Golden West College in
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:

Hagemann, ML.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, MLF., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S.
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.




Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater
Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust,
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy
of Sciences, Irvine, CA.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of
the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a
meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental
Journalists.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, ML.F.,, 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished

report.




Hagemann, ML.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water.
Unpublished report.

Hagemann, ML.F,, 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage
Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F, and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential Water Quality Concerns Related

to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, MLF., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, MLF., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, M.F,, and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City.

Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui,
October 1996.

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu,
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61.

Hagemann, M.F.,, 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases

in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of

Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL-

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.




Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.

Other Experience:

Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009-
2011.




P: (626) 381-9248 @ 139 South Hudson Avenue

F: (626) 389-5414 Mitchell M. Tsai Suite 200
E: info@mitchtsailaw.com Attorney At Law Pasadena, California 91101
VIA E-MAIL

November 15, 2021

Michael Szarzynski, Senior Planner
City of Victorville

14343 Civic Drive

Victorville, CA 92393

Em: mszarzynski@victorvilleca.gov

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
tor the Victorville General Plan Update. (SCH No. 2021100130)

Dear Michael Szarzynski

On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“SWRCC” or
“Southwest Carpenters”), my Office is submitting these comments on the City of
Victorville (“City” or “Lead Agency”) Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (“INOP”) for the Victorville General Plan Update
(“Project”) (SCH No. 2021100136.)

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing more than 50,000 union
carpenters in six states, including California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered
land use planning, addressing the environmental impacts of development projects and

equitable economic development.

Individual members of the Southwest live, work and recreate in the City and
surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project’s

environmental impacts.

The Southwest Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments
at or prior to hearings on the Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related
to this Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177 (a); Bakersfield
Citizens for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see
Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.
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SWRCC incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding the
environmental impact report (“EIR”) submitted prior to certification of the EIR for
the Project. Citizens for Clean Energy v City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal. App. 4th 173, 191
(finding that any party who has objected to the Project’s environmental documentation

may assert any issue timely raised by other parties).

Moreover, SWRCC requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all
notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21000 ¢ seq, and the
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”), Cal. Gov’t
Code §§ 65000-65010. California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and
21167(t) and Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to
any person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s

governing body.

The City should require the Applicant to provide additional community benefits such
as requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce to build the Project.
The City should require the use of workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor
Management apprenticeship training program approved by the State of California, or
have at least as many hours of on-the-job experience in the applicable craft which
would be required to graduate from such a state approved apprenticeship training
program or who are registered apprentices in an apprenticeship training program
approved by the State of California.

Community benefits such as local hire and skilled and trained workforce requirements
can also be helpful to reduce environmental impacts and improve the positive
economic impact of the Project. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain
percentage of workers reside within 10 miles or less of the Project Site can reduce the
length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas emissions and providing localized
economic benefits. As environmental consultants Matt Hagemann and Paul E.
Rosenfeld note:

[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length
from the default value has the potential to result in a reduction of
construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the
reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the

project site.
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March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and

Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling.

Skilled and trained workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades
that yield sustainable economic development. As the California Workforce
Development Board and the UC Berkeley Center for LLabor Research and Education

concluded:

. .. labor should be considered an investment rather than a cost — and
investments in growing, diversifying, and upskilling California’s workforce
can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words,
well trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and

moving California closer to its climate targets.1

Recently, on May 7, 2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that
the “[u]se of a local state-certified apprenticeship program or a skilled and trained

workforce with a local hire component” can result in air pollutant reductions.?

Cities are increasingly adopting local skilled and trained workforce policies and
requirements into general plans and municipal codes. For example, the City of
Hayward 2040 General Plan requires the City to “promote local hiring . . . to help
achieve a more positive jobs-housing balance, and reduce regional commuting, gas

consumption, and greenhouse gas emissions.”?

In fact, the City of Hayward has gone as far as to adopt a Skilled Labor Force policy
into its Downtown Specific Plan and municipal code, requiring developments in its
Downtown area to requiring that the City “[c|ontribute to the stabilization of regional
construction markets by spurring applicants of housing and nonresidential

developments to require contractors to utilize apprentices from state-approved, joint

! California Workforce Development Board (2020) Putting California on the High Road: A
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. ii, available at https:/ /laborcenter.berkeley.edu/
wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Putting-California-on-the-High-Road.pdf

2South Coast Air Quality Management District (May 7, 2021) Certify Final Environmental
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Rule 2305 — Warehouse Indirect Source Rule —
Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions Program, and Proposed Rule
316 — Fees for Rule 2305, Submit Rule 2305 for Inclusion Into the SIP, and Approve
Supporting Budget Actions, available at http:/ /www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2021/2021-May7-027.pdf?sfvrsn=10

* City of Hayward (2014) Hayward 2040 General Plan Policy Document at p. 3-99, available at
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites /default/files/documents/General Plan FINAT.pdf.
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labor-management training programs, . . .”’* In addition, the City of Hayward requires

all projects 30,000 square feet or larger to “utilize apprentices from state-approved
proj ) q g pPp pPp >

joint labor-management training programs.”>

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits. As

the California Planning Roundtable noted in 2008:

People who live and work in the same jurisdiction would be more likely
to take transit, walk, or bicycle to work than residents of less balanced
communities and their vehicle trips would be shorter. Benefits would
include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle

hours traveled.®

In addition, local hire mandates as well as skill training are critical facets of a strategy
to reduce vehicle miles traveled. As planning experts Robert Cervero and Michael
Duncan noted, simply placing jobs near housing stock is insufficient to achieve VMT
reductions since the skill requirements of available local jobs must be matched to
those held by local residents.” Some municipalities have tied local hire and skilled and
trained workforce policies to local development permits to address transportation

issues. As Cervero and Duncan note:

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and
housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop new housing.” The
city’s First Source program encourages businesses to hire local residents,
especially for entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational
training to ensure residents are employment-ready. While the program is
voluntary, some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more than
3,000 city residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When

* City of Hayward (2019) Hayward Downtown Specific Plan at p. 5-24, available at
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites/default/files/Hayward %20Downtown%
20Specific%20Plan.pdf.

> City of Hayward Municipal Code, Chapter 10, § 28.5.3.020(C).

¢ California Planning Roundtable (2008) Deconstructing Jobs-Housing Balance at p. 6,

available at https:/ / cproundtable.org/static/media/uploads/publications/cpt-jobs-
housing.pdf

7 Cervero, Robert and Duncan, Michael (2006) Which Reduces Vehicle Travel More: Jobs-

Housing Balance or Retail-Housing Mixing? Journal of the American Planning Association

72 (4), 475-490, 482, available at http://reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads /UTCT-
825.pdf.
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needed, these carrots are matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about
negotiating corporate participation in First Source as a condition of

approval for development permits.

The City should consider utilizing skilled and trained workforce policies and
requirements to benefit the local area economically and mitigate greenhouse gas,

air quality and transportation impacts.

Also, the City should require the Project to be built to standards exceeding the current
2019 California Green Building Code and 2020 County of Los Angeles Green Building
Standards Code to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts and to advance

progress towards the State of California’s environmental goals.
L THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
A.  Background Concerning the California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers
and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. 14
California Code of Regulations (“CCR” or “CEQA Guidelines”) § 15002(a)(1).* “Its
purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR ‘protects not only
the environment but also informed self-government.” [Citation.]” Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564. The EIR has been described as
“an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological
points of no return.” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comme’rs. (2001) 91 Cal.
App. 4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal. App. 3d 795,
810.

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when
possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines

§ 15002(a)(2) and (3). See also, Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553; Laurel Heights Inprovement Ass’n v.

® The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, section
150000 et seq, are regulatory guidelines promulgated by the state Natural Resources Agency
for the implementation of CEQA. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.) The CEQA Guidelines
are given “great weight in interpreting CEQA except when . . . clearly unauthorized or
erroneous.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204,
217.
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Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 400. The EIR serves to
provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect
that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify ways that
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” CEQA Guidelines §
15002(a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency may
approve the project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened
all significant effects on the environment where feasible” and that any unavoidable

significant effects on the environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns”

specified in CEQA section 21081. CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2)(A-B).

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the
reviewing court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a
project proponent in support of its position.” A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported
study is entitled to no judicial deference.” Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1355
(emphasis added) (quoting Laure/ Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 391, 409 fn. 12). Drawing this
line and determining whether the EIR complies with CEQA’s information disclosure
requirements presents a question of law subject to independent review by the courts.
(Sierra Club v. Cnty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v.
County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal. App. 4th 48, 102, 131.) As the court stated in Berkeley
Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1355:

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs “if the failure to include relevant
information precludes informed decision-making and informed public

participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.

The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for
agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that
government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full
understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the
public is assured those consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these
goals it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the
project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate
opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go forward is
made. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80
(quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007)
40 Cal. 4th 412, 449—-450).
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B. Due to the COVID-19 Crisis, the City Must Adopt a Mandatory Finding

of Significance that the Project May Cause a Substantial Adverse Effect
on Human Beings and Mitigate COVID-19 Impacts

CEQA requires that an agency make a finding of significance when a Project may
cause a significant adverse effect on human beings. PRC § 21083(b)(3); CEQA
Guidelines § 15065(a)(4).

Public health risks related to construction work requires a mandatory finding of
significance under CEQA. Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-
risk activity for COVID-19 spread by the Occupations Safety and Health
Administration. Recently, several construction sites have been identified as sources of

community spread of COVID-19.”

SWRCC recommends that the Lead Agency adopt additional CEQA mitigation
measures to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities.
SWRCC requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work
practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the
Project Site.

In particular, based upon SWRCC’s experience with safe construction site work
practices, SWRCC recommends that the Lead Agency require that while construction

activities are being conducted at the Project Site:

Construction Site Design:

The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.

. Entry points will have temperature screening technicians
taking temperature readings when the entry point is open.

. The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details
regarding access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics

for conducting temperature screening.

. A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior
to the first day of temperature screening.

? Santa Clara County Public Health (June 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT
CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILANCE IN
SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED, available at https://www.sccgov.org/sites/
covid19/Pages/press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-construction-sites.aspx.
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The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will
be clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social
distancing position for when you approach the screening
area. Please reference the Apex temperature screening site
map for additional details.

There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing
you through temperature screening.

Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction

site.

