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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

This second Supplement to the previously certified Final Environmental Impact Report, Upper 

Cactus Basins Flood Control Facility (EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 1987110914) has been 

prepared by the County of San Bernardino Flood Control District (“District”) to evaluate the 

environmental effects of the proposed Upper Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5 enhancement project 

on approximately 116 acres in the city of Rialto. 

 

In 1988, the District, in association with the City of Rialto (City), prepared an EIR (SCH 

No. 87110914) for the construction of three retention basins and a segment of a flood control 

channel, collectively termed the Upper Cactus Basins. The City Council of Rialto determined 

that the proposed project as designed would have a significant effect upon the environment, 

certified a Final EIR, and adopted mitigation measures and a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations. It was determined that the principal areas of environmental impact were in the 

areas of: topographic modification, unavoidable displacement of vegetation and wildlife habitat, 

and substantial visual changes at the site. In addition, potentially significant construction phase 

impacts, occurring intermittently, would occur in the areas of air quality, traffic, and noise. 

 

In 2008 the District prepared a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the 

enhancement of Basin 3/3A. The SEIR addressed changes in the environment since the 

certification of the 1988 EIR. The original 1988 EIR was prepared for a project described as the 

construction of three unlined retention basins (Basins A, B and C); a rectangular concrete 

channel approximately 3,450 feet in length from the south side of Highland Avenue to Basin C 

(the most downstream basin); and a system of basin inlets and outlets. After completion of the 

basins, it was envisioned that the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) 

would use the basins for groundwater recharge; the primary source of water would be State 

Water Project (SWP) water. 

 

In 2006, none of the improvements had been constructed; however, sand and gravel excavation 

work had been conducted on all three basins. The SEIR prepared in 2008 for the enhancement of 

Basin 3/3A eliminated the groundwater recharge component of the basins and evaluated changes 

in the environment since certification of the Final EIR. Environmental changes evaluated in the 

SEIR included the February 1998 emergency-listing of the San Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) 

as a federally listed endangered species, and the identification of the California gnatcatcher as 

federally threatened species and State species of special concern in 1993. 

 

At present the District is proposing to construct flood control improvements, and on-going 

maintenance activities at Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5. The District will serve as the Lead Agency for 

CEQA review and has determined the need for a second Supplement to the 1988 EIR to address 

changes in the Project description not addressed in the 2008 SEIR.  

 

The District is acting as the Lead Agency for this Supplemental EIR, as defined in Section 

15051(d) of the Guidelines for implementing California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

which states “Where the provisions of subdivision (a), (b), and (c) leave two or more public 

agencies with a substantial claim to be the Lead Agency, the public agencies may by agreement 

designate an agency as the Lead Agency.”  
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1.1 PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 
 

The proposed project site is situated in the north-central portion of the City of Rialto in the east 

half of Township 1 North, Range 5 West, Section 34 (See Figure 1-1). The District proposes the 

enhancement of three detention basins referred to as Upper Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5 in an 

area generally bounded by Easton Street, Ayala Drive, Baseline Road, and Cactus Avenue (see 

Figure 1-2). The overall project objective is to provide 100-year flood protection to residences, 

businesses, and public infrastructure adjacent to Cactus Channel and Rialto Channel in the cities 

of Rialto and Colton, San Bernardino County, California. Increased runoff from the construction 

of Interstate 210 to the north of the basins (completed in 2007), and continued development of 

new residential, commercial, and industrial uses upstream, have and will continue to increase 

demands of the flood control system and the subject basins. 

 

The Rialto Channel begins at the southwest corner of Basin 3/3A. This channel receives the 

majority of the storm runoff within the City and under existing conditions, is unable to handle 

the peak flow from a 100-year flood event. Completion of the Upper Cactus Basins has been 

determined by the District to be the most cost-effective means of offsetting flood hazard impacts 

associated with projected new development in northern Rialto.  

 

Basins 1 and 2 have been completed and are located south of the three subject basins, below 

Baseline Road. The design proposed for the enhancement of Basins 3-5 calls for the widening 

and deepening of the three basins; the proposed design is shown on Figure 1-3. Generally the 

proposed project involves the following activities:  

 

 Expansion and deepening of the three Upper Cactus Basins; 

 Construction of tree dam banks under the regulation of the Division of Safety of Dams; 

 Construction of basin appurtenant structures; 

 Implementation of a flood control system maintenance plan; and, 

 Utilization of the basins’ perimeter road as a bicycle/walking trail. 

 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 
 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, §15162(a), a Supplemental EIR may be required if there are: 

1) substantial changes to the project; 2) there are substantial changes in the project's 

circumstances; or 3) new information that would not have been known at the time the EIR was 

certified becomes available. The original parameters of the 1988 EIR for the proposed project 

have not changed and the same significant impacts previously addressed are expected. In 

February of 1998, the San Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) was emergency-listed as a federally 

listed endangered species. The California gnatcatcher was identified as a federally threatened 

species by United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 1993 and a species of special 

concern by the State of California. Additionally, new rules and regulations governing air quality 

emissions have been adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. Given these 

new potential impacts and the lapse in time between the adoption of the original EIR in 1988 and 

the present proposal to enhance the Upper Cactus Basins regional flood control system, the 

District acting as the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, §15051, has decided that a 

Supplemental EIR is warranted.  Certain traffic/circulation mitigation measures listed in the 1988  



R
eg

io
n

al
 V

ic
in

it
y 

F
ig

u
re

 1
-1

LI
LB

UR
N

C
 O

 R
 P

 O
 R

 A
 T

 I
 O

 N

A
pp

ro
xi

m
at

e 
M

ile
s

0
7.

75

U
pp

er
 C

ac
tu

s 
B

as
in

s 
E

nh
an

ce
m

en
t P

ro
je

ct
 

C
ity

 o
f R

ia
lto

, S
an

 B
er

na
rd

in
o 

C
ou

nt
y,

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia

C
ac

tu
s 

B
as

in
s

Mary
Typewritten Text
1-3



P
ro

ject L
o

catio
n

 

F
ig

u
re 1-2

LILBURN
C

 O
 R

 P
 O

 R
 A

 T
 I O

 N

A
pproxim

ate M
iles

0
0.40

U
pper C

actus B
asins E

nhancem
ent P

roject 
C

ity of R
ialto, S

an B
ernardino C

ounty, C
alifornia

P
roject S

ite

C
A

JO
N

 W
A

S
H

R
IA

L
T

O
 M

U
N

IC
IP

A
L

 A
IR

P
O

R
T

Mary
Typewritten Text
1-4

Mary
Typewritten Text

Mary
Typewritten Text

Mary
Typewritten Text

Mary
Typewritten Text



LILBURN
C O R P O R A T I O N

Approximate Feet

0 440

Project Plans 

Figure 1-3

Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California

Mary
Typewritten Text
1-5

Mary
Typewritten Text



1.0 Introduction 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  1-6 

EIR have been implemented by the City as a result of gravel extraction operations and to provide 

necessary circulation improvements for growth in Rialto. The County of San Bernardino also 

determined the need to document any additional cultural resources found in the vicinity. 

 

1.2.1 Lead Agency 

 

As the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the project, the 

County of San Bernardino Flood Control District (“District”) is the Lead Agency as agreed to by 

the City of Rialto. 

 

This Draft Supplemental EIR will circulate for a 45-day review period. Anyone reviewing the 

document may submit written comments to the District during this period. Responses to the 

comments received will be prepared and included in the Final Supplemental EIR to be prepared 

prior to the District taking action on the proposed project. 

 

Comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR may be sent to: 

 

Contact Person: County of San Bernardino Flood Control District 

Attn: John Schatz 

825 West Third Street, Room 201 

San Bernardino, CA 92415 

 

1.2.2 Responsible, Trustee, and Other Interested Public Agencies 

A responsible agency means a public agency other than the lead agency, which has permitting 

authority or approval power over some aspect of the overall project. A trustee agency is a state 

agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which are held in 

trust for the people of the State of California. Trustee agencies include: California Department of 

Fish and Game, State Lands Commission, State Department of Parks and Recreation, and the 

University of California. The following are responsible, trustee, and other interested agencies for 

this project:  

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 California Department of Fish and Game 

 California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Santa Ana Region 

 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  

 

These agencies are not meant to be an all-inclusive list and other agencies may have 

responsibility over some aspect of the project. 

 

1.2.3  Required Permits and Approvals 

 

The discretionary actions listed below are required prior to implementation of the Upper Cactus 

Basins Enhancement Project. The lead agency and responsible agencies will use the 

Supplemental EIR in their consideration of the District’s application for the various permits and 
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approvals. Additionally, an Environmental Assessment has been prepared in compliance with the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for use by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in the 

consideration of issuing a Section 404 permit. 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 Section 10(a) Permit 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 

 

California Department of Fish & Game 

 Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement 

 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 Storm Water Pollution prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

 Clean Water Act Section 401 Certification 

 

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

 

1.3.1 Notice of Preparation 

 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated to all responsible agencies and 

interested parties on September 24, 2012 for a period of 30 days. The NOP was distributed to 

responsible agencies and interested parties as required by CEQA and the County of San 

Bernardino CEQA procedures. A copy of the NOP, the NOP distribution list, and written 

comments received by the District on the NOP are included in Appendix A of this Supplemental 

EIR. Responses to the NOP were used to establish the scope of issues to be addressed in this 

EIR. Issues raised in comments to the NOP are discussed below. 

 

Responses to the NOP 

 

Native American Heritage Commission 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) NOP comment letter dated October 1, 

2012 included a list of Native American Contacts of culturally affiliated tribes and individuals in 

the general project area. The NAHC urges the District to contact those on the list to avoid 

unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once the project is underway.  

 

Consultation with local Native American representatives was conducted as part of the Phase I 

(CEQA) and Class III (Section 106) Cultural Resources Assessment Investigation for the 

proposed project and is discussed in Section 4.3 of this document.  

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) NOP comment letter dated October 

11, 2012 requests that a copy of the completed Draft SEIR be sent to the agency directly. 
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Additionally, the South Coast AQMD requests a copy of the original emission calculations 

spreadsheets and modeling files in order to complete its review of the air quality analysis. 

 

Potential impacts to air quality and impacts associated with greenhouse gasses are discussed in 

Sections 4.1 and 4.4 of the Draft SEIR, respectively. Data included in these sections will be sent 

to the AQMD in the requested formats along with a copy of the Draft SEIR.  

 

State of California Department of Water Resources  

The Department of Water Resources comment letter requests clarification on the dam heights 

and reservoir storage capacities for the three basins to determine State jurisdiction for dam 

safety. 

 

State jurisdiction for dam safety is discussed in Section 3 of the Draft SEIR.  

 

California Department of Fish and Game 

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) responded to the NOP with a letter dated 

October 24, 2012. The CDFG requested the following: 

 The SEIR should include a complete history of the 1988 EIR and the 2008 SEIR and 

report how the proposed Project is consisted with the 1988 EIR (addressed in Section 3).  

 Analysis should include any mitigation requirements and permits associated with the 

1988 EIR (addressed in Section 2). 

 The SEIR should include any flood control improvements associated with the Project and 

an explanation of why the basins will now be operated for flood control (see Section 3). 

 The SEIR should include analysis of what sections from the 1988 EIR are being 

addressed or not addressed and why (addressed in Section 2). 

 The SEIR should include a description of the biological resources present on the site 

1988 and the resources that are present now, as well as mitigation for the loss of 

biological resources (addressed in section 4.2). 

 Mitigation associated with the 2008 [Streambed Alteration] Agreement and additional 

mitigation from the temporal loss of biological resources should be addressed in this 

document (specific mitigation from the Draft Agreement is not included, however new 

mitigation is addressed in Section 4.2).  

Biological Impacts and Mitigation 

 Cumulative impact analysis which focuses on environmental resources and ways to avoid 

or minimize impacts to those resources (addressed in Section 4.2).  

 Provide a complete Project description that lists all activities covered by this Project, 

including on- and off-site development (addressed in Section 3).  

 Any biological assessments or focused surveys for listed species should be conducted 

within one year of the distribution of the CEQA document (addressed in Section 4.2). 
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 Any biological reports should be included in the CEQA document (included in 

appendices). 

 Any current jurisdictional delineation of State waters should be included in the CEQA 

document (included in appendices). 

 Sensitive plant surveys should be conducted according to the CDFG’s November 2009 

guidance for Protocols for Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special Status Native 

Plant Populations and Natural Communities (addressed in Section 4.2).  

 Please provide a complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the 

Project area, with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and 

locally unique species and sensitive habitats (addressed in Section 4.2).  

 A through discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely 

affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts (addressed in 

Section 4.2).  

 A range of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the proposed 

Project are fully considered and evaluated (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6). A range of 

alternatives which avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources 

should be included. Specific alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with 

lower resource sensitivity where appropriate (addressed in Section 2).  

 A CESA Permit must be obtained, if the Project has the potential to result in “take” of 

species or plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over the life 

of the Project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve, protect, enhance, and restore State–

listed threatened or endangered species and their habitats. Early consultation is 

encouraged, as significant modification to the proposed Project and mitigation measures 

may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permit. Revisions to the California Fish and 

Game Code, effective January 1998, require that the Department issue a separate CEQA 

document address all Project impacts to listed species and specifies a mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program that will meet the requirements of a CESA permit. For 

these reasons, the following information is requested.  

- Biological mitigation, monitoring, and reporting proposals should be of sufficient 

detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA Permit (addressed in 

Section 4.2).  

- A Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required for 

plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act (addressed in Section 4.2). 

 All wetlands and watercourses as defined by the Department must be evaluated for their 

conservation value and provided with substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian 

and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations 

(addressed in Section 4.2).  
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City of Rialto 

The following comments were received from the City of Rialto in a letter dated October 25, 

2012. 

 It appears that water conservation is not part of the proposed basin project. Are there 

provisions for groundwater recharge at a later time (addressed in Sections 3 and 4.5). Is 

there a potential financial benefit to providing a “recharge pool”? 

 Is the concrete lined channel from Highland to Basin 3 (formerly Basin C) part of the 

current project (addressed in Section 3). 

 What is meant by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers being “responsible for NEPA 

compliance”? Are federal dollars included in the project funding? (addressed in Section 

3). 

 The description states that “The overall objective of the Project is to provide 100 year 

flood protection to residences, businesses, and public infrastructure adjacent to Cactus 

Channel and Rialto Channel in the cities of Rialto and Colton, and unincorporated San 

Bernardino County, California”. Has the Flood Control District identified the 100 year 

floodplain for protection? Has there been an economic cost/benefit analysis that will 

determine the dollar value of 100 year flood protection? And also including flood 

insurance? What is the “Cactus Channel”? (addressed in Sections 3 and 4.5; the 

cost/benefit analysis and insurance issues are not CEQA requirements). 

 The description states that the Flood Control District is “to implement an on – going 

maintenance plan.” Is there a maintenance plan available for review? (addressed in 

Section 3). 

 What are the potential construction impacts to evaluate? (all project construction impacts 

evaluated throughout the SEIR) 

Non CEQA Issues not Addressed in the Rialto Letter:  

 Is this Supplemental EIR being prepared by an EIR Consultant?  

 Are there potential “hard dollar” costs to be included in the project cost as a result of 

mitigation of the environmental issues identified for study in this Supplemental EIR?  

 Does the Flood Control District intend to construct the entire project at one time?  

 What is the source of funding for the Project – current and planned?  