Testing Procedures:

The temperature screening being used are non-contact

devices.
Temperature readings will not be recorded.

Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center
and should only take 1-2 seconds per individual.

Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any
other cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before

temperature screening,.

Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or
does not answer the health screening questions will be

refused access to the Project Site.

Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am
to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate
[ZONE 2]

After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will
continue to be used for temperature testing for anybody
gaining entry to the project site such as returning personnel,

deliveries, and visitors.

If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading
above 100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be

taken to verify an accurate reading.
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. If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature,
DHS will instruct the individual that he/she will not be
allowed to enter the Project Site. DHS will also instruct the
individual to promptly notify his/her supervisor and his/her
human resources (HR) representative and provide them with
a copy of Annex A.

Planning
° Require the development of an Infectious Disease

Preparedness and Response Plan that will include basic
infection prevention measures (requiring the use of personal
protection equipment), policies and procedures for prompt
identification and isolation of sick individuals, social
distancing (prohibiting gatherings of no more than 10
people including all-hands meetings and all-hands lunches)
communication and training and workplace controls that
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for
Disease Control, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, Cal/OSHA, California Department of
Public Health or applicable local public health agencies."

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund
has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union
members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The Agency should require that
all construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being

allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site.

SWRCC has also developed a rigorous Infection Control Risk Assessment (“ICRA”)

training program to ensure it delivers a workforce that understands how to identify and

' See also The Center for Construction Research and Training, North America’s Building
Trades Unions (April 27 2020) NABTU and CPWR COVIC-19 Standards for U.S
Constructions Sites, available at https:/ /www.cpwr.com/sites/default/files/NABTU
CPWR_Standards COVID-19.pdf; L.os Angeles County Department of Public Works
(2020) Guidelines for Construction Sites During COVID-19 Pandemic, available at

://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-safety w_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf.



https://www.cpwr.com/wp-content/uploads/publications/NABTU_CPWR_Standards_COVID-19.pdf
https://www.cpwr.com/wp-content/uploads/publications/NABTU_CPWR_Standards_COVID-19.pdf
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-safety/docs/pw_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf

City of Victorville — General Plan Update
November 15, 2021
Page 10 of 10

control infection risks by implementing protocols to protect themselves and all others

during renovation and construction projects in healthcare environments.'!

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect
patients during the construction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities.
ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary
infections in patients at hospital facilities.

The City should require the Project to be built using a workforce trained in ICRA
protocols.

If the City has any questions or concerns, feel free to contact my Office.

Sincerely,

Mitchell M. T'sat :

Attorneys for Southwest Regional
Council of Carpenters

Attached:

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling (Exhibit A);

Air Quality and GHG Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibit B); and
Air Quality and GHG Expert Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C).

" For details concerning SWRCC’s ICRA training program, see https://icrahealthcare.com/.
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Sw AP E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

2656 29 Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg.
(949) 887-9013
mhagemann@swape.com

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD
(310) 795-2335
prosenfeld@swape.com

March 8, 2021

Mitchell M. Tsai

155 South El Molino, Suite 104
Pasadena, CA 91101

Subject: Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling

Dear Mr. Tsai,

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE”) is pleased to provide the following draft technical report
explaining the significance of worker trips required for construction of land use development projects with
respect to the estimation of greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions. The report will also discuss the potential for
local hire requirements to reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the
potential GHG impacts.

Worker Trips and Greenhouse Gas Calculations

The California Emissions Estimator Model (“CalEEMod”) is a “statewide land use emissions computer model
designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental
professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both
construction and operations from a variety of land use projects.”* CalEEMod quantifies construction-related
emissions associated with land use projects resulting from off-road construction equipment; on-road mobile
equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling; fugitive dust associated with grading, demolition,
truck loading, and on-road vehicles traveling along paved and unpaved roads; and architectural coating
activities; and paving.?

The number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to calculate emissions associated
with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the Project site during construction.?

1 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/caleemod/home.
2 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/caleemod/home.
3 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34.

1
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Specifically, the number and length of vehicle trips is utilized to estimate the vehicle miles travelled (“VMT”)
associated with construction. Then, utilizing vehicle-class specific EMFAC 2014 emission factors, CalEEMod
calculates the vehicle exhaust, evaporative, and dust emissions resulting from construction-related VMT,
including personal vehicles for worker commuting.*

Specifically, in order to calculate VMT, CalEEMod multiplies the average daily trip rate by the average overall trip
length (see excerpt below):

“VMTq4 = Z(Average Daily Trip Rate ; * Average Overall Trip Length i) »
Where:
n = Number of land uses being modeled.”®

Furthermore, to calculate the on-road emissions associated with worker trips, CalEEMod utilizes the following
equation (see excerpt below):

“Emissionspoliutant = VMT * EFrynning pollutant

Where:
Emissionspoiutant = €missions from vehicle running for each pollutant
VMT = vehicle miles traveled
EFrunning pollutant = €mission factor for running emissions.”®

Thus, there is a direct relationship between trip length and VMT, as well as a direct relationship between VMT
and vehicle running emissions. In other words, when the trip length is increased, the VMT and vehicle running
emissions increase as a result. Thus, vehicle running emissions can be reduced by decreasing the average overall
trip length, by way of a local hire requirement or otherwise.

Default Worker Trip Parameters and Potential Local Hire Requirements

As previously discussed, the number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to
calculate emissions associated with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the
Project site during construction.” In order to understand how local hire requirements and associated worker trip
length reductions impact GHG emissions calculations, it is important to consider the CalEEMod default worker
trip parameters. CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-specific information, such as
land use type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project
type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input project-
specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that such changes be justified by
substantial evidence. The default number of construction-related worker trips is calculated by multiplying the

4 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14-15.
5 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 23.
6 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15.
7 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34.
8 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 1, 9.

2
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas
Lisa Parr et al, Plaintiff, vs. Aruba et al, Defendant.
Case Number cc-11-01650-E
Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014

In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio
John Michael Abicht, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)
Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and
on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaintiffs, vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant.
Case 3:10-cv-00622
Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013

In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland
Philip E. Cvach, Il et al., Plaintiffs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants
Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT
Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013
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SWAP E Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and
Litigation Support for the Environment

1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa
Santa Monica, California 90401
Tel: (949) 887-9013

Email: mhagemann@swape.com

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization
Industrial Stormwater Compliance
Investigation and Remediation Strategies
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert
CEQA Review

Education:
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984.

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982.

Professional Certifications:

California Professional Geologist
California Certified Hydrogeologist
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner

Professional Experience:

Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from
perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of

Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques.

Positions Matt has held include:

¢ Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 — present);
¢ Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 — 2014;
e Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003);
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Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 — 2004);

Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989-
1998);

Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 — 2000);

Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 —
1998);

Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 — 1995);

Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 — 1998); and

Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 — 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:

With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included:

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic
hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins

and Valley Fever.

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former
Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S.
Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in
Southern California drinking water wells.

Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the
review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California.

Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation.

Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.
Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

With Komex H20 Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following:

Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by
MTBE in California and New York.




e Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.
e Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los
Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.




e Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with
clients and regulators.

Executive Director:

As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business

institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

e Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and
groundwater.

e Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory
analysis at military bases.

e Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and

County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included
the following:

e Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for
the protection of drinking water.

e Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports,
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very
concerned about the impact of designation.




e Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water
transfer.

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

e Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance
with Subtitle C requirements.

e Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.

e Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S.
EPA legal counsel.

e Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites.

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

e Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.

e Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and
Olympic National Park.

e Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

e Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a
national workgroup.

e Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while
serving on a national workgroup.

e Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation-
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

e Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water
Action Plan.

Policy:
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following:

e Adpvised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking
water supplies.

e Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs.

e Improved the technical training of EPA's scientific and engineering staff.

e Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific
principles into the policy-making process.

e Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.




Geology:
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:

e Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine slope stability.

e Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource
protection.

e  Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Oregon. Duties included the following:

e Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.
e Conducted aquifer tests.
e Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university

levels:

e At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater
contamination.

e Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.

e Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt taught physical geology (lecture and lab and introductory geology at Golden West College in
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:

Hagemann, MLF., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, MLF., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S.
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.




Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater
Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust,
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy
of Sciences, Irvine, CA.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of
the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a
meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental
Journalists.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, ML.F.,, 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished

report.




Hagemann, ML.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water.
Unpublished report.

Hagemann, ML.F,, 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage
Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F, and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential Water Quality Concerns Related

to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, MLF., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, MLF., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, M.F,, and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City.

Hagemann, ML.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui,
October 1996.

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu,
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61.

Hagemann, M.F.,, 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases

in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of

Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL-

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.




Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.

Other Experience:

Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009-
2011.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

October 12, 2021

Michael Szarzynski

City of Victorville

14343 Civic Center Drive PO Box 5001
Victorville, CA 92393

Re: 2021100134, City of Victorville General Plan Update Project, San Bernardino County
Dear Mr. Szarzynski:

The Nafive American Heritfage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) {Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause d substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before alead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d): Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 {Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Histeric Preservation Act of 1966 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiiated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.
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AB 52
AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:
Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiiated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A “California Native American tribe" is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American fribe that is traditionally and culturally offiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

a. Forpurposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b}).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project's impacts on fribal cultural resources.
d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the trice
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's environmental document shall discuss both of
the following: ‘
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified fribal cultural rescurce. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or aveid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e)).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria,
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protfecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized Cdlifornia Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.
c. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Regquirements and Best Practices” may
be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsuliation CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governmenfs should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research's “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,”  which can be found online at:
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 222.pdf.

Some of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a
specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of nofification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(a){2)).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)).
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating fribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally aoffiiated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS} Center
(hito://ohp.parks.ca.gov/2page id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

anow

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for;
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project's APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiiated Native Americans.
c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

d/ndfuur/g'lwm

Andrew Green
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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Appendix A. Notice of Preparation and Initial Study
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| Initial Study
City of Victorville General Plan Update

September 2022

Prepared for:

City of Victorville
14343 Civic Drive
Victorville, California, 92392
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City of Victorville
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project City of Victorville General Plan Update
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Document Overview

This Initial Study (1S) has been prepared in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines for the proposed City of Victorville General Plan Update (project).
The primary intent of this document is to (1) determine whether project implementation would result
in potentially significant impacts to the environment, and (2) incorporate mitigation measures into the
project design, as necessary, to eliminate or reduce the project’s potentially significant impacts to a
less than significant level.
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section1 Project Description

1.1 Project Overview

The City is updating the Land Use Element and Safety Element and creating a new Environmental
Justice Element of its General Plan, which was last updated in 2008. Refer to Section 2.1, Project
Information, for a full description of the proposed project.
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Section 2 Initial Study Checklist

The following discussion of potential environmental effects was completed in accordance with
Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines to determine if the proposed project may have a significant

effect on the environment.