 

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 

The San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District requested in a letter dated October 30, 

2012 that the SBCFCD continue to include water conservation and groundwater recharge 

functions in the evaluation of the upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project (addressed in 

Sections 3 and 4.5). The District further committed to paying all incremental costs for recharge 

components associated with the Cactus Basins. 
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City of Rialto – Letter No. 2 

The City of Rialto submitted a second comment letter, dated November 5, 2012. Comments are 

summarized as: 

 The County’s Supplemental EIR has described the Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement 

Project as being “…for detention basins for flood control purposes only; the basin 

improvements are not currently designed as retention basins as described in the 1988 

EIR.” The City requests that the County remove this limitation in the project description 

to allow for the future use of the Cactus Basins for groundwater recharge purposes 

(addressed in Sections 3 and 4.5). 

 The City understands that use of the basins for groundwater recharge will require 

coordination with and approval by the U.S. EPA and the RWQCB given the current 

perchlorate contamination; in anticipation of those agencies future approval of the use of 

the basins for recharge, it is important for the County to allow the basins’ use for 

recharge functions (addressed in Sections 3 and 4.5). 

 

West Valley Water District 

The West Valley Water District submitted a letter dated November 7, 2012 in response to the 

NOP. The District joined with comments previously provided by the SBVMWD and the City of 

Rialto, summarized as: 

 The County’s Supplemental EIR has described the Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement 

Project as being “…for detention basins for flood control purposes only; the basin 

improvements are not currently designed as retention basins as described in the 1988 

EIR.” The City requests that the County remove this limitation in the project description 

to allow for the future use of the Cactus Basins for groundwater recharge purposes 

(addressed in Sections 3 and 4.5). 

 The West Valley Water District understands that use of the basins for groundwater 

recharge will require coordination with and approval by the U.S. EPA and the RWQCB 

given the current perchlorate contamination; in anticipation of those agencies future 

approval of the use of the basins for recharge, it is important for the County to allow the 

basins’ use for recharge functions (addressed in Sections 3 and 4.5). 

 

1.3.2 Draft Supplemental EIR 

 

Circulation of the Draft Supplemental EIR begins when a Notice of Completion (NOC) is filed 

with the State Office of Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse). Filing the NOC starts the 

45-day review period for the Draft Supplemental EIR. Concurrent with the filing of the NOC, the 

lead agency will also provide a Notice of Availability of the Draft Supplemental EIR to all 

organizations and individuals that have previously requested such notice or are located in 

proximity to the project site. This notice briefly describes the proposed project; identifies the 

date when comments must be received and where they are to be sent; and provides locations 

where copies of the Draft Supplemental EIR can be reviewed (CEQA Guidelines section 15085 

through section 15087).  

 



1.0 Introduction 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  1-12 

In conjunction with the preparation of the Final Supplemental EIR, a Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared (CEQA section 21081.6). The MMRP will contain 

the mitigation measures along with the action that must be taken to implement them and the 

method that would be used to document or verify fulfillment of the measure. A procedure for 

determining and recording compliance will be outlined for each action that must be implemented 

by the project applicant to mitigate impacts as identified in the Supplemental EIR and adopted 

when the project is approved. This procedure identifies what action would be taken and when, 

designates who would be responsible for implementing the action, and to whom and when 

compliance would be reported.  

 

1.3.3 Final Supplemental EIR 

 

At the end of the public review period, written comments on the project will be compiled and 

responses generated in conjunction with the preparation of the Final Supplemental EIR. The 

Final Supplemental EIR will consist of a list of all persons, organizations, and public agencies 

commenting on the Draft Supplemental EIR; copies of the comments received on the Draft 

Supplemental EIR; responses to comments; any other pertinent information added by the lead 

agency, and the MMRP (CEQA Guidelines section 15132). 

 

The Final Supplemental EIR will serve as the CEQA compliance document for the District and 

any other agencies that may be responsible for review of the proposed project and issuance of 

required permits. 

 

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

 

The Draft Supplemental EIR is organized into the following chapters:  

 

Chapter 1.0 - Introduction: Provides an introduction and overview that describes the intended use 

of the document and the lead agency authority under CEQA. Also provides a list of acronyms 

and a glossary of terms used to describe and evaluate the project. 

 

Chapter 2.0 - Summary: Summarizes the proposed project, areas of controversy, issues to be 

resolved, any new potential environmental effects that may result from the implementation of the 

proposed project, that were not addressed in the 1988 EIR, the mitigation measures identified to 

reduce or eliminate significant effects, and a summary of alternatives to the project.  

 

Chapter 3.0 - Project Description: Provides a detailed description of conditions on the project site 

and vicinity and the various components of the proposed project. This chapter includes a 

statement of project objectives and provides background data on the project and project site. This 

chapter also includes a list of permits required to implement the project and responsible agencies 

or County departments that would issue those permits. 

 

Chapter 4.0 - Environmental Impact Evaluation: Describes the existing environmental conditions 

on the site and in the vicinity of the project site, and the regulatory environment. Describes the 

project's characteristics related to each of the topical environmental issues addressed for the EIR 

Supplement, and states the significance criteria used to evaluate potentially significant effects of 
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the proposed project. Evaluates the potential environmental effects not addressed in the 1988 

EIR, identifies mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate effects found to be significant, and 

determines the level of significance of the effect after measures have been implemented. 

 

Chapter 5.0 – Organizations and Persons Consulted: Includes a list of lead agency staff members 

who participated in the preparation of the Supplemental EIR, consultants who prepared the 

technical reports to support the environmental analysis, and any other organization or agency 

staff consulted. 

 

1.4.1 Type and Purpose of the EIR 

 

This Supplemental EIR addresses the environmental effects associated with the proposed 

improvements to the Upper Cactus Basins 3 -5 by the District. The original EIR was written and 

finalized in September of 1988 and concluded that the proposed project would create a 

significant environmental impact. However, given the critical need for the proposed project, the 

City Council of Rialto adopted mitigation measures in order to reduce the potential impacts. 

Mitigation measures could not reduce all impacts of the proposed project to a less than 

significant level and therefore, the City Council adopted Findings and a Statement of Overriding 

Consideration.  

 

It is anticipated that the previously identified impacts in the 1988 EIR would occur during the 

course of construction and operation of the proposed project. However, in February of 1998, the 

San Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) was emergency-listed as a federally listed endangered 

species. In addition, the coastal California gnatcatcher was identified as a federally threatened 

species by USFWS in 1993 and a species of special concern by the State of California. Given 

these new potential impacts and the lapse in time between the adoption of the original EIR in 

1988 and the present proposal, the District determined that a Supplemental EIR is warranted. In 

accordance with Section 15162 and 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Supplemental EIR will 

only review areas of the original EIR where there has been a significant change to the project, the 

project's circumstances have substantially changed, or where new information that would not 

have been known at the time of the original EIR has become available. The Supplemental EIR 

will be utilized to augment the previous EIR to the extent necessary to address these new 

conditions and to examine mitigation as may be required. 

 

1.5 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 

 

As permitted by section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, this Draft Supplemental EIR has 

referenced several technical studies, analyses, and reports, which are included in the technical 

appendices included in the SEIR. Information from documents incorporated by reference has 

been summarized in the appropriate SEIR section(s) that follow. 

 

1.6 ACRONYMS 

 

AAQS  Ambient air quality standards 

AASHTO  American Association of Safe Highway and Transportation Officials 

ADT  Average daily traffic 
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AQMD  Air Quality Management District 

AQMP  Air Quality Management Plan 

AVAQMD  Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 

BACT  Best available control technology 

BLM  Bureau of Land Management 

BMP  Best Management Practices 

CAA  Clean Air Act 

CAAA  Clean Air Act Amendments 

CAAQS  California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

CALTRANS California Department Of Transportation 

CARB  California Air Resources Board 

CCR  California Code of Regulations 

CDFG  California Department of Fish and Game 

CESA  California Endangered Species Act 

CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 

CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 

CHL  California Historical Landmarks 

CHP  California Highway Patrol 

CNDDB  California Natural Diversity Database 

CNEL  Community Noise Equivalent Level 

CNPS   California Native Plant Society 

CO   Carbon monoxide 

CO2   Carbon dioxide 

CPHI   California Points of Historical Interest 

CRHR   California Register of Historical Resources 

dB   Decibel 

dBA  A-weighted decibel scale 

EBL  Eastbound Left 

EBR  Eastbound Right 

EBT  Eastbound Through 

EIR  Environmental Impact Report 

ESA  Endangered Species Act 

EPA  Environmental Protection Agency (federal and state) 

F  Fahrenheit 

FESA  Federal Endangered Species Act 

GPM  Gallons per minute 

HCM  Highway Capacity Manual 

HRI  Historic Resources Inventory 

ITE  Institute of Transportation Engineers 

Leq  Equivalent noise levels 

Lmax  Maximum sound level 

Lmin  Minimum sound level 

LOS  Level of service 

MCE  Maximum Credible Earthquake 

MG  million gallons 

MGD  Million gallons per day 
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MMRP  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

MPE  Maximum probable [earthquake] event 

mph  Miles per hour 

MSL  Mean sea level 

Mw  Moment Magnitude 

NAAQS  National ambient air quality standards 

NBL  Northbound Left 

NBR  Northbound Right 

NBT  Northbound Through 

NO2  Nitrogen dioxide 

NOC  Notice of Completion 

NOI  Notice of Intent 

NOP  Notice of Preparation 

NOx  Nitrogen oxides 

NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRHP  National Register of Historic Place 

O3  Ozone 

Pb  Lead 

PCE  Passenger car equivalent, generally 1 truck being equal to approximately 1.5-2 cars 

PM2.5  Fine particulate matter (2.5 microns or less) 

PM10  10-micron or less particulate matter 

ppm  Parts per million 

ppmv  Parts per million by volume 

ROWD  Report of Waste Discharge 

ROG  Reactive organic gases 

RPLI  Regional Paleontologic Location Inventory 

RTIP  Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCAG  Southern California Association of Governments 

SO2  Sulfur dioxide 

SBL Southbound Left 

SBR Southbound Right 

SBT Southbound Through 

SR  State Route 

SWPPP  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 

TAC  Toxic air contaminants 

TIA  Traffic Impact Analysis 

USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS  United States Geological Survey 

VOC  Volatile organic compound 

VPHG  Vehicles per hour of green 

WDR Waste discharge requirements 

WBL Westbound Left 

WBR Westbound Right 

WBT Westbound Through 
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1.7 GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
 
Acre-foot: Volume of liquid or solid required to cover an area of one acre to a depth of one foot. 

Equals approximately 325,850 gallons of water. 

 

Active fault: Geologic fault with recent seismic activity that has displaced materials not more 

than 12,000 years old. 

 

Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone: State-identified areas of potentially active and recently active faults. 

 

Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act: Places specific responsibilities on local governments 

for identification and evaluation of seismic and geologic hazards, and formulation of programs 

and regulations to reduce risk in identified locations. 

 

Aquifer: A geological formation that is sufficiently permeable to conduct groundwater and to 

yield significant quantities of water to wells and springs. 

 

California Endangered Species Act: California state legislation, enacted in 1984, with the 

intent to protect floral and faunal species by listing them as “rare,” “threatened” “endangered,” or 

“candidate” and by providing a consultation process for the determination and resolution of 

potential adverse impact to the species. 

 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): Policies enacted in 1970, and subsequently 

amended (through September 2004), the intent of which is the maintenance of a quality 

environment for the people of California now and in the future. 

 

CALINE4: Computer Model, air quality model developed by the California Department of 

Transportation. 

 

CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level-a noise index that accounts for the greater 

annoyance of noise during evening and nighttime hours. 

 

Discretionary actions: Conditions which can be imposed on a project action prior to approval 

for implementation. The approval would thus be “at the discretion” of an agency. 

 

EMFAC2002: A computer program published by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

that calculates on road vehicle emissions. 

 

Endangered species: A species whose prospects of survival and reproduction in the wild are in 

immediate jeopardy from one or more causes. 

 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Document in which the impacts of any state or local, 

public or private project action which may have a significant environmental effect are evaluated 

prior to its approval and subsequent construction or implementation, as required by the 

California Environmental Quality Act. 
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Fault: A geologic fracture or fracture zone along which there has been displacement of the sides 

relative to one another. 

 

Groundwater: Water found beneath the land surface in the zone of saturation below the water 

table. 

 

Hazardous material: Substance which, because of its potential for corrosivity, toxicity, 

ignitability, chemical reactivity, or explosiveness, may cause injury to persons or damage to 

property. 

 

Hydrogeology: The study of surface and subsurface water. 

 

Lead Agency: The public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or 

approving a project. 

 

Level of Service (LOS): An indicator or traffic conditions at an intersection or on a stretch of 

roadway, and of the delay that can be expected in the general area; A is the best (no delay) and F 

is the worst. 

 

Notice of Preparation (NOP): A brief notice sent by the public agency with principal 

responsibility for carrying out or approving a project to notify other agencies that an EIR is being 

prepared. 

 

NOx: A generic term for various oxides of nitrogen. 

 

Ozone (O3): An end product of complex reactions between reactive organic gases (or non-

methane hydrocarbons) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) in the presence of intense ultraviolet 

radiation. 

 

Rare species: A species which, although not presently threatened with extinction, is in such 

small numbers throughout its range that it may become endangered if its present environmental 

worsens. 

 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): Agency which administers the 
requirements of the California Administrative Code, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15 
(Section 2595,g,7) to ensure the highest possible water quality consistent with all demands. 
 
Responsible agency: A public agency which proposes to carry out or approve a project for 
which a lead agency has prepared an EIR. A responsible agency is any agency with discretionary 
approval over a project. 
 

Right-of-way (ROW): The right to pass over property owned by another. The strip of land over 

which facilities, such as roadways, railroads, or power lines, are built. 

 

Seismicity: The likelihood of an area being subject to earthquakes. 
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Sensitive species: Generic term for any plant or animal species which is recognized by the 

government or by any conservation group as being depleted, rare, threatened, or endangered. 

 

Significant environmental impact: As defined by CEQA, Chapter 3, Article 1, 

Section 15002(g), “a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area 

affected by the proposed project.” 

 

Threatened Species: Species that, although not presently threatened with extinction, is likely to 

become endangered in the foreseeable future in the absence of special protection and 

management efforts. 

 

Trustee Agency: A state agency having jurisdiction over natural resources that may be affected 

by the project, which are held in trust by the state. These include the California Department of 

Fish and Game, State Lands Commission, and State Department of Parks and Recreation. 

 

Waste discharge requirements: Regulation described in Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15, of the 

California Code of Regulations which governs discharge of wastes to land in order to preserve 

the quality of the state’s surface and ground waters. 
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2.0 SUMMARY 
 

2.1 PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

 

In 1988, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District (District) in association with the City 

of Rialto (City), prepared an EIR (SCH No. 1987110914) for the enhancement of three retention 

basins and a segment of a flood control channel, collectively termed the Upper Cactus Basins. 

The project is situated in the north-central portion of the City in the east half of Township 1 

North, Range 5 West, Section 34. The Upper Cactus Basins are located adjacent to and south of 

Easton Street, adjacent to and north of Baseline Road, west of Cactus Avenue, and east of Ayala 

Drive.  

 

The 1988 EIR was prepared for a project described as the construction of three unlined retention 

basins (Basins A, B and C), a rectangular concrete channel approximately 3,450 feet in length 

from the south side of Highland Avenue to Basin C (the most downstream of the three basins), 

and a system of basin inlets and outlets. After completion of the basins, it was envisioned that the 

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) would use the basins for 

groundwater recharge; the primary source of water would be State Water Project (SWP) water. 