2.1 Project Information

1. Project title:

2. Lead agency name and address:

3. Contact person name, address, and
phone number:

4. Project location:

5 Project sponsor’s name and address:

6. General plan designation:
7. Zoning:
8. Description of project:

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:

General Plan Update- Land Use Element Update,
Safety Element Update, and New Environmental
Justice Element

City of Victorville
Department of Planning
14343 Civic Drive
Victorville, California 92392

Scott Webb

City of Victorville

Department of Planning

14343 Civic Drive

Victorville, California 92392

(760) 955-5135/swebb@victorvilleca.gov

City of Victorville and Sphere of Influence

City of Victorville
Department of Planning
14343 Civic Drive
Victorville, California 92392

Citywide — varies

Citywide — varies
See Section 2.1.

The City of Victorville (Victorville or City) is in
the southwestern portion of the County of San
Bernardino in the geographic sub-region of the
southwestern Mojave Desert (known as Victor
Valley or the High Desert), within the Inland
Empire area. The City is considered the largest

Initial Study
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metropolitan area in the Mojave Desert.
Victorville is approximately 90 miles northeast of
the City of Los Angeles and 35 miles northeast of
the City of San Bernardino, and north of the San
Bernardino Mountains at the edge of the Mojave
Desert. The Mojave River runs through the City
toward the Mojave Desert. Areas surrounding the
City’s Planning Area are largely undeveloped and
contained within the unincorporated County of
San Bernardino boundaries.

The City is within Victor Valley, often referred to as
the “High Desert” due to its approximate elevation
of 2,900 feet above sea level. The Victor Valley is
separated from other urbanized areas in Southern
California by the San Bernardino and San Gabriel
mountains. The City and its sphere of influence are
accessible via Interstate 15, U.S. Route 395, State
Route 18, and historic U.S. Route 66.

The City shares boundaries with the City of
Adelanto to the northwest, the Town of Apple
Valley and the unincorporated community of
Spring Valley lake to the east, the City of Hesperia
to the south, and unincorporated San Bernardino
County to the southwest and to the north. There are
also portions of unincorporated San Bernardino
County nested within the City of Victorville. The
community of Mountain View Acres is an
unincorporated area within City boundaries.
During the 60 years that Victorville has been a
City, it has grown from an area of 9.7 square miles
to an area of 74.16 square miles.

10. Other public agencies whose None.
approval is required:
Initial Study 4 September 2022
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11. Have California Native American Refer to Section 2.4.18, Tribal Cultural
tribes traditionally and culturally Resources, of this IS for details.
affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to
Public Resources Code section
21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for
consultation that includes, for
example, the determination of
significance of impacts to tribal
cultural resources, procedures
regarding confidentiality, etc.?
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2.2 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

] Aesthetics (1 Agriculture and Air Quality
Forestry Resources

Biological Resources Cultural Resources L1 Energy
[ Geology and Soils Greenhouse Gas (1 Hazards and
Emissions Hazardous Materials

[J Hydrology and Water [J Land UseandPlanning [ Mineral Resources

Quality
Noise (1 Population and Housing 1 Public Services
[J Recreation Transportation Tribal Cultural
Resources
[] Utilities and Service L1 Wildfire Mandatory Findings
Systems of Significance
Initial Study 6 September 2022
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2.3 Lead Agency Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

]
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[J | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made
by or agreed to by the project proponent (state), including implementation of the mitigation
measures identified herein. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

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

Scott Webb Date
City Planner, City of Victorville
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2.4 Evaluation of Environmental Impacts

This section documents the screening process used to identify and focus on environmental impacts that
could result from the project. The checklist portion of the IS begins below and includes explanations
of each CEQA issue topic. CEQA requires that an explanation of all answers be provided along with
this checklist, including a discussion of ways to mitigate any significant effects identified. The
following terminology is used to describe the potential level of significance of impacts:

e No Impact. The analysis concludes that the project would not affect the particular
resource in any way.

e Less than Significant Impact. The analysis concludes that the project would not cause
substantial adverse change to the environment without the incorporation of mitigation.

e Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The analysis concludes that it would
not cause substantial adverse change to the environment with the inclusion of
mitigation agreed upon by the applicant.

e Potentially Significant Impact. The analysis concludes that the project could result a
substantial adverse effect or significant effect on the environment, even if mitigation is
incorporated. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.
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241 Aesthetics

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with Less Than
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Significant Mitigation Significant
Section 21099, would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] O] C]
b.  Substantially damage scenic resources, including but ] O] ]

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

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

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

Environmental Setting

The City is primarily on the broad surface of a large alluvial fan referred to as the Cajon Fan (or
Victorville Fan). Areas of high visual sensitivity within/adjacent to the City include the Mojave River,
the rocky bluffs of the Mojave Narrows, and the Mojave Narrows Regional Park.

The Mojave River runs along the fan’s eastern margin and is the City’s most notable topographic
feature. The Mojave River crosses the City from the southeast to the northwest conveying runoff
out of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains. The river is a perennial desert river
containing a variety of vegetation and irregular rocky bluffs and terraces in some areas. The river
channel is heavily wooded in the northern portion, while grasses and smaller trees dominate the
floodplain areas.

At Mojave Narrows, the terrain becomes steep and predominately rocky, and the river encounters an
impenetrable layer of bedrock that forces water to the surface even during dry periods. The Mojave
Narrows is a unique topographic and visual point of interest that separates the City of Victorville from
the Town of Apple Valley to the east.

Mojave Narrows Regional Park, on the City’s southeastern border, supports extensive native riparian
woodlands dominated by Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), black willow (Salix nigra), and
honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa). Other native tree species found locally include sandbar willow
(Salix exigua), white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), and California sycamore (Platanus racemosa). Desert
willow (Chilopsis linearis) grows along the river’s drier ephemeral reaches.
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Another notable feature of the area are Joshua trees (Yucca brevifolia), which can grow to 12 meters
tall. These trees are distributed on gentle slopes and on valley floors of upper bajadas and sandy areas.
The trees are also protected by the state as candidate for listing as endangered species.

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. The City’s General Plan does not designate scenic vistas within the
City. However, the City does contain areas of high visual sensitivity including the Mojave River,
the rocky bluffs of the Mojave Narrows, and the Mojave Narrows Regional Park. Development
within the City has the potential to impact these areas of high visual sensitivity. Development
within a viewer’s line of sight of scenic areas may interfere with a scenic resource, either by
physically blocking or screening the vista from view, or by impeding or blocking access to a
formerly available viewing position. Those viewers may see the scenic areas prior to development
but would have those views blocked post development. Future development under the General
Plan Update would comply with the design recommendations set forth by the City through the
development review process, which ensures development projects adhere to the City’s design
principles. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an adverse effect on a scenic vista,
and no further discussion is warranted in the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).

No Impact. There are no existing or proposed state scenic highways within the City of Victorville.
Consequently, future development consistent with the General Plan Update would have no
potential to adversely affect, directly and indirectly, scenic resources, including, but not limited to
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. Therefore, no impact
associated with the obstructed views from a scenic highway would occur from the General Plan
Update, and no further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Section 21071 defines an “urbanized area” as “(a) an
incorporated city that meets either of the following criteria: (1) Has a population of at least 100,000
persons, or (2) Has a population of less than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not
more than two contiguous incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons.” In 2022,
the City’s population was 136,561. Therefore, the Planning Area is considered an urbanized area
per CEQA, and the first question of this threshold does not apply to the project because it is directed
at non-urbanized areas.

Future development in accordance with the General Plan Update would allow for new
development of currently undeveloped parcels and intensification of already developed areas of
the City. Although new development would alter the visual appearance of the City it would conflict
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. The Land Use Element
Update includes a goal to create an aesthetically pleasing community. The goal is supported by
two objectives to 1) promote a distinctive identity and image for Victorville with high-quality
design of the built environment to increase its desirability as an attractive place to live, work and
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play (LU Objective N) and 2) protect existing development from intrusion by new incompatible
land uses (LU Objective O) and several implementing policies. In addition, the City’s
Development Code also includes several articles designed to regulate scenic quality in the City.
Future residential development consistent with the General Plan Update would be required to
comply with these policies and, therefore, would not conflict with applicable zoning or regulations
designed to protect scenic quality. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is
warranted in the PEIR.

d. Less Than Significant Impact. Future development consistent with the General Plan Update may
increase the amount of light and glare in the area. However, development of new residential units
facilitated by the General Plan Update would result in new sources of light and glare but would be
consistent with the ambient light levels from nearby sources. In addition, residential development
projects are subject to City’s Development Code, which include operational and development
standards that would reduce light or glare impacts. Impacts would be less than significant. No
further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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24.2

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

In determining whether impacts to agricultural

resources are significant environmental effects, lead

agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland,
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land,

including the Forest and Range Assessment Project Less Than
and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
forest carbon measurement methodology provided. Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a.  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or O ] L]
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or O O ]
a Williamson Act contract?
c¢.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning ] ] L]

of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of ] ] ]
forest land to non-forest use?

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

Environmental Setting

The California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
designates the majority of the City as Urban (not Important Farmland) (DOC 2022). Several areas of the
City are designated as Prime Farmland, scattered along and adjacent to the Mojave River corridor in the
vicinity of Highway 18 (City of Victorville 2008a). No Farmlands of Statewide Importance, Unique
Farmlands, or Farmlands of Local Importance occur within the City. According to the existing County
of San Bernardino Office of the Assessor Victorville District Office, the 148-acre Kemper-Campbell
Ranch site is the only property within a Williamson Act contract (City of Victorville 2008a).
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Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. Future development consistent with the General Plan Update would
be in areas with limited classified farmland and would allow for land use district developments on
vacant and developed sites that are zoned within the City and its Sphere of Influence. According
to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, the City
is mostly on Urban and Built-Up Land and the only Prime Farmland area is the Mojave Narrows
Regional Park. Additionally, the General Plan Update does not identify any new land that is subject
to urbanization or rezoning from agricultural use to residential use. Consequently, future land use
development would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing to non-agricultural
use. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

No Impact. According to the existing County of San Bernardino Office of the Assessor Victorville
District Office, the 148-acre Kemper-Campbell Ranch site is the only property within a Williamson
Act contract (City of Victorville 2008a). The General Plan Update does not propose any future
development or land use change that would restrict current agricultural uses on this property.
Therefore, the General Plan Update would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a
Williamson Act contract, and no impact would occur. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

No Impact. There are no state forests or lands currently used for timber production or management
in the Planning Area. Additionally, there is no zoning designation for timberland or forest resources
within the Planning Area. Therefore, future development facilitated by the General Plan Update
would not conflict with existing zoning nor would it cause rezoning of forest land, or timberland,
or timberland zoned Timberland Production. Therefore, no impact would occur and no further
discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

No Impact. Other than the Mojave Narrows Regional Park, the boundaries of the General Plan
Update do not include other forest lands or areas categorized as Prime Farmland. Developments
facilitated by the General Plan Update will not affect the Prime Farmland Area but only the area
categorized as Urban and Built-Up land. Therefore, the General Plan Update would not result in
the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur. No
further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update does not propose any specific
development. The General Plan Update would not result in a zoning change for existing
agricultural properties and would not restrict current agricultural uses on these properties. Future
land use development projects would be in areas with limited classified farmland and would be
developed on sites that are consistent with the zoning of the General Plan. Adoption of the General
Plan Update does not involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. Impacts would
be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.3 Air Quality

Where available, the significance criteria

established by the applicable air quality Less Than
management district or air pollution control district Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
may be relied upon to make the following Significant Mitigation Significant
determinations. Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] L] L]
applicable air quality plan?
b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase L] ] [
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard)?
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
d. Resultin other emissions (such as those leading ] ] U]

to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

Impact Analysis

a—d. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to impact air quality due to
the project’s potential to cause a cumulative increase of criteria pollutants. Refer to Section 3.1,

Air Quality, of the PEIR.
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24.4

Biological Resources

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a.

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

O]

O

O

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

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?

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?

Conflict with any applicable policies protecting
biological resources?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other applicable habitat
conservation plan?

Impact Analysis

a-f. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to impact biological
resources due to the proposed project’s potential to impact candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species; sensitive natural communities; and aquatic resources. Refer to Section 3.2, Biological

Resources, of the PEIR.
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2.4.5 Cultural Resources
Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] L] L]
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] ]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.57?
c.  Disturb any human remains, including those ] ] ]
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Impact Analysis

a—c. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to impact cultural resources
due to its potential to cause a substantial adverse change in significance on historical resources,
archaeological resources, and human remains. Refer to Section 3.3, Cultural Resources and Tribal

Cultural Resources, of the PEIR.
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2.4.6 Energy

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a.

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

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for ] O] L]
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Environmental Setting

The California Building Code (CBC) contains standards that regulate the method of use, properties,
performance, or types of materials used in the construction, alteration, improvement, repair, or
rehabilitation of a building or other improvement to real property. The CBC includes mandatory green
building standards (CALGreen) for residential and nonresidential structures, the most recent version
includes the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. These standards focus on four key areas:
smart residential photovoltaic systems, updated thermal envelope standards (preventing heat transfer
from the interior to the exterior and vice versa), residential and nonresidential ventilation requirements,
and nonresidential lighting requirements. The City has adopted the 2019 Building Codes, including
CALGreen and is included as the Title 16, Chapter 5, Article 10, of the City’s Municipal Code.

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of future development put forth through
implementation of the General Plan Update would result in temporary energy consumption and one-
time energy costs associated with construction of structures, utilities, and roadways. Energy
consumption as a result of construction of future projects would primarily consist of the consumption
of fossil fuels as a result of use of off-road construction equipment, movement of soil, and use of on-
road vehicles for worker commuting and vendors. Operation of future projects under the General Plan
Update would require energy resources, including electricity, natural gas, and petroleum. Future
projects under the General Plan Update would be required to be consistent with the CBC,
CALGreen, and any other requirements included as part of the City’s Municipal Code and General
Plan to minimize wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during
future project construction and operation. The City adopted conservation programs such as its
Senior Home Repair and Neighborhood Stabilization to improve and fund grants for energy
conservation. Policy 7.2.1 from the City’s General Plan 2030 states that building design and
development for new residential, commercial, and industrial projects must support energy
conservation through sustainable measures. Thus, impacts to energy resources would be less than
significant, and no further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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b. Less Than Significant Impact. The City’s General Plan is the applicable plan for energy efficiency
in the City. The Resource Element includes Goal 7 to promote energy sustainability by
development of alternative power supplies and reducing energy use. Resource Element Policy
7.2.1 strives to minimize energy use of new residential, commercial, and industrial projects by
requiring high efficiency heating, lighting, and other appliances, such as cooking equipment,
refrigerators, furnaces, overhead and area lighting, and low NOx water heaters. Future development
under the General Plan Update would be required to comply with the State of California’s Title 24
Building Standards and CALGreen requirements for energy efficiency. As such, the proposed
project would be consistent with the energy efficiency and transportation goals established within
the City’s Circulation Element, Housing Element, and Resource Element of the General Plan 2030.
Therefore, the General Plan Update would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency and impacts would be less than significant. No further
discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.7 Geology and Soils

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O ]
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.

i. ~ Strong seismic ground shaking? ] O] L]

ii. ~Seismic-related ground failure, including ] ] U]
liquefaction?

iv. Landslides? O O L]

b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] ] L]

c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is ] O] L]

unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- ] O] L]
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

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

f.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] L] L]
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Environmental Setting

The Planning Area is in seismically active Southern California, a region that has experienced numerous
earthquakes in the past. The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act specifies that an area termed an
Earthquake Fault Zone is to be delineated if surrounding faults that are deemed sufficiently active or
well defined after a review of seismic records and geological studies. The City is not within any
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones.

According to the General Plan there are five fault systems that affect the Victorville area including the
San Andreas, Helendale, North Frontal, Landers, and San Jacinto faults. The San Andreas Fault is
approximately 24 miles to the south and is considered most likely to produce a major earthquake.
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Portions of the Victorville Planning Area, especially those areas along the Mojave River, may be
susceptible to liquefaction.

The topography of the Victorville Planning Area varies considerably from gently sloping topography
occasionally dissected by an intermittent stream channel, to nearly vertical slopes adjacent to the
Mojave River.

Paleontological resources within the City include nine ancient lake bed deposits estimated to date back
to the Pleistocene Epoch (10,000 to 900,000 years ago). These lake beds contain numerous mammalian
fossils, including teeth, limb fragments, phalanges and metacarpal from horses, camels and other large
animals. The fossil bearing rock layers are essentially level due to their formation from an ancient lake
bed. According to the General Plan, the entire Planning Area is considered to be sensitive regarding
paleontological resources due to the existence of recovery sites throughout.

Impact Analysis

a(i). No Impact. There are no known or suspected fault traces within the City. Additionally, the City is
not subject to the provisions of the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act. No impact would occur.

a(ii). Less Than Significant Impact. Ground shaking is responsible for the majority of damage from
earthquakes and can damage or destroy buildings. The intensity of shaking depends on the type of
fault, distance to the epicenter, magnitude of the earthquake, and subsurface geology. The closest
fault systems could produce earthquakes that cause substantial ground motion that could result in
serious injuries or deaths, as well as significant property damage, due to the seismic activity of the
region. However, the General Plan Update does not propose any specific development. Future
projects proposed as a result of the General Plan Update would require subsequent CEQA review.
Future development facilitated by the General Plan Update would be required to comply with the
CBC and Chapter 15.38 of the Victorville Municipal Code would reduce exposure of people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects from seismic ground shaking. In addition, any
proposed construction would require the adoption of appropriate engineering design in
conformance with the recommended geotechnical standards for construction. Impacts would be
less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

a(iii). Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction results when water-saturated, sandy, unstable soils
are subject to intense shaking, such as that caused by an earthquake. These soils lose cohesiveness
causing unreinforced structures to fail. Portions of the Planning Area are within a liquefaction
hazard area. Future development facilitated by the General Plan Update, may have the potential
to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects from liquefaction. The General
Plan Update does not propose any specific development. Future projects proposed as a result
of the General Plan Update would require subsequent CEQA review. In addition, Goal 1 of the
Safety Element Update is to protect the community against natural and human-made hazards.
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Specifically, implementing measure 1.2.1.1 requires complete geologic/geotechnical
investigations as a standard procedure in the land use and project-level planning process. This
applies to all projects subject to CEQA and other projects in areas where the City’s Building
Official determines there is a possible threat of liquefaction, subsidence, expansive soils,
landslides, or mudslides. In addition, all future development facilitated by the General Plan
Update would be required to comply with all relevant federal and state regulations and building
standards including the preparation of a project-specific Geotechnical Investigation Report.
Future projects would require the adoption of appropriate engineering design in conformance
with the recommended geotechnical standards for construction. Impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

a(iv). Less Than Significant Impact. Several earthquake faults exist in the vicinity of the City. The
nearest, the North Frontal fault zone of the San Bernardino Mountains is approximately 5.5 miles
southeast of the Planning Area along the base of the Ord Mountains. An earthquake large enough
to result in moderate ground shaking is possible. Seismic risks are significantly higher in areas
closer to the region’s major faults, and a moderate or major earthquake could result in
potentially damaging ground shaking. Development on the hillside areas where steep slopes
are present can exacerbate landslide hazards. The General Plan Update does not propose any
specific development. Future projects proposed as a result of the General Plan Update would
require subsequent CEQA review in accordance with the Safety Element Update and would be
required to comply with the CBC and the recommendations of the project-specific geotechnical
report, including engineered site preparation and adequate structural design, which would reduce
potential adverse impacts from landslides. Impacts would be less than significant. No further
discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

b. Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update does not propose specific plans for new
land use developments at this time. Therefore, project components such as amount of grading,
excavation, vegetation removal, etc. for future development units are unknown. If a project
proposes to disturb more than one acre of soils, it is required by the state to prepare a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which includes best management practices (BMP) for erosion
and sedimentation control. BMP examples generally include an effective combination of erosion
and sediment controls, which include barriers such as silt fences, hay bales, drain inlet protection,
gravel bags, etc. Existing vegetation should be preserved as much as possible. Future land use
development that is facilitated by adoption of the General Plan Update would be subject to these
conditions for a construction permit and therefore impacts would be less than significant. No
further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