The City Council of Rialto determined that the proposed project as designed would have a 

significant effect upon the environment, certified a Final EIR, and adopted mitigation measures 

and a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  

 

As of 2006, none of the basin improvements had been constructed; however, sand and gravel 

excavation work (per the 1988 EIR) had been conducted on all three basins. The District is now 

moving forward to enhance the Upper Cactus Basins flood control system evaluated in the 1988 

EIR. The proposed project is for the enhancement of the basins, now known as Basins 3/3A, 4 

and 5. The basins are proposed for flood attenuation purposes and possible future ground water 

recharge. Recharge activities will be dependent upon the local water agency’s obtaining permits 

from local, state and federal agencies including agreements with the District to perform such 

activities on District property. 

 

The original stated objective for the proposed project was to eliminate any potential increase in 

flood hazard due to planned development in the northern portions of the City and to help 

alleviate stress on other storm water facilities located downstream of the proposed project in 

order to allow the regional flood control system to function more effectively. That objective 

remains today. Development in the region, as well as completion of Interstate 210 north of the 

project have substantially increased flows into the Cactus Basins making it necessary for the 

District to initiate immediate improvements to the system. 

 

2.1.1 Project Location 

 

The proposed project is located in the north-central portion of the City of Rialto, in the east half 

of Township 1 North, Range 5 West, Section 34. The subject project site is approximately 

116 acres and is owned by the County of San Bernardino Flood Control District. The Cactus 

Basins Flood Control System ultimately includes six separate basins: 
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 Basin 1 South of Base Line Road, constructed 

 

 Basin 2 South of Base Line Road, constructed 

 

 Basin 3/3A North of Base Line Road, part of the proposed project 

   (previously named Basin C) 

 

 Basin 4 North of Base Line Road and Basin 3, part of ultimate system  

   (previously named Basin B) 

 

 Basin 5 North of Base Line Road and Basin 3, part of ultimate system  

   (previously named Basin A) 

 

Basins 1 and 2 are located south of the Upper Cactus Basins, below Baseline Road. Basins 1 and 

2 have been completed and are operational. Basin enhancements proposed at this time include 

improvements to Basins 3/3A, 4, & 5, collectively termed the Upper Cactus Basins. The Upper 

Cactus Basins were previously mined for gravel as allowed by the 1988 EIR. The proposed 

design involves the widening and deepening of the three Upper Cactus Basins to an average 

depth of 43 feet (average elevation of 1,346 feet above sea level (asl)), the realignment of the 

Basins with Cactus Channel to the north and Rialto Channel to the south, the construction of 

three Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) earthen dams, and various appurtenant structures. 

Additionally the proposed project would implement a Flood Control System Maintenance Plan 

for on-going management upon completion of construction, a revegetation plan to be 

implemented on the basin dam slopes and a bicycle/walking trail for recreational use on the 

perimeter of the basins. 

 

2.1.2 Project Summary 

 

The project as currently proposed will be to enhance Upper Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5. Basins 

1 and 2 have been previously completed. The proposed project will entail grading of the existing 

basins (following previous sand and gravel removal activities) in order to increase the basins’ 

depth and thus their holding capacity in order to retain increased runoff in the area. The slopes 

will measure between 20' and 46' in height from the bottom of the basin to the top of the slope. 

Flows from the Cactus Channel concrete box structure under Easton Street would be entirely 

diverted into Basin 5. Flows would continue through a series of appurtenant structures from 

basin 5 to 4, 3/3A, and ultimately into the Rialto Channel.  

 

2.1.3 Project Alternatives 

 

CEQA requires that a description of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project be provided. 

The alternatives are those, which when implemented could feasibly achieve the same result as 

the proposed project. CEQA also requires that a review of a “No Action” alternative be provided.  

 

1. Flood Control Alternative -  

This alternative was analyzed in the 1988 EIR. This alternative would meet the flood control 

objective of the proposed project by increasing the capacity of Rialto Channel between Baseline 
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Road and the Santa Ana River. It is assumed that this would significantly reduce the level of 

localized impacts for traffic, noise, air quality, and biological resources. This alternative would 

pass the flow of a 100-year flood safely to the Santa Ana River, but would not reduce peak flow 

or control runoff as the proposed project would. Cost analyses (as determined in the 1988 EIR) 

indicated that this alternative would cost approximately $3 million more than the proposed 

project. The enhancement of equivalent detention basins at downstream locations adjacent to 

Rialto Channel was determined to be unfeasible due to the lack of appropriate sites. Additionally, 

the construction of numerous small detention basins throughout Rialto was not considered to be 

capable of providing an equivalent level of flood protection.  

 

2. Two Basin Alternative 

The Two Basin Alternative would develop Basin 4 and 5 as a single basin and allow for the 

development of Basin 3/3A as proposed. Under this alternative one Division of Safety of Dams –

approved (DOSD) dam would be eliminated and the surface area at the base of Basin 4 would be 

approximately double the presently proposed size. Elimination of the DOSD dam between 

Basin 4 and 5 would reduce the amount of slope surface area available for water detention. 

Additionally, it would increase the surface area subject to regular maintenance and clearing 

activities. Sediment and debris entering from Cactus Channel would spread over the larger 

surface of Basin 4 and some sediment may be expected to flow onto Basin 3/3A before settling 

occurs. This alternative would likely result in more rigorous maintenance activities over a larger 

area in comparison to the Proposed Project. 

 

The Two Basin Alternative would meet the flood control objectives of the Proposed Project by 

increasing the capacity of the Upper Cactus Basins to provide 100-year flood protection to 

residences, businesses, and public infrastructure adjacent to Cactus and Rialto Channels. 

However, the impacts associated with this alternative would be increased with the projected 

maintenance and not significantly reduced from those resulting from the Proposed Project.  

 

3. Basin and Channel Split Flow Alternative  

The Basin and Channel Split Flow Alternative would modify the existing design for the 

improvement of the three Upper Cactus Basins to include improvements to Cactus Channel 

located within the subject project area. The design would reduce the size of the proposed basins 

but would preserve the existing portion of Cactus Channel adjacent to Basins 4 and 5. This 

alternative would allow for a split flow from Cactus Channel at the northeast corner of Basin 5 

into the basin system at Basin 5 and through the existing channel into the basin system at Basin 

3/3A. Upon project completion this alternative may also result in more rigorous maintenance 

activities over a larger area in comparison to the Proposed Project. 

 

The Basin and Channel Split Flow Alternative would meet the District’s flood control objectives. 

The alternative would not minimize significant impacts from the Proposed Project.  

 

4. No Federal Action Alternative 

The No Federal Action Alternative would allow for improvements to the existing basins outside 

of areas considered to be Waters of the United States. Waters of the United States are under the 

jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE); any project that may potentially 
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impact such areas would require consultation with the ACOE and a federal permit issued by the 

ACOE.  

 

The existing Cactus Channel on the east boundary of the subject project site, and Basin 3/3A are 

considered Waters of the U.S. Under this alternative, improvements to Basins 4 and 5 may be 

made but would be restricted to occur inside the existing basins and west of Cactus Channel. 

This alternative would result in reduced basin acreage. Rather than channeling all flow into the 

basin system, this alternative would allow some flow to continue through Cactus Channel to 

Basin 3/3A. The remainder of the flow would enter Basin 5; continue on to Basins 4 and 3/3A 

before entering Rialto Channel. 

 

This alternative would in part meet the District’s flood control objectives by increasing the 

existing capacity of the Upper Cactus Basin system to include Basins 4 and 5. However, under 

this alternative no improvements to Basin 3/3A, or Cactus Channel would occur. The No Federal 

Action Alternative would reduce project impacts; however, it would not meet the overall project 

purpose as identified by the District.  

  

5. No Action Alternative -  

The No Action Alternative would mean that the site would be left in its current state. Assuming 

that the City of Rialto’s and the District’s policies on flood control do not change, then proposed 

development within the project's contributing drainage would have to be modified to eliminate 

new contributions to the currently constrained flood control system that includes Cactus Basins. 

New development is also subject to current water quality criteria of the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board that was not in existence at the time the 1988 EIR was certified. The project, as 

proposed, would allow the Cactus Basins to accept diverted flows from Interstate 210 and is a 

necessary component of the completed freeway construction project. Under the No Project 

Alternative scenario, the current system would be unable to accommodate the increased runoff 

and would subject adjacent areas to flooding. Rialto Channel is currently unable to adequately 

convey moderate (10-year) storm flows. Improvement of the Upper Cactus Basins would enable 

improved staggering of peak flows. Recent 2010/2011 (10 to 15-year) winter storms have 

confirmed the undersized nature of the basins and need for expansion. The No Action 

Alternative would not provide any of the flood control benefits; however, under this alternative, 

none of the impacts associated with the Proposed Project would occur. 

 

2.2 EIR IMPACT EVALUATION FORMAT 

 

Chapter 4.0 of this Supplemental EIR contains an evaluation of environmental impacts that were 

not evaluated in the 1988 EIR and that could occur with the implementation of the proposed 

project. Each section in Chapter 4.0 begins with an Introduction to the section, followed by a 

description of the environmental setting for each topic. Supplemental to the 1988 EIR, a 

discussion of identified impacts associated with the proposed project describe the thresholds used 

to determine the levels of significance before and after mitigation. 
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2.3 SUMMARY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

 

In 2005, an evaluation of the 1988 EIR for the Upper Cactus Basins was completed by the 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department staff and District’s Environmental 

Management Division staff to determine the need for supplemental analysis for compliance with 

CEQA. Staff determined that a Supplement to the 1988 EIR would be required to address 

changes in the regulatory environment related to air quality, biological resources, cultural 

resources, and hydrology. All other impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR 

as certified by the City were determined to be adequate.  

 

The current Project proposed comprises a larger area than what was evaluated in the 2008 

Supplemental EIR and the Project Description has been revised from what was evaluated in the 

1988 EIR. Therefore, this 2012 Draft Supplemental EIR has been prepared to address changes in 

the Project Description, the environment, and applicable regulations.  

 

2.4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 

2.4.1 Findings of No or Less Than Significant Impacts 

 

The 1988 EIR determined that the proposed Upper Cactus Basins project would have no impact 

in the following areas:  

 

 Energy 

 Human Health 

 Land Use 

 Population 

 Public Services 

 Recreation 

 

No environmental or regulatory changes have occurred in these areas and therefore no 

potentially significant impacts were identified during the preparation of this Supplemental EIR. 

  

2.4.2 Findings of Less Than Significant Impacts After Mitigation Measures Have Been 

Implemented 

 

Table 2-1, included at the end of this section, summarizes the potential environmental impacts 

associated with the project as presently proposed, the mitigation measures that would reduce or 

eliminate potentially significant impacts, and the level of significance of an impact that would 

occur after mitigation is implemented. The table summarizes any new impacts (not addressed in 

1988) that could potentially occur with implementation of the project. The following impacts 

have been determined to be less than significant after further analysis or after mitigation 

measures are implemented: 

 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 
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 Cultural Resources 

 Hydrology  

 

2.4.3 Findings of Significant Impacts After Mitigation Measures Have Been Implemented 

 

The analysis conducted for this Supplemental EIR determined that no significant environmental 

impacts would remain after mitigation measures have been implemented.  
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

3.1 BACKGROUND 

 

Portions of this Project Description for the proposed Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4 & 5 (Upper Cactus 

Basins) Enhancement Project (“Proposed Project”) are from sections of the EIR that was 

completed and certified for the Project as proposed in 1988 (Final Environmental Impact Report, 

Upper Cactus Basin Flood Control Facility, prepared by Harmsworth Associates, September 

1988). The project is proposed to enhance portions of an existing flood control facility owned 

and operated by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District (“District”). The original 

1988 EIR was prepared for a project described as the construction of three unlined retention 

basins (Basins A, B and C), a rectangular concrete channel approximately 3,450 feet in length 

from the south side of Highland Avenue to Basin C (the most downstream of the three basins), 

and a system of basin inlets and outlets. After completion of the flood control basins, it was 

envisioned that the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) would also use 

the basins for groundwater recharge; the primary source of water would be State Water Project 

(SWP) water. 

 

In 2006, excavation work as described in the EIR had been conducted on all three basins; 

however, basin improvements were yet to be constructed. In 2008 the District prepared a Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 1987110914) for Cactus Basins 3 and 3A 

Flood Control Facility Enhancements (SEIR) for a revised project proposal: to enhance a portion 

(Basin 3/3A) of the flood control system and eliminate the groundwater recharge component of 

the basins. The 2008 SEIR evaluated changes in the environment since certification of the 1988 

Final EIR. Environmental changes evaluated in the 2008 SEIR included the February 1998 

emergency-listing of the San Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) as a federally listed endangered 

species, the 1993 designation of the California gnatcatcher as a federally threatened species and 

State species of special concern, and the current regulations governing air quality emissions.  

 

Improvements to the basins as described in the 2008 SEIR which was certified on December 8, 

2008 by the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors have not been constructed. At present 

the District intends to construct flood control improvements at the three basins with minor design 

changes to provide for the more efficient capture of storm flows from major events and to 

conduct on-going maintenance activities at Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5. Due to the identification of a 

plume of contamination since the evaluation of the original project, the recharge of groundwater 

or use of the basins by the SBVMWD is not a part of the Proposed Project. Use of the basins for 

groundwater recharge may be considered at a future time if the existing groundwater plume is 

remediated and additional CEQA analysis is undertaken. A portion of the infrastructure 

necessary for future recharge will be installed in the westerly basins’ embankments as part of 

infilling the existing Cactus Channel adjacent to Basins 4 and 5. The District will serve as the 

Lead Agency for CEQA review and has determined the need for a second Supplement to the 

1988 EIR to address changes in the Project Description not addressed in the 2008 SEIR as well 

as changes to the regulatory environment that have occurred since 2008, and the finding of least 

Bell’s vireo, a federal and State Endangered species at the Project Site.  
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, §15162(a), a Supplemental EIR may be required if there are: 

1) substantial changes to the project; 2) there are substantial changes in the project's 

circumstances; or 3) new information that would not have been known at the time the EIR was 

certified becomes available. The original parameters of the 1988 EIR for the proposed project 

have not changed and the same significant impacts previously addressed are expected. Since that 

time, the Project Site has been identified with the potential to support habitat for certain species 

of concern. In February of 1998, the San Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) was emergency-listed 

as a federally listed endangered species and the California gnatcatcher was listed as a federally 

Threatened species by United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 1993 and as a 

species of special concern by the State of California. In 2010, a siting of a pair of least Bell’s 

vireo occurred at the Project Site. Additionally, new rules and regulations governing air quality 

emissions have been adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. Given these 

new potential impacts and the lapse in time between the adoption of the original EIR in 1988 and 

the present proposal to enhance three basins of the regional flood control system, the District 

acting as the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, §15051, has determined that a 

Supplemental EIR is warranted.  
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) must issue a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 

for approval of the project and will therefore be responsible for National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) compliance and consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

regarding the potential taking of federal Endangered species. 

 

3.2 REGIONAL SETTING 

 

The Cactus Basins Flood Control Facility is located entirely within the City of Rialto, in the west 

valley portion of San Bernardino County (see Figure 3-1). The City of Rialto has a population of 

99,171 (2010 est.) and supports a diversified mix of manufacturing, distribution, service, and 

retail businesses. 

 

The site is located just south of Interstate 210, approximately 3.6 miles north of Interstate 10, and 

4.7 miles west of Interstate 215. Lytle Creek, an ephemeral wash that contains high quality 

aggregate resources occurs approximately one mile to the east. The Project Site occurs on an 

alluvial fan at the base of the San Gabriel Mountains. 