c. Less Than Significant Impact. Development on hillside areas when steep slopes are present can
increase rates of erosion and exacerbate landslide hazards, lateral spreading, liquefaction, or
collapse, which may threaten structures. Portions of the City have areas where slopes exceed 15
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percent. The development on slopes with this degree of inclination is difficult and should be
avoided if possible to prevent property damage resulting from slope failure. The General Plan
Update does not propose any specific development. Future projects proposed as a result of the
General Plan Update would require subsequent CEQA review. Any future development consistent
with the General Plan Update would be required to adhere to the CBC and other standards and
regulations for building designs. In addition, the Victorville Zoning Ordinance contains a Slope
Protection District, which regulates the maintenance and protection of sloped areas in excess of 5
feet in vertical height. Impacts resulting from unstable geologic unit or soil would be reduced
through compliance with the General Plan Update, Zoning Ordinance, existing codes, and
adherence with the recommendations of the project-specific geotechnical report, including
engineered site preparation and adequate structural design. Any proposed construction would
require the adoption of appropriate engineering design in conformance with the recommended
geotechnical standards for construction and therefore impacts would be less than significant. No
further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

d. Less Than Significant Impact. Certain types of clay soils expand when they are saturated and
shrink when dried. These are called expansive soils and can pose a threat to the integrity of
structures built on them without proper engineering. Expansion and contraction of soils in
response to changes in moisture content could lead to differential and cyclical movements that
could cause damage or distress to structures and equipment. Thus, they are less suitable for
development than non-expansive soils.

Future development consistent with the General Plan Update would have the potential to be
adversely impacted by expansive soils; however, the General Plan Update does not propose any
specific development. Future projects proposed in the Planning Area would require subsequent
CEQA review. Any future land use development that is fostered by the General Plan Update would
be required to adhere to the CBC, the City’s Development Code, other standards and regulations
for building designs. Impacts resulting from expansive soils would be reduced through compliance
with existing codes and adherence with the recommendations of the project-specific geotechnical
report, including engineered site preparation and adequate structural design. Any proposed
construction would require the adoption of appropriate engineering design in conformance with
the recommended geotechnical standards for construction and therefore impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

e. Less Than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan 2030 EIR (2008b), there are several
areas within the City and its sphere of influence (SOI) where wastewater is treated with on-site
septic systems. However, the Victor Valley Wastewater Reclamation Authority (VVWRA)
estimates in their Sewage Facilities Plan Update Year 2005 Amendment that 97 percent of
Victorville’s population is currently connected to the City’s sewer system. The General Plan
2030 would allow septic tanks in certain large lot areas in the southwestern portion of the City.
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Future development within the City’s Planning Area, may include septic tanks for wastewater
disposal. Soils incapable of supporting septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
are subject to provisions of the Municipal Code, Sections 17.88.010-17.88.050, which require
soils engineering investigations including soil bearing capacity and soil expansion. Therefore,
with compliance with the Municipal Code and General Plan 2030 policies, impacts would be
less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

f. Less Than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan 2030, the entire City is considered
to be sensitive regarding paleontological resources. Future development projects facilitated within
the City’s Planning Area have the potential to directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site. However, the General Plan Update does not propose any specific
development. Future projects proposed as a result of the General Plan Update would require
subsequent CEQA review. The General Plan Resource Element Goal 5 is designed to protect
paleontological resources. Specifically, Implementation Measure 5.1.2.3 requires paleontological
monitoring of land alteration projects involving excavation into native geologic materials known
to have a high sensitivity for the presence of paleontological resources. In addition, the Municipal
Code, Title 16, Article 5 Grading Regulations includes specific criteria that address the discovery
of paleontological resources during construction excavation. Development that is proposed on
known sites requires a reconnaissance survey to determine the likelihood of discovering resources
during construction. If resources are encountered on an unknown site, the Municipal Code requires
that grading cease until the resource can be evaluated. Future projects facilitated by the General
Plan Update, would be required to comply with applicable policies to protect paleontological
resources. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in
the PEIR.
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2.4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either O] L] L]
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b.  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation ] Il L]

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

Impact Analysis

a & b. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to impact greenhouse gas
emissions due to the project’s potential to generate greenhouse gas emissions. Refer to Section 3.4,

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the PEIR.
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2.4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] O] L]
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

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

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

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

e. Fora project located within an airport land-use plan ] O] L]
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area?

f.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with ] ] L]
an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

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

Environmental Setting

A hazardous material is defined as “any material that because of its quantity, concentration, or physical
or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety
or to the environment if released into the workplace or the environment.” Thus, the term hazardous
material is a broad term for all substances that may be hazardous, specifically including hazardous
substances and hazardous waste. Substances that are flammable, corrosive, reactive, oxidizers,
radioactive, combustible, or toxic are considered hazardous.

Impact Analysis

a & b. Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is a General Plan Update, which involves
changes in land use designations for various parcels throughout the City. When future projects
consistent with the General Plan Update are brought forward, construction would likely involve
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small amounts of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, solvents, and architectural coating
materials. During operation, hazardous materials may be used for cleaning and maintenance, as
well as manufacturing activities. Hazardous materials and wastes would be managed and used in
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. This includes handling
of any soils with potential for asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint contamination in
accordance with California Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements. These
regulations are intended to address proper transport of hazardous materials, as well as methods to
address accidental spills to avoid impacts to people and the environment. In addition, the proposed
Safety Element Update includes measures to prevent and promptly abate accidental and
potentially dangerous releases of hazardous materials and wastes. Specifically, implementation
measure 1.3.1.1 encourages continued Fire Department operation as the local Certified Unified
Program Agency with respect to hazardous materials concerns, throughout the Planning Area.
This shall include a responsibility to comment on all proposed industrial, medical, research
and development or other types of land uses that involve the generation, storage, use,
transportation, disposal, or recycling of hazardous materials and/or hazardous wastes. In
addition, implementation measure 1.3.1.2 encourages continued cooperation with state and
federal agencies and the railroads, to ensure hazardous materials transported through the City
do not present additional threats to life and property. With regulatory compliance, hazardous
material impacts to the public and the environment would be less than significant, and no further
discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

c. Less Than Significant Impact. The Victor Elementary School District operates 18 kindergarten
and elementary schools within the City while the Victor Valley Union High School District
oversees 10 middle and high schools in the City. The eventual buildout of the General Plan would
require additional schools, one or more of which may be in the vicinity of a use which may handle
or emit hazardous materials. In addition, school sites themselves contain hazardous materials of
various types (such as pesticides, paints, cleaners and other commonly used substances). The use
of such materials is governed by the schools and various regulations. According to the California
Education Code, Section 17213, school districts shall not be near or built upon hazardous waste
sites identified by the Department of Toxic Substances Control. Implementation of California
Education Code regulations and General Plan policies would ensure that future development
consistent with the General Plan Update would have less than significant hazardous material
impacts on schools, and no further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

d. Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update is a policy document and does not propose
any specific development. However, future development facilitated as a result of the General Plan
Update could locate development projects on a hazardous materials site. The proposed Safety
Element Update includes policies and measures to prevent and promptly abate accidental and
potentially dangerous releases of hazardous materials and wastes. Specifically, policy 1.3.1
restricts and/or prohibits the siting of land uses that store, use, transport, dispose of, or generate
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significant quantities of hazardous materials and wastes, through land use element policies, zoning
and subdivision regulations, and site plan review procedures. Furthermore, through the City’s
environmental review process, it would be determined if a potential development site is on or
within the immediate vicinity of any known hazardous material site. If applicable, projects may be
required to prepare a Phase | environmental site assessment which would include a database search
for existing hazardous materials sites, identify potential violations under federal and/or applicable
state and local environmental laws, and provide recommendations for correcting deficiencies or
problems. Where appropriate, mitigation measures would be required for specific projects to
reduce potential hazards to the public. Therefore, impacts related to hazardous waste sites would
be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

e. Less Than Significant Impact. The City contains one airport, the Southern California Logistics
Airport (SCLA), in the northwest portion of the City. SCLA is a 2,500-acre world-class aviation
and air cargo facility serving international and domestic needs (SCLA 2022). Currently, the
majority of the operations at SCLA are categorized as General Aviation with a portion of the
operations being related to military training missions. The smallest portions of the annual
operations are categorized as air carrier and air taxi. There are no regularly scheduled commercial
flights at SCLA; however, there is regularly scheduled air taxi service (City of Victorville 2008a).

To minimize the risk and reduce the severity of aviation accidents, six safety zones have been
established for the SCLA based on the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook guidelines.
To ensure that community land uses are outside areas where aviation accidents are most likely to
occur, three SCLA Safety Review Areas are identified with policies formulated to address the
specific safety concerns of those areas. Future development facilitated as a result of the General
Plan Update would be required to comply with the SCLA safety guidelines to ensure development
is not within a safety hazard zone. Through the City’s environmental review process, future
development projects would be evaluated for compatibility with the SCLA to ensure a project
would not result in a safety hazard of excessive noise for people residing or working in the Planning
Area. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

f. Less Than Significant Impact. The City has prepared their own Emergency Plan in compliance
with State Office of Emergency Services (OES) and the City Municipal Code, and it identifies
responses and actions depending on the nature and scope of the disaster. In addition, the General
Plan 2030 Safety Element Update includes emergency preparedness planning consisting of three
main components: (1) hazard identification and risk assessment; (2) hazard prevention and
abatement; and (3) emergency response and action. The Safety Element Update identifies hazards
present in the City, and briefly focuses on assessing the scope of risk associated with the hazards
and emergency preparedness procedures, and fire, police, and medical facilities and/or staffing.
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Construction activities associated with future development associated with the General Plan
Update would have the potential to interfere with emergency plans and procedures if
authorities are not properly notified, or multiple projects are constructed during the same time
and multiple roadways used for emergency routes are concurrently blocked. Future projects
facilitated within the City’s Planning Area would be consistent with the current General Plan
land use designations and therefore, no changes in the City’s existing circulation network are
proposed or required under the General Plan Update. However, future projects would be
subject to site-specific review and would be subject to City regulations regarding street design,
site access, and internal emergency access. Compliance would prevent multiple roadways used
for emergency routes from being concurrently blocked. Therefore, impacts associated with the
physical interference of an emergency evacuation plan would be less than significant. No
further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

g- Less Than Significant Impact. According to CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map Viewer
(2022), the City is designated a moderate and unzoned local responsibility area. There are no
designated very high fire hazard severity zones within the City (CAL FIRE 2022). Development
of future projects consistent with the General Plan Update in a moderate fire hazard severity zone
could result in a potentially significant impact from the exposure of people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residents are intermixed with wildlands. Through the City’s
environmental review process, future development projects associated with the City’s Planning
Area would be required to abide by the CBC, which contains measures to reduce fire hazards in
structures including use of materials, fire separation walls, building separation, and fire sprinklers.
In addition, the City has adopted a Fire Hazard Abatement Ordinance (Chapter 8.09, Victorville
Municipal Code) which requires the abatement of weeds in excess of 3 inches above the grade in
the area of growth on such portion of the lot or premises within 100 feet of any structure. Adherence
to this ordinance reduces the likelihood of fires on undeveloped lands and on vacant lots in the
developed portions of the City. Prior to approval of a development project or issuance of a building
permit, the City of Victorville Water District verifies that the peak load water supply requirement
is not negatively affected in the case of a fire. Compliance with existing regulations and General
Plan Update policies would reduce impacts to a level below significant. Impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste ] O] L]
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or O L] [
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