 

3.3 LOCAL SETTING 

 

The proposed project is situated in the northcentral portion of the City of Rialto in the east half of 

Township 1 North, Range 5 West, Section 34. The project site is owned by the District and 

includes approximately 116 acres. Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4, & 5 are located south of Easton Street, 

north of Baseline Road, west of Cactus Avenue, and east of Ayala Drive (see Figure 3-2). The 

Jerry Eaves Park lies west of the project site adjacent to Basin 3/3A and the Rialto Municipal 

Airport runway is adjacent to the west of Basins 4 and 5. Residential neighborhoods are located 

to the east, south, and north of I-210. The remainder of the Cactus Basins Flood Control System 

that is not a part of this project is the existing Basins 1 and 2 which are located south of Baseline 

Road. 
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3.4 SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

 

The site occurs on the bajada below the San Gabriel Mountains, on the historic floodplain of 

Lytle Creek. Soils are made up of alluvial and colluvial sand, gravel and rock. The site has been 

altered by sand and gravel mining operations as approved in the 1988 EIR.  

 

A District designated Habitat Restoration Area is located immediately east of Cactus Basin 3/3A. 

The Habitat Restoration Area was established by the District as mitigation for the Baseline RCB 

Project and is not part of the subject project site, nor will it be disturbed or altered by the 

proposed project.  

 

Under existing conditions, Basin 3/3A is in-line with Cactus Channel to the north and Rialto 

Channel to the south; Basins 4 and 5 are off-line and do not receive or transfer stormwater flows. 

All flows entering the existing system come from a concrete box structure under Easton Street 

and into Cactus Channel. Cactus Channel is a deeply incised conduit immediately east of Basins 

5 & 4. Flows from the Channel outlet into Basin 3/3A, then they are transferred to the Rialto 

Channel.  

 

Six habitat types occur at the Upper Cactus Basin project site. Riversidean sage scrub is the 

predominant habitat type at the subject site occupying approximately 49.3 acres. Riversidean 

sage scrub vegetation is dominant on the existing basin slopes. Characteristic shrubs at the site 

include California sagebrush (Artemisisa californica), deerweed (Acmispon glaber), California 

buckwheat (Erigonum fasciuclatum), black sage (Salvia mellifera), and prickly-pear cactus 

(Opuntia littoralis). A chaparral community of approximately 3.7 acres occurs on the eastern 

basin slopes. Observed species in the chaparral community include: hollyleaf cherry (Prunus 

ilicifolia), chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), and wedge-

leaf ceanothus (Ceanothus cuneatus). 

 

The basin floor of Basin 3/3A supports a willow cottonwood woodland of approximately 

7.6 acres and a mulefat scrub community of approximately 1.2 acres. Predominant riparian 

vegetation includes: Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), red willow (Salix laevigata), 

arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia). 

 

The remainder of the subject site is described as either streambed or disturbed habitat. Streambed 

habitat is defined as open flood channel sparsely vegetated with a mix of native and non-native 

species. Approximately 25.6 acres of streambed habitat occur at the site. Disturbed habitat occurs 

on the developed basin access road and portions of the subject property that show signs of 

regular maintenance. Approximately 28.5 acres of the property are classified as disturbed. 

Disturbed areas are generally devoid of vegetation. Where vegetation is observed, it is 

predominantly non-native plant species that include: common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), 

common chickweed (Stellaria media), short podded mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), London 

rocket (Sisymbium irio), white mustard (Sinapsis alba), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), tree 

tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), horehound (Marrubium vulgare), red brome (Bromus madritensis 

sssp. rubens), rigput (Bromus diandrus), and pigweed amaranth (Amaranthus albus). 

 



3.0 Project Description 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  3-6 

3.5 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

3.5.1 Project Need and Objectives 

 

The District proposes the enhancement of three detention basins referred to as the Upper Cactus 

Basins in an area generally bound by Easton Street, Ayala Drive, Baseline Road, and Cactus 

Avenue. The overall project objective is to provide 100-year flood protection to residences, 

businesses, and public infrastructure adjacent to Cactus Channel and Rialto Channel in the cities 

of Rialto and Colton, and unincorporated San Bernardino County, California. Increased runoff 

from the construction of Interstate 210, to the north of the basins (completed in 2007), and 

continued development of new residential, commercial, and industrial uses upstream, have and 

will continue to increase demands on the flood control system and the subject basins. 

Additionally, the enhancement of the basins is required to alleviate stress on the portion of the 

flood control system downstream of the Project Site (Cactus Basins 1 and 2). 

 

The proposed project would expand the upper Cactus Basins and eliminate the portion of the 

Cactus Channel located east of the Basins within the subject property. The project would align 

the flood control basins with the Cactus Channel to the north of Basin 5 and with the Rialto 

Channel at the southwest corner of Basin 3/3A. Under existing conditions, Cactus Channel is a 

deeply incised conduit that bypasses Basin 5 & 4. Flows from Cactus Channel enter the existing 

unimproved Basin 3/3A and ultimately flow into Rialto Channel. Rialto Channel receives the 

majority of the storm runoff within the City of Rialto and under existing conditions is unable to 

handle the peak flow from a 100-year flood event. Completion of the Upper Cactus Basins 

Enhancement Project would effectively stagger peak flows to reduce potential downstream flood 

hazard impacts associated with projected development in northern Rialto.  

 

3.5.2 Major Components of Proposed Project 

 

The subject project site is comprised of approximately 116 acres owned by the District. The 

entire Cactus Basins Flood Control System ultimately includes five separate basins: 

 

 Basin 1 South of Base Line Road, constructed 
  

Basin 2 South of Base Line Road, constructed 
 
 Basin 3/3A North of Base Line Road, part of the proposed project 
   (previously named Basin C) 
 
 Basin 4 North of Base Line Road and Basin 3, part of proposed project  
   (previously named Basin B) 
 
 Basin 5 North of Base Line Road and Basin 4, part of proposed project  
   (previously named Basin A) 
 

Basins 1 and 2 are located south of the Upper Cactus Basins south of Baseline Road. Basins 1 

and 2 have been completed and are operational. Basin enhancements proposed at this time 

include improvements to Basins 3/3A, 4, & 5, collectively termed the Upper Cactus Basins, and 
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the Cactus Channel. The Upper Cactus Basins were previously mined for gravel as allowed by 

the 1988 EIR. The proposed design involves the widening and deepening of the three Upper 

Cactus Basins to an average depth of 43 feet (average elevation 1,346 feet above sea level (asl), 

the alignment of the Basins with Cactus Channel to the north and Rialto Channel to the south, the 

construction of Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) earthen dams in Basin 3/3A, between 

Basins 3/3A and 4, and between Basins 4 and 5, and construction of various appurtenant 

structures. Additionally the proposed project would implement a Flood Control System 

Maintenance Plan for on-going management upon completion of construction, and a 

bicycle/walking trail for recreational use on the perimeter of the basins. All earthmoving 

activities would be confined within the project area. Approximately, 1,829,000 CY of material 

would be exported; no import of material is expected to occur. Stockpiles as necessary will be 

placed in designated 1.5 to 3-acre stockpile areas at the bottom of each basin. The planned 

excavation and stockpile number are outlined in Table 3-1; components of the proposed project 

are discussed in detail below.  

 

Table 3-1 

Basin Excavation and Stockpile Numbers 

Basin Excavation 
(CY) 

Embankment 
(CY) 

Export 
(CY) 

3 440,000 cy 111,000 329,000 

3A 45,000 70,000 --- 

4 1,200,000 100,000 1,100,000 

5 540,000 140,000 400,000 

 

Basin Expansion and Deepening  

The proposed project would widen and deepen Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5. The three basins 

would be excavated to a uniform depth of approximately 1,346 feet asl. In order to align the 

basins in the subject property the basins would be widened to the east to the location of the 

existing Cactus Channel. All flows from the concrete box structure under Easton Street would 

flow into Basin 5 (see Figure 3-3).  

 

Each Basin would include access ramps to the floor of the basin. A typical access ramp would be 

15 feet wide and would include access for required construction of basin improvements and 

maintenance as needed.  

 

California of Department of Water Resources – Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) 

The proposed dams would be constructed in Basin 3/3A, between Basins 3/3A and 4, and 

between Basins 4 and 5. As designed by the District, the dams would be subject to the 

regulations of the State of California Department of Water Resources DSOD regulations. 

Construction of the dams would be supervised by the DSOD.  

 

The State of California has supervised dams to prevent failure since August of 1929. Dams are 

defined in the California Water Code Sections 6002, 6003, and 6004; all dams under the 

definition of these sections are subject to State supervision unless they are owned and operated 

by the United States.  
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As defined by the DSOD regulations, “dam means any artificial barrier, together with 

appurtenant works, which does or may impound or divert water, and which either (a) is or will be 

25 feet or more in height from the natural bed of the stream or watercourse at the downstream toe 

of the barrier, as determined by the department, or from the lowest elevation of the outside limit 

of the barrier, as determined by the department, if it is not across a stream channel of 

watercourse, to the maximum possible water storage elevation or (b) has or will have an 

impounding capacity of 50 acre-feet or more.  

 

Basin Appurtenant Structures 

A series of appurtenant structures would be constructed on the basin dams to allow the 

realignment of flow from Cactus Channel, through the detention basin system, to Rialto Channel. 

The proposed appurtenant structures are described as follows:  

 

 Flows from Cactus Channel would enter Basin 5 from the northeast corner over an 

ungrouted rock rip-rap splash pad embedded into the facility’s levee. The splash pad 

would be 3-feet in depth with a slope of 3H:1V, and span 240 feet along the levee slope 

and 135 feet of the channel, for a total splash pad length of 375 feet.  

 A storm drain inlet from Ayala Drive and Jerry Eves Park to the west would be 

constructed beneath the western levee.  

 

Flood Control System Maintenance Plan 

Upon completion of the Proposed Project, the District would implement an on-going 

Maintenance Plan necessary for the continued upkeep and functionality of the flood control 

system. The proposed basin inlet and outlet system has been designed to minimize maintenance 

requirements and consequently minimize disturbance of revegetated habitat on the dam slopes. 

Flow would enter Basin 5 from the northeast; sediment from flows would predominately settle in 

Basin 5. Residual sediment is expected to flow through the spillways from Basin 5 to Basin 4 

before settling there. Little to no sediment accumulation is expected to occur in Basin 3/3A. 

Maintenance activities proposed under the Maintenance Plan would include: 

 

 Removal of sedimentation twice a year or as needed; 

 Removal of vegetation twice a year or as needed; 

 Weed abatement along the property fence lines and roadsides twice a year or as needed; 

 Debris removal, erosion repairs, and center flow repairs as needed; 

 Basin bottom disking, if and where possible; and, 

 Levee grading as needed.  

 

Maintenance activities would also include the continued management of the revegetated slopes. 

Per DSOD requirements for the maintenance of regulated dams, vegetation that may potentially 

inhibit the structural integrity of the dams may be removed as part of the normal maintenance 

activities. 

 

Bicycle/Walking Trail 

Upon completion of the proposed Basin improvements and dam construction, the 20 foot wide 

dam axis/maintenance access roads along the perimeter of the flood control system have the 



3.0 Project Description 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  3-10 

potential for joint use as a bicycle/walking trail. The joint use of the access trails would enhance 

the recreational opportunities already available at the adjacent Jerry Eves Park, located just west 

of Basins 3/3A and 4.  

 

Chapter 3 of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Basin Plan 

outlines beneficial uses of water resources to benefit people and/or wildlife. Joint use of Cactus 

Basins to provide access to a bicycle/walking trail would be consistent with the REC 2 beneficial 

use as defined by Santa Ana RWQCB Basin Plan. The REC 2 beneficial use is defined as “non-

contact water recreation waters used for recreational activities involving proximity to water, but 

not normally involving body contact with water where ingestion of water would be reasonably 

possible.” 

 

Recreational beneficial use designations may be assigned by the RWQCB to recognize that the 

use exists or that the water quality of the waterbody could support recreational uses. However, 

the RWQCB does not construe the designation as encouraging recreational activities. In some 

cases, access to waterbodies with a recreation designation is prohibited due to potentially 

hazardous conditions and/or due to the need to protect other uses such as municipal supply or 

sensitive wildlife habitat.  
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

The original EIR in 1988 identified the following areas of environmental impacts: 

 

 Topography 

 Hydrology 

 Biology 

 Traffic and Circulation 

 Air Quality 

 Noise 

 Visual Quality 

 

4.0.1 1988 EIR: UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS  

 

The unavoidable adverse impacts, which could result from the project, will occur on both a 

short- and a long-term basis. Short-term impacts are those that will occur during the construction 

phases of the project and will not permanently alter the local environment. Long-term impacts 

are those that will begin with the project's construction and remain through the project's useful 

life or beyond. Those impacts that were originally identified in the 1988 EIR which are results of 

project activities and which cannot be fully eliminated through mitigation measures are discussed 

briefly below. While the original EIR incorporated numerous mitigation measures in order to 

reduce and limit the adverse impacts, the following impacts were unavoidable consequences for 

which the City Council of Rialto adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations due to the 

critical necessity of the project. 

 

Topography 

The development of the basins will result in a permanent alteration in local topography. This 

impact will begin with the initial construction phase and exist beyond the useful life of the 

project. No measures are available to totally mitigate this impact. The project will also create the 

potential for increased wind erosion of site soils. This latter effect should be relatively short-term 

and confined primarily to the construction phase of the project. Future revegetation subsequent to 

enhancement will significantly reduce this impact. 

 

Hydrology 

Although the probability is low of an accidental release of hazardous material into the basins 

drainage area, it would cause a significant impact if these materials could not be intercepted prior 

to reaching the basins. While current regulations exist to limit this type of event, it is still 

possible. If such materials entered the basins, an unavoidable adverse impact to local 

groundwater could result prior to the implementation of any clean up measures.  

 

Biology 

The disturbance of the surface at the project site will result in permanent impacts to both 

vegetation and wildlife habitats. Additionally the removal of habitat may affect one federally 

listed endangered species (San Bernardino kangaroo rat) and one state and federally-listed 
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endangered species (least Bell’s vireo) known to be present at the site. The loss of site vegetation 

is locally significant and is only partly offset on-site by a revegetation program.  

 

Traffic and Circulation 

Implementation of the project will increase the volume of truck traffic on local roadways, which 

is of moderate significance. The project will also lead to a likely decrease in traffic safety. These 

conditions are of short duration and will occur only during the construction phase of the project.  

 

Air Quality 

The project will cause an increase in the emission of air contaminants of which particulate matter 

is of the greatest concern and is considered to result in an adverse condition. While partial 

mitigation can be provided, the impact will remain to some degree. However, this impact is 

confined primarily to the enhancement period when site disturbance is at a maximum. Post 

enhancement revegetation of the project site should effectively mitigate any potential long-term 

impact. 

 

Noise 

The enhancement of the flood control channel and basins will cause short-term significant noise 

impacts to the surrounding residential area east of the site. The degree of impact can be 

controlled to a large extent but the adverse condition will remain during the construction phase 

of the project. 

 

Visual Quality 

The development of the basins will permanently alter the local visual quality of the site. The 

adverse condition created during construction is anticipated to diminish to a level of 

insignificance with time.  

 

4.0.2 SUPPLEMENTAL EIR: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 

As previously identified, the District determined the need to evaluate potential environmental 

impacts in areas where new legislation and/or species listing would require an updated review. A 

new Jurisdictional Delineation, Biological Resources Report, focused botanical surveys, trapping 

study for SBKR presence, and focused surveys for the California gnatcatcher and least Bell’s 

vireo have been performed for the preparation of this Supplemental EIR in order to update the 

1988 EIR pursuant to CEQA requirements. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan has been 

prepared to address new regulations imposed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. An 

updated Cultural Resources Investigation has ben completed to meet both the requirements of 

NEPA and CEQA. Impacts associated with topography, visual quality, noise, and traffic and 

circulation will remain the same as previously evaluated and therefore were not evaluated in this 

Supplemental EIR. The environmental impacts are therefore evaluated herein for the following 

topics: 

 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 
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 Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change 

 Hydrology and Drainage 

 

Format of Environmental Topic Sections 

 

Each topic identified above is addressed in a sub-section of this EIR chapter. Sections are 

outlined following the consistent format as follows: 

 

 Introductory paragraph describing the focus of the analysis and summary of background 

material used to prepare the analysis; 

 Description of the environmental setting as it relates to the specific environmental topic; 

 Identification of the thresholds of significance; 

 Evaluation of project-specific impacts for the proposed project; and a determination of 

significance based on documented threshold levels; 

 Identification of mitigation measures; and 

 Determination of the level of significance, after mitigation measures are implemented. 