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

i.  Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- ] ] ]
or off-site?
ii.  Substantially increase the rate or amount of ] ]

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

ii. ~ Create or contribute runoff water which would ] O] (]
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? ] O] L]
d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk ] ] ]
release of pollutants due to project inundation?
e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water O ]
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Environmental Setting

The City is within the Mojave River Watershed, which encompasses approximately 4,700 square miles
and is entirely within San Bernardino County. The primary geographic and surface hydrologic feature of
the watershed is the Mojave River. The City exhibits typical California and Nevada High Desert
meteorological conditions. Typical of these conditions are annual rainfall of less than 8 inches. While
summers may produce an occasional thunderstorm, the wettest season tends to be from January to March.

A major portion of the City is on top of a gently sloping large alluvial fan situated to the northeast of
the San Bernardino Mountains and referred to as the Cajon Fan (or Victorville Fan). The Mojave River
runs along the fan’s eastern margin and is the City’s most notable topographic feature. This river is
very unusual in that it flows from south to north, conveying runoff out of the San Gabriel and San
Bernardino Mountains for about 80 miles, until it empties at Soda Lake.
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Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. Future development facilitated by the General Plan Update would
be required to comply with all applicable water quality standards. Any future development within
the project Planning Area would be subject to the federal and state Clean Water Act, which is
established through compliance with the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System General Permit. In the City, the Lahontan Region issues and approves NPDES
permits per the federal Clean Water Act. General Permits require projects to develop and
implement a SWPPP, which must list the BMPs the Applicant will employ to “prevent all
construction pollutants from contacting stormwater,” and BMPs must be developed “with the
intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off site into receiving water channels.” The
SWPPP must also include a visual monitoring program and a chemical monitoring program for
non-visible pollutants.

NPDES also requires local governments to obtain an NPDES Permit for stormwater induced water
pollutants in their jurisdiction. Victorville is a co-permittee of the Mojave Watershed Group of
Small Communities enrolled under statewide Phase Il Municipal Stormwater NPDES General
Permit No. CAS000004, for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s), effective 2005.
The permit establishes a region-wide Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) to control discharges
of sanitary wastewater, septic tank effluent, car wash wastewaters, improper oil disposal, radiator
flushing, laundry wastewater, spills from roadway accidents, and improper disposal of toxic
materials. Pollutant control measures in the SWMP include specific focus on failing septic tanks,
industrial/business connections, recreational sewage and illegal dumping. Developers are required
to implement appropriate BMPs on construction sites to control erosion and sediment.

In addition, future development projects would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal
Ordinance, which contains extensive requirements for water conservation and recycling measures.
The General Plan 2030, Resource Element Policy 1.3.1 requires development projects to prepare
and implement water quality management plans that incorporate BMPs which reinforces the
NPDES regulatory requirements. Compliance with federal, state and City regulations, would
reduce impacts to less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Less Than Significant Impact. Future development projects in the City would be consistent with
land use designations contained in the current General Plan. Water service in the Planning Area is
currently provided by the Victorville Water District (VWD). The City draws all of its water supply
from the Alto (or Upper Mojave) sub-basin of the Mojave River Groundwater Basin.

Future development facilitated by the General Plan Update would be required to incorporate
features that would reduce impervious area, as feasible, and promote water infiltration. Treatment
control and hydromodification management facilities would promote retention and infiltration of
stormwater. Redevelopment of developed sites requires compliance with water quality standards
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intended to reduce runoff, increase infiltration, and improve water quality. In addition, the current
General Plan includes policies that protect groundwater resources within the Resource Element.
Specifically, Water Resources Policy 1.3.1 requires new development and major public and private
redevelopment projects, to prepare and implement water quality management plans that
incorporate a variety of structural and nonstructural BMPs to minimize, control and filter
construction site runoff and various forms of developed site urban runoff, prior to discharge to
receiving waters. Implementing Measure 1.3.1.2 requires future projects to assess and mitigate
impacts on surface and groundwater quality as a routine aspect of the City’s CEQA implementation
procedures. Compliance with federal, state and City regulations, would reduce impacts to less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

c(i-iv). Less Than Significant Impact. A major portion of the City is on top of a gently sloping large
alluvial fan situated to the northeast of the San Bernardino Mountains and referred to as the Cajon
Fan (or Victorville Fan) with the Mojave River running along the fan’s eastern margin. The
majority of the City is characterized by gently sloping topography of less than 9 percent grade.

Future development within the City could result in the alteration of drainage patterns, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces,
during and after construction activities. Stormwater drainage and system modifications and
improvements associated with future development would be required to comply with all applicable
regulations, including discharge rate controls, and be designed for a 100-year storm event.

In addition, future development projects facilitated by the General Plan Update would be required to
adhere to all federal, state, and local requirements for avoiding construction and operations impacts
that could substantially alter the existing drainage pattern or alter the course of a stream or river,
including NPDES permitting and the Construction General Permit, compliance with the City
Municipal Code, and General Plan 2030 Resource Element goals and policies for implementing
water quality plans and incorporating BMPs. Considering these requirements, future development
facilitated by the General Plan Update would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area. This includes no alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site, substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site, create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or impede or redirect flood flows.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

d. Less Than Significant Impact. A tsunami is a very large ocean wave caused by an underwater
earthquake or volcanic eruption. Tsunamis can cause flooding to coastlines and inland areas less
than 50 feet above sea level and within one mile of the shoreline. The entire project is more than
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approximately 70 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and would not be susceptible to inundation
or flooding due to a tsunami.

Seiches are defined as wave-like oscillatory movements in enclosed or semi-enclosed bodies of
water, such as lakes or reservoirs, and are most typically associated with seismic activity. The City
IS not subject to inundation by seiche. The majority of the City is characterized by gently sloping
topography of less than 9 percent grade. In areas dissected by an intermittent stream channel the
terrain can vary with nearly vertical slopes adjacent to the Mojave River. The Municipal Code
contains provisions to protect against mudflow in Chapter 15.20 of the Municipal Code, Flood
Damage Prevention.

The principal flood hazard to the developed portions of the City is from the Mojave River. In the
event of a 100-year flood, flood water would be confined to the river’s floodplain. In addition, several
intermittent streams that drain the City and empty into the Mojave River include the Ossom Wash,
West Fork Ossom Wash, Bell Mountain Wash, and Oro Grande Wash. There is a potential for
flooding from these streams in the event of a 100-year flood. Project developments within the City
would be subject to flooding, damage and public safety issues if located in the 100-year flood zone.

Construction activity would be subject to the NPDES Construction General Permit which requires
the development and implementation of a SWPPP, which specifies BMPs that will reduce or
prevent construction pollutants from leaving the site in stormwater runoff and will also minimize
erosion caused by flooding associated with the construction project. The Municipal Code contains
provisions to safeguard the public and structures from flood hazards including restrictions on uses
which are dangerous to health, safety and property, controls on alterations of natural floodplains,
stream channels, and natural flood barriers, and prohibiting development in 100- year flood zone
areas as identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Maps
and on City Land Use and Zoning maps. Chapter 15.20 of the Municipal Code, Flood Damage
Prevention, contains methods of preventing and reducing flood hazards, and Title 18, Zoning,
Chapter 18.46 of the Municipal Code — Flood Plain (FP) Conservancy and Flood Plain District,
provides zoning to assure safety in FP zoned areas. The Safety Element includes policies and
measures designed to restrict land uses in areas identified as susceptible to natural and human-
made hazards including developing and maintaining strategies to restrict development in areas
susceptible to flooding hazards. The objectives and policies reinforce the Municipal Code by
providing that development be located outside flood hazard areas, that maps be updated to reflect
the 100-year flood hazards, and that those areas be designated for Open Space-Natural Hazards on
the Land Use Policy Map and on the Conservation/Open Space Map. With implementation of the
General Plan Update goals and policies, Municipal Code, and the NPDES, impacts would be less
than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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e.

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed previously, the City is under the jurisdiction of the
Lahontan RWQCB. Water quality standards and control measures for surface and ground waters
of the Lahontan Region are contained in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region.
The plan designates beneficial uses for water bodies and establishes water quality objectives, waste
discharge prohibitions, and other implementation measures to protect those beneficial uses.

Future projects associated with the General Plan Update would comply with the requirements
under the NPDES Permit program, the Phase 11 Small MS4 General Permit in the Mojave River
Watershed, the City-approved Water Quality Management Plan, and the implementation of
associated BMPs and other requirements of SWPPP as well as a City-approved drainage plan
which will ensure stormwater discharges associated with construction and use of future
development projects comply with regulatory requirements in the City and would not conflict with
a water quality control plan or groundwater management plan. Compliance with state, and local
requirements for avoiding and minimizing construction and operations impacts to prevent conflicts
with or obstruction of implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan, including the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Regional Water
Quality Control District and with federal, state, and City regulations would reduce impacts to less
than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.11 Land Use and Planning

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Physically divide an established community? ] ] L]
b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a ] ] L]
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Environmental Setting

Physical development in the City of Victorville is currently governed by the City’s existing General
Plan 2030 adopted in October 2008. The General Plan 2030 disaggregates the City and its SOI
according to land use designations, with residential being the predominant existing land use.