 

The Introduction describes the purpose of the section, identifies background reports used to 

prepare the section, and summarizes the main focus of the analysis. 

 

The Environmental Setting describes existing conditions at the local level as well as the 

regulatory environment where applicable policies, plans and regulations apply to the proposed 

project. 

 

Thresholds of Significance are used to determine the level of significance of identified impacts 

as required by CEQA Guidelines. Thresholds of significance are identifiable quantitative, 

qualitative, or performance levels of a particular environmental effect. 

 

The Impact Analysis focuses on changes in the existing physical environment that would be 

caused by the proposed project identifying direct and indirect adverse effects of development of 

the proposed project.  

 

The Mitigation Measures identify actions to minimize impacts that exceed the thresholds of 

significance. 

 

Finally, a determination of the Level of Significance following implementation of the 

recommended mitigation measures is provided. 
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4.1 AIR QUALITY 

 

4.1.1 Introduction 

 

This section of the Supplemental EIR provides background air quality information including 

current regulatory overview, a description of the climate, and existing or ambient air quality in 

the project vicinity of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). This background information is used 

to assess the potential air quality impacts from the proposed project and recommend mitigation 

measures for impacts determined to be potentially significant. Background material is referenced 

from the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department and the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Guidelines. Emissions were generated using 

SCAQMD “Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors” for 2012 and EMFAC2007 (v2.3) 

Emission Factors for On-Road Heavy-Heavy-Heavy-Duty Diesel Trucks for 2012. Refer to 

Appendix B for Air Quality calculations. 

 

4.1.2 Environmental Setting  

 

Regional Setting 

 

The project site is located in the City of Rialto and in the Valley portion of the SCAB. The 

SCAB includes Orange County and portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino 

counties. The air basin encompasses an area of approximately 6,600 square miles bounded by the 

Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains to the 

north and east. The mountains, which reach heights of up to 11,000 feet above mean sea level act 

to prevent airflow and thus block the transport of air pollutants out of the basin. 

 

The climate in and around the project area, as with all of southern California, is controlled 

largely by the strength and position of the subtropical high-pressure cell over the Pacific Ocean 

which maintains moderate temperatures and comfortable humidities, and limits precipitation to a 

few storms during the winter "wet" season. Temperatures are normally mild, excepting the 

summer months, which commonly bring substantially higher temperatures. During summer 

months in all portions of the basin, temperatures well above 100 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) have 

been regularly recorded. The annual average temperature in the basin is approximately 62°F. 

 

Winds in the project area are almost always driven by the dominant land/sea breeze circulation 

system. Regional wind patterns are dominated by daytime on-shore sea breezes. At night the 

wind generally slows and reverses direction traveling towards the sea. Wind direction can be 

altered by local canyons, with wind tending to flow parallel to the canyons. The frequency of 

calm winds (less than two miles per hour) occurs less than ten percent of the time. Therefore, 

there is little stagnation in the project vicinity, especially during busy daytime traffic hours. 

 

The vertical dispersion of air pollutants in the air basin is limited by the presence of a persistent 

temperature inversion. Generally, the greater the distance from the ground, the colder the air 

usually becomes. During a temperature inversion, there is a temperature increase with altitude. 

Therefore, the inversion layer is a layer of warm air over cooler air. The result is that the 

inversion layer blocks the cooler air from rising and prevents pollutants from being dispersed. 
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Southern California frequently has temperature inversions that inhibit the dispersion of 

pollutants. Inversions may be either ground-based or elevated. Ground-based inversions 

sometimes referred to as radiation inversions, are most severe during clear, cold, early winter 

mornings. Under conditions of a ground-based inversion, very little mixing or turbulence occurs, 

and high concentrations of primary pollutants may occur, particularly near major roadways or 

industrial areas. Elevated inversions can be generated by a variety of meteorological phenomena. 

Elevated inversions (inversions that occur at higher altitudes) act as a lid or upper boundary and 

restrict vertical mixing. Below the elevated inversion, dispersion is not restricted. Mixing heights 

for elevated inversions are lower in the summer and more persistent. This low summer inversion 

puts a lid over the air basin and is responsible for the high levels of ozone observed during 

summer months in the air basin. 

 

Air Quality Management 

 

Applicable Polices, Plans and Regulations 

 

A combination of climatic factors and urbanization cause the Los Angeles Basin and the interior 

valleys to have some of the highest air pollution levels in the country. This region, defined as the 

SCAB, falls under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD for statutory air quality issues. Specifically, 

the SCAQMD monitors and enforces the federal and state air quality standards in association 

with federal, state, local, and regional government agencies. These agencies work jointly as well as 

individually to reduce air pollution through legislation, regulation, policy making, education, and a 

variety of programs. These agencies include: 

 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - Responsible for setting and enforcing the national 

standards for atmospheric pollutants, including the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), as amended 

 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) - Part of the California Environmental Protection 

Agency (Cal-EPA) and responsible for assuring implementation of the California Clean Air Act 

(CCAA), responding to federal regulations, and regulating emission standards. 

 

SCAQMD - Primarily responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the SCAB and 

Riverside and Los Angeles County portions of the South East Desert Air Basin (SEDAB). 

SCAQMD implements the CCAA and works directly with federal, state, and local agencies. 

 

Local Governments - Have the authority and responsibility to reduce air pollution through their 

local land use decision-making authority. 

 

Air emissions from the proposed project are subject to federal, state, and local rules and 

regulations as implemented through provisions of the FCAA, CCAA, and the AQMP adopted 

and updated regularly by SCAQMD. The following is an overview of these rules and regulations. 

 

Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA). The FCAA was established in an effort to assure that acceptable 

levels of air quality are maintained in all areas of the United States. These levels are based upon 

health-related exposure limits and are referred to as National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS). The NAAQS establish maximum allowable concentrations of specific pollutants in the 
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atmosphere and characterize the amount of exposure deemed safe for the public. The NAAQS set 

standards for the following pollutants: 

 

 Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

 Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 

 Particulate matter less than 10 microns, aerodynamic diameter (PM10) 

 Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns, aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5) 

 Ozone (O3) 

 Lead (Pb) 

 

Primary and secondary NAAQS have been established and are shown in Table 4.1-1. Primary 

standards reflect levels of air quality deemed necessary by the EPA to provide an adequate margin 

of safety to protect public health. Areas found to be in violation of primary standards are termed 

“non-attainment areas”. Secondary standards reflect levels of air quality necessary to protect public 

welfare from the known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

 

California Clean Air Act. Under the CCAA, state and local authorities have primary responsibility 

for assuring that their respective regions are in attainment of, or have a verifiable plan to attain, the 

NAAQS. The federal CAA provides state and local agencies authority to promulgate more stringent 

ambient air quality standards. The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for the 

following pollutants are also included in Table 4.1-1. 

 

 Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) 

 Vinyl chloride 

 Sulfates (SO4) 

 Visibility-reducing particles 

 

South Coast Air Basin Air Quality Attainment Designations 

 

Based on monitored air pollutant concentrations, the U.S. EPA and CARB designate areas 

relative to their status in attaining the NAAQS and CAAQS respectively. Table 4.1-2 lists the 

current attainment designations for the SCAB. For the Federal standards, the required attainment 

date is also shown. The Unclassified designation indicates that the air quality data for the area 

does not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment. 

 

As shown in Table 4.1-2, the federal government has designated SCAB as Severe-17 non-

attainment for ozone, serious non-attainment for PM10, non-attainment for PM2.5, and 

attainment/maintenance for CO and NO2. The basin has been designated by the State as non-

attainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. 
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Table 4.1-1 
State and Federal 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 

California Standards1 Federal Standards
2
 

Concentration3 Method4 Primary
3,5

 Secondary
3,6

 Method
7
 

Ozone (O3) 
1-Hour 0.09 ppm (180 μg/m3) Ultraviolet 

Photometry 

--- Same as  
Primary Standard 

Ultraviolet 
Photometry 8-Hour 0.07 ppm (137 μg/m

3
) 0.075 ppm (147 μg/m3) 

Respirable 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM10) 

24-Hour 50 μg/m3 

Gravimetric or Beta 
Attenuation* 

150 μg/m3 

Same as  
Primary Standard 

Inertial  
Separation and 

Gravimetic  
Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
20 μg/m3 --- 

Fine 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM2.5) 

24-Hour --- 35 μg/m3 

Same as  
Primary Standard 

Inertial  
Separation and 

Gravimetic  
Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
12 μg/m3 

Gravimetric or Beta 
Attenuation* 

15 μg/m3 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

8-Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 
Nondispersive 

Infrared  
Photometry  

(NDIR) 

9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

--- 

Nondispersive 
Infrared  

Photometry  
(NDIR) 

1-Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 

8-Hour 
(Lake Tahoe) 

6 ppm (7 mg/m3) – 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 
(NO2)

8
 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
0.030 ppm (57 μg/m3) Gas Phase 

Chemiluminescence 

53 ppb (100 μg/m3)8 Same as  
Primary Standard 

Gas Phase 
Chemiluminescence 

1-Hour 0.18 ppm (339 μg/m3) 100 ppb (188 μg/m3)8 

Lead10,11
 

30-day 
average 

1.5 μg/m3 

Atomic Absorption 

– – 

High Volume 
Sampler and  

Atomic Absorption 

Rolling 3-
Month 

Average11 

-- 0.15 μg/m3 
Same as  

Primary Standard 
Calendar 
Quarter 

– 
1.5 μg/m3 

(for certain areas)11 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2)

9
 

24-Hour 0.04 ppm (105 μg/m3) 

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence 

0.14 ppm 

(for certain areas)9 
– 

Spectrophotometry 
(Pararosaniline 

Method) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
--- 

0.030 ppm 

(for certain areas)9 
--- 

3-Hour – -- 0.5 ppm (1300 μg/m3) 

1-Hour 0.25 ppm (655 μg/m3) 75 ppd (196 μg/m3)9 – 

Visibility- 
Reducing 
Particles12

 

8-Hour 

Beta Attenuation and 
Transmittance 

through Filter Tape
12

 No 
 

Federal 
 

Standards 
 

Sulfates 24-Hour 25 μg/m3 Ion Chromatography 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 

1-Hour 0.03 ppm (42 μg/m3) 
Ultraviolet 

Fluorescence 

Vinyl 
Chloride10

 
24-Hour 0.01 ppm (26 μg/m3) Gas Chromatography 

Source: ARB, February 2, 2012. 
1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate 
matter—PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. 
California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 
2. National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded 
more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is 
equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour 
average concentration above 150 μg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily 
concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact U.S. EPA for further clarification and current federal 
policies.  
3. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference 
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C 
and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.  
4. Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality 
standard may be used. 
5. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. 
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6. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects 
of a pollutant. 
7. Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent relationship to 
the reference method” and must be approved by the EPA. 
8. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within an area must not 
exceed 0.100 ppm (effective January 22, 2010). Note that the (ppm). To directly compare the national standards to the California standards the 
units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standards of 53 ppb and 100 ppb are identical to 0.053 ppm and 0.100 ppm, 
respectively. 
9. On June 2, 2010, the U.S. EPA established a new 1-hour SO2 standard, effective August 23, 2010, The secondary SO2 standard was not 
revised at that time; however, the secondary standard is undergoing a separate review by EPA. Note that the new standard is in units of parts per 
billion (ppb). California permeated State monitoring networks. The EPA also revoked both the existing 24-hour SO2 standard concentrations. 
EPA also proposed a new automated Federal Reference Method (FRM) using ultraviolet technology, but will retain the older pararosaniline 
methods until the new FRM have adequately EPA standards are in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per 
million which is based on the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum of 0.14 ppm and the annual primary SO2 
standard of 0.030 ppm, effective August 23, 2010. standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the new primary national 
standard to the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm. 
10. The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects 
determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these 
pollutants. 
11. The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 μg/m3 as a 
quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment 
for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved. 
12. In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to 
instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide and Lake Tahoe 
Air Basin standards, respectively. 

 

Table 4.1-2 

Designations of Criteria Pollutants for the SCAB 

Pollutant Federal State 

Ozone (O3 ) Severe-17 Nonattainment (2021) Nonattainment 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) Serious Nonattainment (2006) Nonattainment 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment (2015) Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment/Maintenance (2000) Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Attainment/Maintenance (1995) Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment Attainment 

Lead Attainment Attainment 

Visibility Reducing Particles N/A Unclassified 

Sulfates N/A Unclassified 

Hydrogen Sulfide N/A Attainment 

Vinyl Chloride N/A Attainment 
  Source: SCAQMD 

 

The SCAB is designated as in attainment of the Federal SO2 and lead NAAQS as well as the 

state CO, NO2, SO2, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride. In July 1997, U.S. EPA issued a 

new ozone NAAQS of 0.08 ppm using an 8-hour averaging time. Implementation of this 

standard was delayed by several lawsuits. Attainment/nonattainment designations for the new 

8-hour ozone standard were issued on April 15, 2004 and became effective on June 15, 2005. 

The SCAB was designated severe-17 non-attainment, which requires attainment of the Federal 

Standard by June 15, 2021. As a part of the designation, the EPA announced that the 1-hour 

ozone standard would be revoked in June of 2005. Thus, the 8- hour ozone standard attainment 

deadline of 2021 supersedes and replaces the previous 1-hour ozone standard attainment deadline 

of 2010. 

 

On April 28, 2005, CARB adopted an 8-hour ozone standard of 0.070 ppm. The California 

Office of Administrative Law approved the rulemaking and filed it with the Secretary of State on 
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April 17, 2006. The standard became effective on May 17, 2006. California has retained the 

1-hour concentration standard of 0.09 ppm. To be redesignated as attainment by the state the 

SCAB will need to achieve both the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards. 

 

The SCAB was designated as moderate non-attainment of the PM10 standards when the 

designations were initially made in 1990 with a required attainment date of 1994. In 1993, the 

basin was redesignated as serious non-attainment with a required attainment date of 2006 

because it was apparent that the basin could not meet the PM10 standard by the 1994 deadline. At 

this time, the Basin has met the PM10 standards at all monitoring stations except at the western 

Riverside station (Magnolia Station) where the annual PM10 standard has not been met. 

However, on September 21, 2006, the U.S. EPA announced that it was revoking the annual PM10 

standard as research had indicated that there was no considerable health effects associated with 

long-term exposure to PM10. With this change, the basin is technically in attainment of the 

federal PM10 standards although the redesignation process has not yet begun. 

 

On September 21, 2006, the U.S. EPA announced that the 24-hour PM2.5 standard was lowered 

to 35 µg/m3. Attainment/non-attainment designations for the revised PM2.5 standard will be 

made by December of 2009 with an attainment date of April 2015 although an extension of up to 

five years could be granted by the U.S. EPA. 

 

The Federal attainment deadline for CO was to be December 31, 2000, however the basin was 

granted an extension due to exceedances of the CO NAAQS. The SCAB has not had any 

violations of the federal CO standards since 2002. In March 2005, the South Coast AQMD 

adopted a CO Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan. On May 11, 2007, the U.S. EPA 

announced approval of the Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan. Effective June 11, 

2007, the SCAB will be re-designated as attainment/maintenance for the federal CO NAAQS. 

The plan provides for maintenance of the federal CO air quality standard until at least 2015 and 

commits to revising the Plan in 2013 to ensure maintenance through 2025. 

 

The federal annual NO2 standard was met for the first time in 1992 and has not been exceeded 

since. The SCAB was redesignated as attainment for NO2 in 1998. The basin will remain a 

maintenance/attainment area until 2018, assuming the NO2 standard is not exceeded. Table 4.1-2 

shows that SCAB is designated as in attainment of the SO2 and lead NAAQS as well as the state 

CO, NO2, SO2, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride CAAQS. Generally, these pollutants 

are not considered a concern in the SCAB. 

 

Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) 

 

The project area is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD, which implements and enforces the 

applicable AQMP. The l997 AQMP with the 1999 amendments is the current Federally-

approved applicable air plan for ozone. The successor 2003 AQMP was adopted locally on 

August 1, 2003, by the governing board of the SCAQMD. CARB adopted the plan as part of the 

California State Implementation Plan on October 23, 2003. The PM10 attainment plan from the 

2003 AQMP received final approval from the U.S. EPA on November 14, 2005 with an effective 

date of December 14, 2005. As of February 14, 2007 the U.S. EPA had not acted on the ozone 

attainment plan of the 2003 AQMP. On the same date, CARB announced that it was rescinding 
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the ozone attainment plan from the 2003 AQMP with the intention to expedite approval of the 

2007 AQMP. The 2007 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD on June 1, 2007. CARB adopted 

the plan as a part of the California State Implementation Plan on September 27, 2007. The State 

Implementation Plan was submitted to the U.S. EPA on November 16, 2007 and the U.S. EPA 

has not taken action on the 2007 AQMP at this time. The approved plan is designed to bring the 

region into compliance with federal and State air quality standards.  

 

Currently, the draft 2012 AQMP is under review. In addition, the SCAQMD prepared the 

“Coachella Valley PM10 Attainment Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan” in 1996 

which has been supplemented by the “2002 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan” 

(SCAQMD 2002). The purpose of this plan was to revise the previous PM10 State 

Implementation Plans to request a redesignation of the Coachella Valley to attainment for PM10, 

and to submit the attendant maintenance plan and other required actions to qualify for such 

redesignation by the U.S. EPA. On January 8, 2010, the District adopted the PM10 Redesignation 

Request and Maintenance Plan for the Coachella Valley (Coachella Valley PM10 Maintenance 

Plan). The plan officially requests this area be redesignated to attainment for the PM10 standard 

and charts the course for continued maintenance of the standard. These Plans list a number of 

dust control measures being implemented by the SCAQMD, the counties, and cities. 

Supplemental fugitive dust control requirements in Rule 403.1 were amended in April 2004 by 

the SCAQMD.  

 

The primary guidance for implementing the air quality standards in relation to CEQA is the 1993 

SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. This handbook is being revised and updated, but until the 

new edition is published, the 1993 version, as updated, is still a valid reference and directive. 

SCAQMD regulates emissions from stationary sources through the permitting process and 

requires permits to Construct/Operate for all stationary equipment with the potential to release 

air contaminants. The SCAQMD cannot issue an air quality “permit to operate” to projects that 

may create a significant air quality impact or interfere with the AQMP and progress toward 

attainment of the federal air quality standards. Fugitive dust emission sources are required to 

implement best available fugitive dust control measures as recommended in Rule 403.1. This 

project may produce construction related combustion and dust emissions and after build out, the 

main impact will be from vehicle emissions.  

 

Monitored Air Quality 

 

Air quality at any site is dependent on the regional air quality and local pollutant sources. 

Regional air quality is determined by the release of pollutants throughout the air basin. Estimates 

for the SCAB have been made for existing emissions ("2007 AQMP"). The data indicate that 

mobile sources are the major source of regional emissions. Motor vehicles (i.e., on-road mobile 

sources) account for approximately 46-percent of VOC, 58-percent of NOx emissions, 

77-percent of CO emissions, 18-percent of PM2.5 emissions, and 8-percent of SOx emissions. 

 

Air quality data for the project area is collected at the Fontana-Arrow Highway monitoring 

station. The data collected at this station is considered representative of the air quality 

experienced in the vicinity of the project. The air pollutants measured at the Fontana-Arrow 

Highway station include ozone, CO, PM2.5, PM10, and NO2. The data presented in Table 4.1-3 
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was obtained from the CARB website. Federal and State air quality standards are also presented 

in Table 4.1-3.  

 

The Fontana-Arrow Highway monitoring data presented in Table 4.1-3 show that ozone is the air 

pollutant of primary concern in the project area. The state 8-hour standard was exceeded between 

52 and 81 days from year 2007 to 2011. 

 

Table 4.1-3 

Summary of Annual Air Quality Data 

Fontana-Arrow Highway Air Quality Monitoring Station 
 

Pollutant 

Year of Data 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Ozone* 

Maximum Concentration (8-Hour)(ppm) 

State Standard: 

Number of days exceeded 0.07 ppm (8-Hour) 

 

0.123 

 

58 

 

0.125 

 

81 

 

0.129 

 

65 

 

0.101 

 

52 

 

0.124 

 

53 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Federal Standard: 

Annual Arithmetic (0.053 ppm) 

Mean State Standard: 

Number of days exceeded 0.25 ppm (1-Hour) 

 

 

0.093 

 

0 

 

 

0.101 

 

0 

 

 

0.106 

 

0 

 

 

0.072 

 

0 

 

 

0.076 

 

0 

Particulate Matter <10 microns* 

Maximum Concentration, California (24-Hour) 

(μg/m3) 

Federal Standard: 

Number of days exceeded 150 μg/m3 (24-Hour) 

State Standard: 

Number of Days exceeded 50 μg/m3 

 

276 

 

13 

 

208 

 

75 

 

0 

 

73 

 

75 

 

0 

 

67 

 

62 

 

0 

 

* 

 

84 

 

0 

 

24 

Particulate Matter <2.5 microns 

Maximum Concentration (24-Hour) (μg/m3) 

Federal Standard: 

Number of days exceeded 35 μg/m3  

 

77.5 

 

* 

 

49.0 

 

19 

 

46 

 

6 

 

42.6 

 

7 

 

60 

 

7 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Federal Standard: 

Number of days exceeded 0.14 ppm (24-Hour) 

State Standard: 

Number of Days exceeded 0.04 ppm (24-Hour) 

 

 

0 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

* 

 

 

0 

 

0 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Air Quality Data, 2007-2011. 

Notes: PM10 measurements taken once every six days. Number of days exceeded are estimated by multiplying actual 

number observed out of 60 observations by 6. 

Notes: PM2.5 measurements are collected every day, every three days, or every six days, depending on the time of year and 

the site’s monitor schedule. 

Other criteria pollutants not measured. 

* No Data 

PPM: Parts Per Million 

Source: CARB Air Quality Data Statistics web site www.arb.ca.gov/adam/ accessed 9/21/2012 

 

 

Ozone is a secondary pollutant; it is not directly emitted. Pollutants emitted from upwind cities 

react during transport downwind to produce the oxidant concentrations experienced in the area. 

Many areas of the SCAQMD contribute to the ozone levels experienced at the monitoring 

station, with the more significant areas being those directly upwind. 

 

PM10 and PM2.5 is another air pollutant of primary concern in the area. The state standards for 

PM10 have been exceeded at the Fontana-Arrow Highway monitoring station between 24 and 
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208 days from year 2007 to 2011. The federal standard for PM10 was not exceeded for years 

2008-2011, and was exceeded 208 days in 2007. 

 

The federal 24-hour standard for PM2.5 was exceeded between 6 and 19 days from year 2007 to 

2011. Particulate levels in the area are due to natural sources, grading operations and motor 

vehicles. 

 

According to the EPA, some people are much more sensitive than others to breathing fine 

particles (PM10 and PM2.5). People with influenza, chronic respiratory and cardiovascular 

diseases, and the elderly may suffer worsening illness and premature death due to breathing these 

fine particles. People with bronchitis can expect aggravated symptoms from breathing in fine 

particles. Children may experience decline in lung function due to breathing in PM10 and PM2.5. 

Other groups considered sensitive are smokers and people who cannot breathe well through their 

noses. Exercising athletes are also considered sensitive, because many breathe through their 

mouths. 

 

As shown in Table 4.1-3, the monitored data of ozone, PM10 and PM2.5 exceeded the standard. 

No state or federal standards were exceeded for the remaining criteria pollutants. 

 

4.1.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Thresholds of Significance 

 

Significant impacts to air quality may result if the proposed project would: 

 

 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;  

 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation; 

 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors); 

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and 

 Potential result in the creation of objectionable odors.  

 

Project Understanding 

 

The County of San Bernardino Flood Control District (District) proposes the enhancement of 

three existing flood control detention basins referred to as Upper Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5 in 

an area generally bounded by Easton Street, Ayala Drive, Baseline Road, and Cactus Avenue 

(refer to Figure 3-2 of the Project Description, Section 3 of the EIR). The overall project 

objective is to provide 100-year flood protection to residences, businesses, and public 

infrastructure adjacent to Cactus Channel and Rialto Channel in the cities of Rialto and Colton, 

San Bernardino County, California. 
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Construction and Operational Phases of the project will consist of the following: 

 

Construction Phase 

 

      Phase 1: Earthwork: development of the ultimate configuration of the basins.  

  

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dozer operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Scraper operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dump Truck operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Water Truck operating for 6 hours per day 

 

Phase 2: Export of Material: the removal of excess material at the end basin configuration.  

 

 12 On-Road Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks operating per hour. 

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 

 Operational Phase 

 

Phase 3: Ongoing Maintenance of the Basins: the removal of material that has collected after 

a storm event.  

  

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dozer operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Scraper operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dump Truck operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Water Truck operating for 6 hours per day 

 

Air quality impacts are usually divided into short-term and long-term. Short-term impacts are 

usually the result of construction or grading operations. Long-term impacts are associated with 

the build-out condition of the proposed project (operational emissions). 

 

SCAQMD has established significance thresholds to assess the regional impact of project-related 

air pollutant emissions. Table 4.1-4 presents these significance thresholds. A project with daily 

emission rates below these thresholds is considered to have a less than significant effect on 

regional air quality throughout the air basin. 

 

Table 4.1-4 

SCAQMD Regional Pollutant Emission Thresholds of Significance 

 Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

 CO ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Construction 550 75 100 150 55 150 

Operation 550 55 55 150 55 150 
      Source: SCAQMD 
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The proposed project consists of improvements to a County flood control system located in the 

north-central portion of the City of Rialto. The subject property is owned and operated by the 

District. The proposed project is the enhancement of three existing detention basins to increase 

flood control capacity. Enhancement and maintenance of basins (short-term heavy equipment 

use) typically don’t generate objectionable odors. The flood control use does not conflict with 

the air quality management plan as the basins have been in operation since 1988 and the AQMP 

was first adopted in 1993. No impacts are anticipated. 

 

There are no sensitive receptors such as schools or hospitals adjacent to the site. However, 

Eisenhower High School is located approximately one-quarter mile east of the project site. 

Existing single-family residential development adjacent to the east and west may be affected by 

the short-term construction impacts. However, implementation of SCAQMD standard mitigation 

measures listed herein would decrease potential short-term construction-related impacts to 

sensitive receptors. Because any impact would be temporary they are considered to be less than 

significant.  

 

Project Impacts  

 

The proposed project will be constructed in phases that are distinct and separate. It would include 

the disturbance of approximately 115.9 acres and require approximately 2,225,000 cubic yards 

(CY) of cut and approximately 421,000 CY of fill volume. The project is anticipated to be 

developed within a 2-year period. Approximately, 1,829,000 CY will be exported. 

 

Construction Emissions 

 

Construction emissions were screened using SCAQMD Off-Road Mobile Source Emissions 

Factors (2012) and SCAQMD On-Road Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks Emission Factors 

(2012). Project construction emissions are estimated in Tables 4.1-5 and 4.1-6. As the project 

includes the handling of approximately 2,225,000 CY and as the District does not have a definite 

equipment schedule, the following construction assumptions were used:  

 

      Phase 1: Handling of Earthwork: development of the ultimate configuration of the basins.  

  

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dozer operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Scraper operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dump Truck operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Water Truck operating for 6 hours per day 

 

Phase 2: Export of Material: the removal of excess material per the end use of the basins. 

 

 12 On-Road Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks operating per hour. 

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 
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4.1-5 

Basin Construction Enhancement Emissions Summary  

(Pounds Per Day) 

Source/Phase ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Loader 1.0 8.0 3.9 0.48 0.47 

Dozer 2.5 21.6 10 0.88 0.86 

Scraper 2.5 20.8 8.8 0.88 0.86 

Dump Truck  1.3 11.2 4.1 0.48 0.47 

Water Truck 0.9 10.0 3.2 0.30 0.29 

Highest Value (lbs/day) 8.2 71.6 30 3.0 2.9 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 75 

Significant No No No No No 
        Source: SCAQMD Off-Road Mobile Source Emissions Factors (2012) 

 
Table 4.1-6 

Material Export Emissions 

 (Pounds per Day) 

Source ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Loader/Backhoe
1
 1.0 8.0 3.9 0.48 0.47 

On-Road Diesel Haul Trucks
2
 4.8 59.5 19.2 5.6 4.8 

Totals (lbs/day) 5.8 67.5 23.1 6.1 5.3 

MDAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 75 

Significant No No No No No 
                     1 SCAQMD Off-Road Mobile Source Emissions Factors (2012) 

              2 SCAQMD On-Road Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks Emission Factors (2012) 

 

 

As show in Tables 4.1-5 and 4.1-6, project construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD 

thresholds. Refer to Appendix B for detailed calculations.  

 

The project will also generate fugitive dust during grading operations. The project site can be 

subject to significant winds, which can transport dust and particulate matter of 10 microns or less 

(PM10). PM10 is a criteria pollutant with known health impacts. The proposed project is the 

disturbance of approximately 115.9 acres. PM10 emissions are not anticipated to be significant as 

they are short-term. However, a number of mitigation methods are available. In order to ensure 

that these potential impacts remain at less than significant levels, mitigation is provided below, 

which assumes at least a 50 percent reduction in PM10 from implementation of SCAQMD dust 

control measures. The development of the site will implement the “best available fugitive dust 

control requirements” listed below and comply with SCAQMD rules and regulations, 

particularly Rules 402 and 403 that require controls for fugitive dust. These standard conditions 

are included to reduce emissions to the lowest amounts feasible. 

 

 Operational Emissions 

 

The proposed project is the enhancement of three existing detention basins. Operational 

emissions are anticipated to be minimal and based on the need to clear debris due to storm events. 

Most basin work is done in the spring. However, some cleanup work is conducted in late summer or 
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early fall. Focus is placed on clearing the basin floor of vegetation. The following typical 

operational/on-going maintenance assumptions were assumed: 

 

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dozer operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Scraper operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dump Truck operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Water Truck operating for 6 hours per day 

 

A Typical operational/on-going maintenance may occur between two to four weeks. As shown in 

Table 4.1-7, a typical daily operation is not anticipated to exceed SCAQMD thresholds.  