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the General Plan Update would not disrupt or
physically divide an established community. The primary focus of Land Use Element Update is to
guide and accommodate future growth in Victorville in a manner that achieves the community’s
vision, enhances the community’s quality of life, and provides a mix of land uses that promote
sustainability and economic vitality.

Projects that divide an established community can involve large scale linear infrastructure, such
as freeways, highways, and drainage facilities that bisect an established community or create
barriers to movement within that community. “Locally undesirable land uses” such as prisons or
landfills sited within economically depressed areas can also divide an established community.
The General Plan Update does not propose any development. Future development within the
Planning Area would be subject to discretionary permits and would occur as market conditions
allow and at the discretion of the individual property owners. Future development would occur
in areas currently zoned for development use; therefore, an increase in development projects
would be a consistent land use that would not physically divide the community. Impacts would
be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes an update to the City’s General Plan
including updates to the Land Use Element and Safety Element, and the creation of an
Environmental Justice Element. The proposed General Plan Update includes long-term goals and
policies that guide future land use and development. The proposed General Plan Update would be
required to be consistent with several adopted land use plans for the region, including the City’s
Zoning Code, Specific Plans, Subdivision Ordinance, and the City’s Redevelopment Plans. In

Initial Study 34 September 2022
City of Victorville General Plan Update



addition, the project would be in compliance with the City’s Air Quality Standards from the
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District and traffic regulations from the City’s Traffic
Division of Engineering Department. The proposed Land Use Element would be required to be
consistent with other elements such as the Circulation Element, Noise Element, and Resource
Element, as the Land Use Element functions as a guide to the ultimate pattern of development for
the City. Therefore, the General Plan Update would not cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation, and impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.12 Mineral Resources

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral ] O] L]

resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?

b. Resultin the loss of availability of a locally- O L] [
important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Environmental Setting

Naturally occurring mineral resources within the City include sand, gravel or stone deposits that are
suitable as sources of concrete aggregate, primarily along the Mojave River. The General Plan
recognizes the potential for occurrence of mineral resources along the Mojave River corridor, and
designates these areas “MRZ-2b.” The MRZ-2b mineral resource zone designation represents areas
underlain by mineral deposits where geologic information indicates that significant resources are
present or are inferred. Within the City, the only areas designated MRZ-2b occur along the Mojave
River corridor.

According to the General Plan, the predominance of the City is designated as a “MRZ-3a” mineral
resource zone. The MRZ-3a zone is defined by the General Plan Resource Element as “areas
containing known mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource significance.”

Impact Analysis

a. Less Than Significant Impact. Future development within the Planning Area would be consistent
with General Plan land use designations and would not substantially limit the future availability of
known mineral resources. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is
warranted in the PEIR.

b. Less Than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan EIR, an active cement mining
operation continues to be located on the northwest side of State Route 18 (City of Victorville
2008b). The sand and gravel mining used in these operations meet the definition of a mineral
resource as any form of natural rock materials that have commercial value. However, these sand
and gravel deposits are not classified by the Division of Mines and Geology as important mineral
resources. In addition, future development would occur in areas currently zoned for residential and
commercial use which is not compatible with mining operations. Impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.13 Noise

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent O] ] L]
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or O] L] L]
groundborne noise levels?
c. Fora 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, expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

Impact Analysis

a—c. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to impact noise due to its
potential to generate substantial temporary and permanent increases in ambient noise levels and
groundborne vibration. Refer to Section 3.5, Noise, of the PEIR.
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2.4.14  Population and Housing

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a.

Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an ] O] L]
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,

through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Displace substantial numbers of existing people or ] O] ]
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Environmental Setting

The City has experienced population growth over the last several decades and is anticipated to
continue to experience population growth over the next several decades. The City’s growth
projections indicate that Victorville will grow in population from approximately 136,561 residents
in 2022 to approximately 339,613 residents by 2040 (SCAG 2020)

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Victorville General Plan Update is the City’s long-term
planning document that provides guidance for development in the City and its SOI over the next
20 years. Buildout of land in the City and SOI consistent with the General Plan Update would
result in approximately 73,808 dwelling units to house approximately 339,613 residents and would
support 42,393,038 nonresidential square feet. The Planning Area population would increase by
203,052 residents by 2045. However, the proposed project is accommodating for continued growth
expected in the region and is not necessarily inducing said growth. The project identifies where
development may occur and is a plan to accommodate future projected growth and development
in the City. While the project will provide for accommodating future growth projections, it does
not, in and of itself, serve to induce future growth in the City beyond what is currently projected.

Furthermore, the potential growth in the City under the project consists of infill development and
intensification of existing uses in the City and would not result in the urbanization of land in a
remote location.

The implementation of the General Plan Update would not result in the extension of roads or other
infrastructure. Developed areas of the City are served by an extensive network of electricity, water,
sewer, storm drain, roadways, and other infrastructure sized to accommaodate or allow for existing
and planned growth. No new major roads or highways have been proposed to provide new access
to the City, Therefore, the project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
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example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). Impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

b. No Impact. The General Plan Update does not propose specific development plans. No
displacement of housing or demolition is anticipated during the planning period. No impact would
occur. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.15 Public Services

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a.

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

Fire protection? O O L]
Police protection? O O L]
Schools? O ] [
Parks? O O L]

] ] ]

Other public facilities?

Environmental Setting

Public services for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other facilities, are
described below.

Impact Analysis

a.

Fire protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. Fire protection and emergency medical services for the City of
Victorville are provided by the City of Victorville Fire Department. Within the City limits, five fire
stations are staffed the City of Victorville Fire Department. A fifth station is at SCLA. In addition,
three County of San Bernardino fire stations are within the City’s existing SOI that provide fire
protection services to the City and adjacent unincorporated areas. Each station is equipped with at
least one fire engine and three firefighters, with 10 staff on call if needed. Paramedics are provided
at every fire station.

The General Plan Update does not propose any development. Future development facilitated
within the City would be subject to discretionary permits and would occur as market conditions
allow and at the discretion of the individual property owners. Future development facilitated within
the City would generate planned population growth, which could incrementally increase the
demand for fire protection services.

Future development facilitated by the City would be required to comply with the CBC standards,
which include site access requirements and fire safety standards. Future development would also
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be subject to Victorville Fire Department review through the site plan review process, to ensure
adequate emergency access and fire safety features are provided as part of the project. Additionally,
future development would be required to comply with Municipal Code 16-5.01.080, Development
Impact Fee, which offsets impacts of new development on the City of Victorville Fire Department
resources. With incorporation of development fees and adherence to local and state regulations,
impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Police protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. Police protection for the City is provided by the Victorville Police
Department, which is contracted with the San Bernardino County Sheriff. The Police Department
is located at 14200 Amargosa Road.

The General Plan Update does not propose any development. Future development facilitated by
the City would be subject to discretionary permits and would occur as market conditions allow and
at the discretion of the individual property owners. Future development facilitated by the City
would generate planned population growth, which could incrementally increase the demand for
police services. In addition, the proposed Safety Element Update, includes policies and
implementing measures to ensure that new private or public development has sufficient police
services available and developments shall not strain capabilities to a level where service standards
could not be met. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is
warranted in the PEIR.

Schools?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Victorville is served by the Victor Elementary School
District, Adelanto School District, Hesperia Unified School District, Snowline Joint Unified
School District, and the Victor Valley Union High School District. The General Plan Update does
not propose any development. The student population growth from future development facilitated
by the City is anticipated to incrementally increase the demand for school facilities/services.
However, future development facilitated by the City would be subject to the requirements of AB
2926 and SB 50, which allows school districts to collect development impact fees to minimize
potential impacts to school districts as a result of new development. Thus, upon payment of
development fees consistent with existing state requirements, impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Parks?

Less Than Significant Impact. Outdoor recreation resources in the City include public parks,
public golf courses, public access lakes, bicycle paths and pedestrian trails, and ground-level
linkages between recreation areas and urbanized places. According to the Victorville General Plan
2030, the City currently maintains 198.4 acres of parkland. The City also maintains paseo systems
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within Specific Plan communities that link neighborhoods to local parks and to other
neighborhoods.

The General Plan Update does not propose any development. However, the creation of new
development consistent with the proposed project could increase the volume of residents that may
use public parks. Future development would be required to comply with Victorville Municipal
Code, Section 16-5.01.080, Development Impact Fee, which would offset impacts of new
development on the City’s parks and recreation facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.
No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Other public facilities?

Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update does not propose any specific
development. However, the creation of new development as facilitated by the City could increase
the volume of residents that may use other public facilities including the Civic Center Planning
Area and Victorville City Library. As part of the General Plan EIR (City of Victorville 2008b)
starting in 2010, the City began updating its planning for libraries and community centers at least
once every 5 years. The plans are based on the most current City population and total dwelling
unit projections and consider the spatial need for libraries and community centers throughout the
City. The plans are incorporated into the City capital improvement program process. In addition,
each future development would be subject to CEQA review and evaluation of potential impacts
on public facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is
warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.16 Recreation

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

Environmental Setting

Outdoor recreation resources within the City include public parks, public golf courses, public access
lakes, bicycle paths and pedestrian trails, and ground-level linkages between recreation areas and
urbanized places. Per the City’s General Plan, the City currently maintains 198.4 acres of parkland
including two public golf courses.

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. Increases in population and development would result in an
increased use of recreational facilities, which would have the potential to result in the deterioration
of existing facilities. However, the City’s Municipal Code, Section 16-5.01.080, requires that all
new development pay a Development Impact Fee to ensure that parkland and recreational facility
standards established by the City are met with respect to the additional needs created by such
development. Future development would be required to pay the fee prior to the issuance of building
permits. In addition, the Resource Element of the General Plan discuss that the City will provide
at least 3 acres of parkland for every 1,000 residents (Objective 2.1). In addition, the Land Use
Element includes a new Greenway/Utility Corridor (GUC) and Health and Wellness Overlay
(HWO). The new GUC is along the City’s key public utility corridors to promote creation of
continuous trails and multiple public access points. The new HWO is intended to promote health
and wellness for all segments of the community. The HWO applies to existing and proposed
hospitals/medical facilities, allows a full range of medical uses and specialized care facilities,
allows complementary uses such as restaurants, grocery stores, support retail, gyms/fitness studios,
recreation/trails, allows a range of housing integrated into the development, and functions as a
sustainability hub, promoting active transportation, green infrastructure, open space, and electric
vehicle charging stations. Therefore, the project would not result in an increase in 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. Impacts would be less than
significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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b. Less Than Significant Impact. As previously identified, an increase in demand for existing
recreational resources may be anticipated with any development facilitated by the City. The
General Plan Update does not specifically include any proposals for future construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. A proposed recreational facility would be subject to CEQA
review of any adverse physical effects on the environment. Impacts would be less than significant.
No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.17  Transportation
Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy O] L] L]
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
b.  Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines O ] L]
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?
d. Resultininadequate emergency access? ] ] U]

Impact Analysis

a—d. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to impact transportation
due to its potential to cause an increase in vehicle miles traveled. Refer to Section 3.6,

Transportation, of the PEIR.
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2.4.18

Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a

site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object

with cultural value to a California Native American

tribe, and that is:

i.  Listed or eligible for listing in the California

Register of Historical Resources, or in a local

register of historical resources as defined in

Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

ii. Aresource 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?

Impact Analysis

a(i-ii). Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project has the potential to impact tribal cultural
resources due to its potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of tribal cultural
resources. Refer to Section 3.3, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the PEIR.
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2.4.19  Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

¢. Resultin a determination by the wastewater ] O] L]
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local Il O] L]
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management L] ] L]
and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

Environmental Setting

The source of drinking water supply for the VWD is groundwater. The VWD supplies this water by
drilling into the ground and withdrawing it using pumps. The water is pumped into tanks above the
ground. The water tanks store the water until there is a demand for it and then it is gravity fed through
using water mains/pipes.

The City through its Public Works Department provides sewer service to residents and businesses
within the City limits. The City owns, operates, and maintains a sanitary sewer collection system
including approximately 411 miles of sewers. The City operates a 2 1/2 million gallon per day
wastewater treatment plant. This plant is located at the former George Air Force Base, now known as
the SCLA. This plant treats industrial waste from a Dr. Pepper/Snapple bottling plant along with
domestic waste from the SCLA and the northwestern area of the City of Victorville. High-quality
recycled water is produced from the plant that is used for irrigation at the SCLA and cooling water for
a power generation plant. The remainder of wastewater from the City of Victorville flows through the
VVWRA wastewater treatment plant.

Initial Study 47 September 2022
City of Victorville General Plan Update



City owned storm drainage systems include drain pipes, catch basins, and drainage channels. Curb and
gutter, drainage channels, dirt roads and dirt shoulders, lead to a catch basin with drain pipes crossing
roads that flows toward the Mojave River.

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update does not propose any development.
Future development facilitated by the City would be expected to connect to the existing domestic
water supply system, wastewater infrastructure, and existing stormwater infrastructure. Overall,
future development construction and operation would result in increased water, wastewater
treatment, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications demands, and wastewater and solid
waste generation which would require the expansion or construction of utility infrastructure.
Specific projects are unknown and speculative at this time and would require future CEQA review
of any adverse effects on the environment. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No
further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Less Than Significant Impact. The VWD would provide water service to future development
anticipated by the General Plan Update. Future development within the City relies on existing
General Plan land use designations. According to the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management
Plan, the City is projected to have an adequate supply of water to meet the increase in demand.
In addition, the City is projected to have enough water to meet demand during a single dry year
and multiple dry year scenario (City of Victorville 2015).

No specific development is proposed as part of the General Plan Update. New development
would be required to undergo separate environmental review, including analysis of water
supply impacts. All new development is required to comply with applicable state and local
laws and regulations governing conservation of water supply resources such as the City’s
Municipal Code 10.05.070. Municipal Code 10.05.040 discusses how the City practices water
conservation measures by urging the public to voluntarily conserve the consumption of water
use even when there is no water supply shortage to ensure adequate water supply for future
growth. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

Less Than Significant Impact. The City operates a 2.5 million gallon per day wastewater
treatment plant. The remainder of wastewater from the City of Victorville flows through the
VVWRA wastewater treatment plant. Based on the 2016 Sewer Master Plan, the City’s
wastewater treatment facility has adequate capacity to serve additional units as part of the
City’s anticipated General Plan buildout population. Development facilitated by the City
would be consistent with the adopted General Plan and land use designations. Impacts would
be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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d. Less Than Significant Impact. According to the General Plan, non-hazardous solid and liquid
waste generated in the City is currently deposited in the Victorville Landfill, which is northeast of
the City at 17080 Stoddard Wells Road. Based on information provided by CalRecycle, Victorville
Landfill has a maximum daily throughput of 3,000 tons per day and a remaining capacity of
79,400,000 cubic yards (CalRecycle 2022). It is anticipated that this landfill would have sufficient
permitted capacity to service solid waste generated by future development facilitated by the City.
Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

e. Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update does not propose any specific
development. However, construction activities for future development would be subject to
conformance with relevant federal, state, and local requirements related to solid waste disposal.
Specifically, future projects would be required to demonstrate compliance with the California
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), which requires all California cities to
“reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in the state to the maximum extent feasible.” AB
939 requires that at least 50 percent of waste produced is recycled, reduced, or composted. Local
jurisdictions, including the City of Victorville, are monitored by the state (CalRecycle) to verify if
waste disposal rates set by CalRecycle are being met that comply with the intent of AB 939. Future
projects would also be required to demonstrate compliance with CALGreen, which includes design
and construction measures that act to reduce construction-related waste though material
conservation measures and other construction-related efficiency measures. Compliance would be
verified by the City through review of project plans and specifications. Lastly, the future projects
would be subject to compliance with all applicable solid waste handling, processing, and disposal
requirements stipulated under Chapter 6.36 of the Victorville Municipal Code.

Therefore, future projects would be required to comply with the City’s efforts in reducing solid waste,
as well as solid waste regulations at the state level. As such, impacts would be less than significant.
No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.
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2.4.20 Wildfire

If located in or near state responsibility areas or Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity Significant Mitigation Significant

Less Than

zones, would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a.

Substantially impair an adopted emergency ] O] L]
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

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

Require the installation or maintenance of associated O ] U]
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?

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

Environmental Setting

According to California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Fire Hazard Severity
Zone Maps, the City is within a local responsibility area, and not within an area classified as a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.

Impact Analysis

a.

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 2.4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
the City has prepared its own Emergency Plan in compliance with the State OES and the
Victorville Municipal Code, and it identifies responses and actions depending on the nature
and scope of the disaster. In addition, the Victorville General Plan 2030 Safety Element
includes emergency preparedness.

Construction activities associated with future development associated with the General Plan
Update would have the potential to interfere with emergency plans and procedures if authorities
are not properly notified or multiple projects are constructed during the same time and multiple
roadways used for emergency routes are concurrently blocked. Future development facilitated
within the City would increase the amount of activity in the City, which could result in
development in areas of the City adjacent to or in fire hazard areas. In the case of a wildfire
evacuation, an increase in development would incrementally increase vehicular traffic on
evacuation routes. No changes in the City’s existing circulation network are proposed or required
under the General Plan Update. However, future projects would be subject to site-specific review

Initial Study 50 September 2022
City of Victorville General Plan Update



and would be subject to City regulations regarding street design, site access, and internal
emergency access. Compliance would prevent multiple roadways used for emergency routes from
being concurrently blocked. Therefore, impacts associated with the physical interference of an
Emergency Evacuation Plan would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in
the PEIR.

b. Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update would not propose any specific
development. However, future development on candidate sites in Moderate Fire Hazard Severity
Zone areas are subject to higher wildfire hazards due to slope and prevailing winds based on the
location, which would consequently result in higher fire-related risks to people and structures. To
minimize risk from wildfire, future development on the candidate project sites would be required
to comply with the 2019 California Fire Code and the CBC to ensure safety and to not create risk
toward humans or structures. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is
warranted in the PEIR.

c. Less Than Significant Impact. No specific development is currently proposed. However, future
development consistent with the General Plan Update may require the installation of new water,
emergency water, wastewater, stormwater, and natural gas infrastructure and connections to City
infrastructure. Any new infrastructure components would be required to comply with applicable
CBC and California Fire Code regulations. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update
would not exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.
Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted in the PEIR.

d. Less Than Significant Impact. According to CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps, the City
is not within or near a State Responsibility Area or within an area classified as a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE 2022). Any future development that is fostered by the City
would be required to adhere to the CBC and other standards and regulations for building designs,
which would minimize any potential risks associated with landslides. In addition, future
development would be subject to City and state drainage and stormwater quality requirements that
are designed to reduce stormwater runoff from projects sites by promoting infiltrating, minimizing
impervious surfaces, and requiring a no net increase in flow. Therefore, the future development
would not expose people or structures to significant risk associated with post-fire landslides,
mudflows, and flooding. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion is warranted
in the PEIR.
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2.4.21  Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Does the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a.

Have the potential to substantially degrade the O] L] L]
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
maijor periods of California history or prehistory?

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)?

Have environmental effects which will cause ] ] ]
substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections
21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v.
County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka
Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water
Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002)
102 Cal.App.4th 656.

Impact Analysis

a.

Potentially Significant Impact. As determined by this IS, the proposed project would have the potential
to impact biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources. Refer to Section 3.2, Biological
Resources, and Section 3.3, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the PEIR.

Potentially Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, requires a discussion of the
cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively
considerable,” meaning that the project’s incremental effects are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. The cumulative impacts
discussion does not need to provide as much detail as is provided in the analysis of project-specific
impacts and should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.

As determined by this IS, there may be potentially significant effects related to air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, GHG emissions, noise, transportation, and tribal cultural
resources. Therefore, the project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts related to these
resources is discussed in the PEIR. Because the project would have less than significant or no
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impact on aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, energy, geology and soils, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources,
population and housing, public services, recreation, utilities and service systems, or wildfire, it was
determined that the proposed project would have no potential to result in cumulative impacts
related to these resource areas. Further discussion of the cumulative effect on these resource areas
is not warranted in the PEIR.

c. Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the analysis above, the proposed project has the potential
to result in significant impacts on air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, GHG
emissions, noise, transportation, and tribal cultural resources. As such, the project has the potential
to result in environmental impacts that could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly. Therefore, further discussion is included in the PEIR.
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