 

Table 4.1-7 

Typically Operational Emissions 

 (Pounds Per Day) 

Source/Phase ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Loader 1.0 8.0 3.9 0.48 0.47 

Dozer 2.5 21.6 10 0.88 0.86 

Scraper 2.5 20.8 8.8 0.88 0.86 

Dump Truck  1.3 11.2 4.1 0.48 0.47 

Water Truck 0.9 10.0 3.2 0.30 0.29 

Highest Value (lbs/day) 8.2 71.6 30 3.0 2.9 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 75 

Significant No No No No No 
        Source: SCAQMD Off-Road Mobile Source Emissions Factors (2012) 

 

 

Mitigation Measures 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 

  

 The project shall comply with the requirements of the SCAQMD Rules 402 Nuisance, and 

403, Fugitive Dust, which require the implementation of Best Available Control Measures 

(BACM) for each fugitive dust source, and the AQMP), which identifies Best Available 

Control Technologies (BACT) for area sources and point sources, respectively. This would 

include, but not be limited to the following: 

 

A. The project proponent shall ensure that any portion of the site to be graded shall be pre-

watered to a depth of three feet prior to the onset of grading activities. 

 

(a) The project proponent shall ensure that watering of the site or other soil stabilization 

method shall be employed on an on-going basis after the initiation of any grading 

activity on the site. Portions of the site that are actively being graded shall be 

watered regularly to ensure that a crust is formed on the ground surface, and shall be 

watered at the end of each workday. 
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(b) The project proponent shall ensure that landscaped areas are installed as soon as 

possible to reduce the potential for wind erosion. 

  

(c) The project proponent shall ensure that all grading activities are suspended during 

first and second stage ozone episodes or during any period when winds exceed 

25 miles per hour. 

 

 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 

 

 To reduce emissions, all equipment used in grading and construction must be tuned and 

maintained to the manufacturer’s specification to maximize efficient burning of vehicle fuel. 

 

 Mitigation Measure AQ-3 

 

 The project proponent shall, prepare an erosion control plan and PM10 plan. 

  

 Mitigation Measure AQ-4  

 

 The project proponent shall ensure that construction personnel are informed of ride sharing 

and transit opportunities. 

 

 Level of Significance after Mitigation  

 

Implementation of the listed mitigation measures will further minimize the project 

contribution to local and regional emissions of criteria pollutants and minimize impacts to 

developments within the vicinity. Construction related impacts to air quality are considered 

less than significant with mitigation.  
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4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

4.2.1 Introduction 

 

This section of the Supplemental EIR describes the type of habitat occurring on the Project Site 

and evaluates the potential impacts that could occur to biological resources occupying the site. 

This analysis updates the biological resources findings of the 1988 EIR; new information not 

included in the original EIR is presented. Information used to prepare this section was 

summarized from the following: 

 

 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 1987110914), prepared by 

Lilburn Corporation, dated January 2008.  

 Biological Resource Assessment for the Upper Cactus Basins Project, prepared by 

Lilburn Corporation, dated September 2012 (Appendix C).  

 Jurisdictional Delineation for the Upper Cactus Basin Project, prepared by Lilburn 

Corporation, dated September 2012 (Appendix D). 

 Botanical Survey Report Cactus Basin Project Rialto, CA, prepared by San Bernardino 

County Department of Public Works Environmental Management Division, dated May 

2012 (Appendix E).  

 San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus) Presence/Absence 

Trapping Studies Cactus Basin Improvement Project Rialto, CA, prepared by Natural 

Resources Assessment, Inc., dated June 10, 2012.  

 Results of California Gnatcatchers Surveys at Cactus Basins 3, 4, and 5, Rialto, San 

Bernardino County, California, prepared by IFC International, dated July 27, 2012. 

 Cactus Basin Least Bell’s Vireo Survey Report prepared by San Bernardino County 

Department of Public Works Environmental Management Division, dated September 

2012.  

 

The 1988 assessment of biological resources was based on a field reconnaissance of the project 

site. The 1988 survey identified one plant community of concern, Riversidian alluvial fan sage 

scrub, and the following species of special concern: juvenile San Diego horned lizard, northern 

harrier, Bewick’s Wren, and loggerhead shrike that could occur in the vicinity. Two endangered 

plant species, the slender-horned spine flower and Santa Ana woolly-star were not observed 

during the field survey and determined not to occur at the site. The 1988 EIR concluded that the 

most significant project impact would be the removal of 45 acres of holly-leaved cherry phase of 

alluvial fan sage scrub; additionally, the project would have also resulted in the removal of 

17 acres of California buckwheat phase alluvial fan sage scrub, 45 acres of adventive grassland, 

and 28 acres of ruderal habitat.  

 

This section of the Supplemental EIR discusses the project’s potential impacts on habitats and 

species of concern including Riversidean sage scrub, Santa Ana River woolystar (Eriastrum 

densifolium sanctorum), slender horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras), California 

gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), and San 



4.2 Biological Resources 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  4.2-2 

Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus). Focused surveys have been conducted at 

the Project Site for these particular species of concern since 2001; surveys from 2006 were used 

in the preparation of the 2008 Supplemental EIR cited above. Additional surveys were conducted 

in 2012 to determine the current habitat status and the presence or absence of the species. The 

results of these focused reports are summarized herein.  

 

A jurisdictional delineation was conducted to determine the presence of wetlands. Site conditions 

were evaluated by Lilburn Corporation biologists on March 30, 2012, by walking over the three 

basins (collectively known as the Upper Cactus Basins), noting vegetation, soils and hydrology 

characteristics to determine if jurisdiction criteria were met.  

 

4.2.2 Environmental Setting 

 

The Project Site is bounded by residential development on the east, and Cactus Basins 1 and 2 to 

the south. The Jerry Eaves Park lies west of the project site and adjacent to Basin 3/3A. Easton 

Street denotes the northern project boundary.  

 

The project site is located on the widespread alluvial fan area of Lytle Creek. Prior to historic 

land use changes, the entire area would have been covered by native shrublands such as 

chaparral, coastal sage scrub, or alluvial fan sage scrub. However, the site has been altered by 

changing land uses, including the former sand and gravel mining operations at the flood control 

basins proposed for enhancement. The slopes associated with the Upper Cactus Basins are 

vegetated by Riversidean sage scrub. This habitat appears to be healthy and is the predominant 

habitat type at the subject site.  

 

Available literature was reviewed to identify special status plants and animals with recorded 

occurrences at the project site and vicinity. Literature sources included the California Natural 

Diversity Data Base (CNDDB 2012, for the USGS Devore, Fontana, Guasti, San Bernardino 

North, and San Bernardino South 7½’ topo quads), California Native Plant Society's Inventory of 

Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (Tibor 2001), the CNPS Electronic 

Inventory (for the same quads), and compendia of special status species published by the US Fish 

and Wildlife Service (2011) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG; January 2011 

and May 2012).  

 

Vegetation and Habitat 

 

The approximate 115.9-acre site is on the bajada below the San Gabriel Mountains, on the 

historic floodplain of Lytle Creek. Soils are made up of alluvial and colluvial sand, gravel and 

rock. Prior to historic land use changes, the entire area would have been covered by native 

shrublands such as chaparral, coastal sage scrub, or alluvial fan sage scrub. The entire site has 

been altered by the sand and gravel mining operations that were approved for the initial 

excavation of the basins in 1988 (EIR certified October 11, 1988).  

 

Riversidean sage scrub is the predominant habitat type at the subject site occupying 

approximately 49.3 acres. Riversidean sage scrub vegetation is dominant on the existing basin 

slopes. Characteristic shrubs at the site include California sagebrush (Artemisisa californica), 
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deerweed (Acmispon glaber), California buckwheat (Erigonum fasciuclatum), black sage (Salvia 

mellifera), and prickly-pear cactus (Opuntia littoralis). A chaparral community of approximately 

3.7 acres occurs on the eastern basin slopes. Observed species in the chaparral community 

include: hollyleaf cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), spiny redberry 

(Rhamnus crocea), and wedge-leaf ceanothus (Ceanothus cuneatus). 

 

The basin floor of Basin 3/3A supports a willow cottonwood woodland of approximately 

7.6 acres and a mulefat scrub community of approximately 1.2 acres. Predominant riparian 

vegetation includes: Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), red willow (Salix laevigata), 

arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia). 

 

The remainder of the subject site is described as either streambed or disturbed habitat. Streambed 

habitat is defined as open flood channel sparsely vegetated with a mix of native and non-native 

species. Approximately 25.6 acres of streambed habitat occur at the site. Disturbed habitat occurs 

on the developed basin access road and portions of the subject property that show signs of 

regular maintenance. Approximately 28.5 acres of the property are classified as disturbed. 

Disturbed areas are generally devoid of vegetation. Where vegetation is observed, it is 

predominantly non-native plant species that include: common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), 

common chickweed (Stellaria media), short podded mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), London 

rocket (Sisymbium irio), white mustard (Sinapsis alba), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), tree 

tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), horehound (Marrubium vulgare), red brome (Bromus madritensis 

sssp. rubens), rigput (Bromus diandrus), and pigweed amaranth (Amaranthus albus). 

 

The habitat and vegetation types identified in the 2012 surveys is described from field notes, and 

mapped onto an aerial photograph (see Figure 4.2-1). The estimated acreage of each vegetation 

type is as follows: 

 

 Riversidean Sage Scrub: 49.3 acres 

 Chaparral: 3.7 acres 

 Willow Cottonwood Woodland: 7.6 acres 

 Mulefat Scrub: 1.2 acres 

 Streambed: 25.6 acres 

 Disturbed Habitat: 28.5 acres 

 

Riparian vegetation and Riversidean sage scrub shrublands on the site support local wildlife 

species occurring in similar shrubland habitats throughout the region. Examples include reptiles 

(side-blotched lizard, western fence lizard), birds (mourning dove, California quail, California 

towhee, northern mockingbird, red-tailed hawk), and mammals (California ground squirrel, 

black-tailed jackrabbit, and coyote).  

 

The Upper Cactus Basins are partially isolated from other open space. The basins are bounded by 

Baseline Road and adjacent development on the south and east, and Intestate 210 to the north; 

surrounding land to the west is open space and the Rialto Municipal Airport). Major roads and 

other surrounding land uses isolate and fragment natural habitat and wildlife populations within 

them. As a result, many species cannot access the site or are less able to access it because of 

complete or partial barriers to their movement. Localized populations left within isolated habitat  
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patches tend to decline in numbers. Due to the site’s isolation from larger areas of natural open 

space, the project site will support only remnant populations of many native wildlife species 

whose movement is limited by surrounding land uses and roadways. 

 

Special Status Species 

 

Plants or animals may be considered “sensitive” due to declining populations, vulnerability to 

habitat change, or restricted distributions. Certain species have been listed as threatened or 

endangered under state or federal Endangered Species Act. Other species have not been listed, 

but declining populations or habitat availability cause concern for their long-term viability. 

These species generally appear on lists compiled by resource management agencies or private 

conservation organizations. For purposes of the analysis herein, the term “special-status” 

includes those species that are: 

 

• Federally listed or proposed (candidate) under the Federal Endangered Species Act 

(FESA, 50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.11-17.12); 

• State listed or proposed (candidate) under the California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA, 14 CCR670.5); 

• Species and plant communities listed by the California Department of Fish and Game 

(CDFG) as rare or of special concern; 

• Species or plant communities that meet the definition of threatened, endangered, or 

rare under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15380); and 

• Plants listed as rare or endangered under the California Native Plant Protection Act 

(California Fish and Game Code Section 1900 et seq.)., 

 

4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Thresholds of Significance 

 

The project would have a significant effect on biological resources if it would: 

 

 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? 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act (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? 
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 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 

tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

 Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan? 

 

Project Impacts 

 

Project approval and subsequent improvement construction activities would result in impacts to 

nearly all natural vegetation. Maintenance for flood control uses would result in a long-term 

impact to the site’s vegetation. Vegetation would be replaced in part through the proposed on-

site revegetation and by off-site preservation of 45 acres of similar upland habitat.  

 

Impacts to Vegetation and Habitat 

 

The proposed project would result in both temporary and permanent impacts to approximately 

116 acres spanning six habitat types. Impacts by habitat type are summarized in Table 4.2-1.  

 

Table 4.2-1 

Impacts to Habitat/Vegetation 

Habitat/Vegetation Acres Impacts   

Riversidean Sage Scrub 
49.3 48.8 permanent 

  0.5 temporary 

Disturbed habitat 
28.5 27.5 permanent 

  1 temporary 

Streambed 
25.6 15.0 permanent 

  10.6 temporary 

Willow Cottonwood Woodland 
7.6 7.6 permanent 

  0 temporary 

Chaparral 
3.7 3.7 Permanent 

  0 temporary 

Mulefat Scrub 
1.2 1.2 permanent 

  0 temporary 

Total: 
  103.8  permanent 

115.9 12.1 temporary 

 

 

Impacts to streambed, willow cottonwood woodland, and mulefat scrub are regulated by state 

and federal regulatory agencies. The proposed project would require permits from the California 

Department of Fish and Game, Army Corps of Engineers, and Santa Ana Regional Water 

Quality Control Board for impacts to these three habitat types.  
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According to the 1988 EIR, the loss of alluvial fan sage scrub could not be mitigated by any on-

site alternatives of the proposed project. Therefore, the loss of this community will be an 

unavoidable impact. 

 

Focused Studies Findings 
 

Focused surveys for Santa Ana River woolystar (Eriastrum densifolium sanctorum), slender 

horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras), California gnatcatcher Polioptila californica 

californica), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), and San Bernardino kangaroo rat 

(Dipodomys merriami parvus) were conducted in 2012 to determine the current habitat status 

and the presence or absence of the species. The potential impacts of the proposed project on the 

specific species as identified in the focused reports are summarized in the below.  

 

Special Status Plants 

 

Brandy Wood and Theresa Sims of the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works 

Environmental Management Division conducted botanical surveys of the Upper Cactus Basins 

project site in May of 2012 for the purpose of identifying any potentially occurring special status 

plant species (Appendix E). Special status species were defined as species receiving specific 

protection as defined by federal or state endangered species legislation, or species designated as 

“sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of resource agencies or organizations 

with acknowledged expertise, or policies adopted by local governmental agencies, such as 

counties, cities, and special districts, to meet local conservation objectives. Two listed species 

and 20 other sensitive species were the focus of the surveys. The listed species included Santa 

Ana woollystar (Eriastrum densifolium sanctorum) and Slender-horned spineflower 

(Dodecahema leptoceras). 

 

Botanical surveys were conducted in conformance with the California Department of Fish and 

Game Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 

Populations and Natural Communities (2009). Surveys were conducted during the flowering 

season for the special status plants known from the area, were floristic in nature, consistent with 

conservation ethics, and systematically covered all habitat types within the project site.  

 

Approximately four specimens of Plummer’s mariposa-lily were observed to be flowering on the 

eastern bench of the site in remnant chaparral stands during the Spring of 2012. The species was 

also reported in surveys conducted in 2006. Plummer’s mariposa lily is on the California Native 

Plant Society’s (CNPS) List 1B. It is a perennial herb that grows from a bulb, typically blooms in 

May or June, and dies back to the ground after flowering. It occurs in mountains and foothills of 

Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties (the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, 

San Jacinto, Santa Ana, and Santa Monica Mountains) at elevations up to about 5,600 feet. Its 

habitats include chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, woodlands, and pine forests. The 

species is not listed, proposed for listing, or a candidate for listing as threatened or endangered. 

 

No other special status or sensitive status plants were observed to occur at the project site. The 

site was surveyed for the federally- and state-listed endangered Santa Ana River woollystar and 

slender-horned spineflower with negative results. To ensure the status of germination and 
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blooming, reference sites were visited for both Santa Ana River woollystar and slender-horned 

spineflower. The probability of occurrence for Santa Ana River woollystar was determined to be 

low as historical and recent occurrences are isolated in Cajon and Lytle Creeks and the species 

has never been observed to occur within the project site. The probability of occurrence for 

slender-horned spineflower was determined to be unlikely as historical and recent occurrences 

are isolated in Cajon and Lytle Creeks. No species covered under the federal or state endangered 

species act were identified at the site.  

 

Special Status Wildlife  

 

San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat 

 

Two SBKR trapping sessions were conducted from April 16 through April 21, 2012 and April 22 

through 28, 2012 (Appendix F). Previous SBKR trapping studies at the site include a 2001 study 

that captured no specimens, and a 2006 study that captured one male SBKR in Basin 3/3A.  

 

The 2012 trapping included thirteen trap-lines. Trapping lines were of varying length and 

numbers of traps. Traps were placed in suitable habitat areas on the project site and adjacent 

suitable habitat, concentrating on locating traps in areas containing sandy soils. Areas with 

kangaroo rat and other small mammal sign (scat, burrows, tail drags) were also targeted. Each 

trap was baited with birdseed placed at the back of the traps. The traps were picked up and 

replaced each day. Each trap was set at dusk and inspected during the night and at dawn each 

morning. All animals were identified and released as the point of capture.  

 

One adult male San Bernardino Kangaroo rat was captured on the eastern bank of Basin 5 during 

the 2012 trapping surveys. Habitat suitability for the species was evaluated and a determination 

of habitat quality was made. The project site was determined to contain 16 acres of low quality 

SBKR habitat (see Figure 4.4-2). The remainder of the approximately 116 acre site is classified 

as either extremely low quality habitat for SBKR or not suitable. SBKR habitat quality at the site 

is influenced by past and present uses of the property. The majority of the site is considered 

extremely low quality habitat due to the absence of suitable vegetation and hard packed soils. 

Low quality habitat was identified to occur where either sage scrub vegetation or loose sandy 

soils are present. 

 

Based on the results of the 2012 trapping the proposed improvements to the Upper Cactus Basins 

were determined to have one or more of the following impacts to SBKR and other sensitive 

small mammal species: 

 

 Loss of wildlife either through direct take or as the result of impacts to wildlife habitat. 

 Temporary alteration of potential foraging and corridor habitat. 

 Temporary loss of wildlife habitat. 
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California Coastal Gnatcatcher 

 

California gnatcatchers have historically occurred in southwestern San Bernardino County, and 

there is some suitable habitat on the site and off-site to the west. Presence/absence surveys 

following the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service protocol were conducted in 2006, 2010, and again 

in 2012. Survey results in all instances returned negative with no California gnatcatchers 

observed or detected. 

 

The 2012 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service protocol presence/absence surveys for the coastal 

California gnatcatcher included six visits to the site (Appendix G). The survey area included the 

project area and a 500-foot buffer where accessible and suitable habitat was present. The survey 

included slow walking with frequent stops to listen and play taped coastal California gnatcatcher 

vocalizations. 

 

No coastal California gnatcatchers were detected or observed. Approximately 56.4 acres of 

potentially suitable sage scrub habitat and riparian habitat for the species was identified and 

surveyed. Two special-status species were detected in the riparian habitat present at the site. 

Special status species observed included: 1) least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), a state and 

federally endangered species, and 2) yellow warbler (Setophaga petechial), a California species 

of special concern.  

 

Least Bell’s Vireo 

 

In April 2011, County biologists observed least Bell’s vireo in the riparian vegetation in Basin 3. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service protocol surveys for the species were conducted in 2012 

(Appendix H). Surveys followed the 2001 United States Fish and Wildlife Service protocol for 

least Bell’s vireo. A total of eight site visits were made between April 10 and July 31. All 

surveys were conducted between 6:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. Temperatures fluctuated between  0  

  and 77   . Surveys were conducted on foot and included six acres of riparian and suitable 

habitat for the species. Loose transects were walked slowly and surveyed methodically. One 

male least Bell’s vireo specimen was observed incidental to California Coastal Gnatcatcher 

surveys conducted in 2012.  

 

U.S.  ish and Wildlife Service protocol presence/absence surveys for least Bell’s vireo were 

conducted by the County in 2012. No least Bell’s vireo was detected during any of the protocol 

surveys conducted by County Biologists’. However, one male least Bell’s vireo was heard and 

observed in June by I C International biologists’ conducting California Gnatcatcher protocol 

surveys. No subsequent observations of the specimen were made and no nesting pairs of the 

species were observed. 

 

Wetlands  

A jurisdictional delineation survey of the approximately 115.9- acre project area was conducted 

in March 2012 to identify any potentially occurring wetlands and to delineate all waters of the 

United States occurring at the site.  Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act requires 

permitting of activities that would result in discharge of dredge or fill material into jurisdictional 

waters of the United States or adjacent wetlands. Federal policy directs no net loss of wetland 
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habitats. Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game code requires a Lake and Streambed 

Alteration Agreement for projects which would alter a stream channel. The proposed project 

would alter the existing Cactus Basin facility by contouring the slopes, embankment, and basin, 

and would remove the existing portion of the Cactus Channel within the subject property and the 

existing riparian vegetation at the bottom of Basin 3/3A. Basins 4 and 5 are not connected to 

Basin 3/ 3A or the Cactus Channel but are adjacent to Waters of the United States. The 

delineation identified 24.7 acres of Waters of the United States under the jurisdiction of the 

Army Corps of Engineers and a total of 41.1 acres under the jurisdiction of the California 

Department of Fish and Game. No wetlands were identified to occur at the site.  

 

In 2006, Scott White Biological Consulting prepared a report titled Jurisdictional Wetlands, 

Streambeds, and Waters of the United States: Cactus Basin No. 3 and 3A to inform a 

Supplemental EIR for enhancement to the basin system. The report concludes that due to 

evidence of periodic inundation and topography, Basin 3A would support hydrophytic 

vegetation. Based on this evidence it was concluded that the eastern portion of Basin 3A and part 

of the western portion, met state and federal criteria as wetlands. The report also concluded that 

the southern portion of Basin 3, met the state and federal criteria for wetlands. The northern 

portions of Basins 3 and 3A were identified to meet the criteria for streambed but not wetlands 

(Scott D. White, 2006). 

 

Field surveys and data collection for this updated jurisdictional delineation of Basins 3/3A, 4, 5 

and the Cactus Channel resulted in the conclusion that no wetlands occur at the project site. The 

“no wetland” determination is different than what was concluded in 200 . 

 

In order to resolve the conflicting conclusions, soil pits in all basins were sampled to determine if 

hydric soils were present. Hydric soils are “soils that formed under conditions of saturation, 

flooding, or ponding long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in 

the upper part” (USDA Soil Conservation Service 1994). In all basins, pits were dug in the areas 

that seemed to be the most concave, and that during flooding would hold water for the longest 

period of time. In Basin 3A, the pit was dug to approximately 18-20 inches. The soil was all 

loose sand, and had no organic upper layers, no sulfur order, no stratified layers, no muck layers, 

no depletion, no gleyed matrices, no redox features and no stripped matrices. The sandy soil was 

just sand with cobbles. This same soil profile was found in Basin 3. Based on this evidence it 

was concluded that the soils are not hydric. It was also concluded that these soils experience 

rapid flooding and rapid water absorption and drying. The soils do not stay inundated long 

enough to develop conditions necessary to develop hydric soils. 

 

Basins 4 and 5 are not connected to Basin 3/3A or the Cactus Channel. They were examined due 

to their position adjacent to Waters of the United States. These Basins exhibit the same 

characteristics as Basins 3/3A, with the notable difference that the soils in Basins 4 and 5 were 

more compact. This was probably due to the basins being used as a sand and gravel quarry in the 

past. 

 

After examining the basins’ soils, it was determined that Basins 4 and 5 are not wetlands 

adjacent to or a part of Waters of the United States. Basins 3/3A is jurisdictional under the 
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federal Clean Water Act and the State of California Department of Fish and Game Streambed 

Alteration Program and do not support wetland habitat. 

 

No wetlands were observed to occur in the subject property. The property supports 24.7 acres of 

non-wetland waters of the United States. The ordinary high water mark was determined by 

identifying the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 

physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on a bank, shelving, changes in the 

character of the soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, or the presence of litter and debris. The 

California Department of Fish and Game has jurisdiction, under the Lake and Streambed 

Alteration Program, over portions of the site identified as stream or lake as defined by the 

presence of a bed, bank or channel and where riparian vegetation was present on the bank to the 

outside drip-line of the vegetation. The California Department of Fish and Game would assert 

jurisdiction over 41.1 acres of the Cactus Basins site. 

 

Summary of Impacts  

 

Impacts to Special Status Plants 

Plummer’s mariposa lily, a CNPS list 1B plant, was observed during field surveys. Plummer’s 

mariposa lily does not have a state or federal status of Endangered, Threatened, or Candidate. 

Efforts will be made to salvage the bulbs prior to construction; salvaged bulbs will be replanted 

in a suitable on-site location after construction. The proposed improvements to the Upper Cactus 

Basins would have no effect on state or federally listed Endangered, Threatened, or Candidate 

plant species.  

 

Impacts to Special Status Wildlife 

A total of six special status fauna species were recorded to be present at the project site. These 

included one species federally listed as endangered and one species state and federally listed as 

endangered. Additionally, the project would impact four species listed in the California 

Department of Fish and Game Special Plants and Special Animals lists. Focused surveys 

recorded the following species:  

 

 San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat; 

 Least Bell’s Vireo; 

 Plummer’s Mariposa Lily; 

 Yellow Warbler; 

 San Diego Black-Tailed Jackrabbit; and, 

 San Diego Dessert Woodrat. 

 

Special Plants and Animals as identified in the CDFG lists do not have a formal status under the 

state or federal Endangered Species acts and adverse impacts generally would not meet the 

CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of significance.  

 

The proposed project will require the removal of a vast majority of the existing vegetation 

located on-site. Implementation of the mitigation measures recommended below will mitigate the 

impacts from this project to less than significant.  
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Impacts on Wetlands 

No wetlands occur at the project site; therefore, there would be no impacts to wetlands. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

The 1988 EIR did not identify any cumulatively significant impacts to biological resources. The 

species and habitats found potentially impacted by the Proposed Project in 2012 were compared 

to the analysis conducted for the 1988 EIR and for the 2010 Rialto Renaissance Specific Plan 

EIR. The Renaissance Specific Plan was adopted to guide eventual development of 1,600 acres 

of land adjacent to the west of the Cactus Basins that is currently developed with the closed 

Rialto Municipal Airport. The Final EIR Response to Comments received from the Department 

of Fish and Game (letter dated June 16, 2010) regarding cumulative impacts from the large-scale 

Specific Plan project indicate that there would be no cumulative impact regarding Coastal Sage 

Scrub and the loss of Chamise Chaparral. No other biological resources were found to be 

significantly impacted within a 3 – 5-mile radius of the Specific Plan Area. 

 

Mitigation Measures 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 

 

Pursuant to the 1988 EIR, the loss of alluvial fan sage scrub shall be mitigated off-site by 

preserving approximately 45 acres of alluvial fan sage scrub reserve. The potential locations 

identified in the 1988 EIR were Lytle Creek, San Sevaine Creek and Cucamonga Creek. The 

San Bernardino County Flood Control District (SBCFCD) has agreed to preserve 45 acres 

of Riversidean Sage Scrub in Cajon Creek for off-site mitigation. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 

 

A revegetation plan shall be prepared according to the 1988 EIR to revegetate 

approximately 41 acres. The revegetation plan would include placement of native duff 

(decaying vegetation) from stockpile and hydroseed with alluvial fan sage scrub seed mix in 

accordance with the Cactus Basin No. 3 Habitat Restoration/Revegetation Plan 

Specifications dated November of 2005. Most of all of the disturbed areas within the clearing 

and grubbing limits shall be hydroseeded.  

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 

 

Impacts for the loss of 8.8 acres of riparian habitat shall be compensated at a two to one 

ratio via the restoration and enhancement of willow riparian habitat in an earthen channel 

portion of the Rialto Channel.  

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife shall be contacted to discuss the need for a mitigation plan for the one 

SBKR trapped and one least Bell’s vireo observed. If necessary, the U.S. ACOE shall 

formally consult with the Service under Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act and 

prepare a Habitat Conservation Plan. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-5 

 

To avoid incidental killing of birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the 

California Fish and Game Code, initial grading and brush removal of any previously 

undisturbed habitat shall be scheduled outside of the bird nesting and breeding season. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 

 

Although not observed during field surveys of the project site, burrowing owls may occur in 

areas not covered by the field survey (particularly sand and gravel areas). Pre-construction 

clearance surveys shall be conducted to determine whether or not burrowing owls occur on 

the site. If they occur, the District will engage in a passive relocation program that will be 

conducted outside of the breeding season, March-August. The District will create on-site 

artificial burrows above the flood level of the basin prior to engaging in passive relocation of 

burrowing owls. Artificial burrows will be: 1) located as close as possible to the location of 

occupied burrows; 2) constructed at a ratio of 2:1 for every occupied burrow found and; 

3) be approved by the California Department of Fish and Game prior to their installation. 

Maintenance of said burrows will be conducted by District personnel utilizing hand tools or 

powered weed mowers at least once a year. Heavy earth moving equipment, i.e., graders, 

scrapers, etc., shall not be utilized in maintenance operations of said burrows. 

 

Level of Significance after Mitigation 

 

Application of the above Mitigation Measures will reduce the potential impacts to less than 

significant. 
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4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

4.3.1 Introduction 

 

This section of the Supplemental EIR addresses cultural resources. Information in this section 

has been summarized from the following reports:  

 

 A Phase I (CEQA) and Class III (Section 106) Cultural Resources Investigation of the 

Proposed Cactus Basins Improvements in the City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, 

California, prepared by McKenna et al., dated September 13, 2012. 

 Final CRM Report for Upper Cactus Basins 3 & 3A, prepared by Roger Hatheway, 

County of San Bernardino, Department of Public Works, Dated June 2006, 

 Final Environmental Impact Report Upper Cactus Basin Flood Control Facility, 

prepared by Harmsworth Associates, Dated September 1988.  

 

Cultural resources generally consist of sites of archeological significance that are prehistoric or 

historic, and a few historic structures. Prehistoric archaeological resources may date from prior 

to 8,000 years ago to around 1770, the time of historic contact between indigenous people and 

Europeans. Historic archaeological resources include refuse deposits such as can and bottle 

dumps, filled-in privy pits and cisterns, melted adobe walls and foundations, collapsed structures 

and associated features, and roads and trails. They may date back from the earliest Spanish 

mission to the beginning of the last century, roughly the period between 1770 and 1900.  

 

The 1988 EIR identified no significant impacts to cultural or paleontological resources and a 

remote possibility for the discovery of significant subsurface deposits at the site. Impacts as 

addressed in the 1988 EIR have remained the same and this Supplemental EIR has been focused 

to address any additional impacts that the project as proposed may create. The recently updated 

records search is included as Appendix I.  

 

4.3.2 Environmental Setting 

 

The City of Rialto is located within San Bernardino County, south of the San Bernardino 

Mountains and southeast of the Cajon Pass. This area is often referred to as part of the “Inland 

Empire,” but also closely related to the Southern California Coastal Plain (south of the San 

Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains). Mountain ranges separate the Mojave Desert from the 

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

the area is within the western extent of the Mojave Desert/Colorado Desert region (Norris and 

Webb 1990:220-221).  

 

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

Andreas and Garlock fault zones on the southwest and north, respectively, but has no definite 

natural eastern limits. The San Andreas Fault runs to the north of the City of Rialto. Duke and 

Shattuck (2003:4-5) note the general area is associated with deposits of “…well sorted 

metamorphic and granitic gravels and cobbles that are eroding from the San Bernardino 
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Mountains…”. McLeod (2012) notes the presence of older alluvium and younger alluvium 

originating from the San Gabriel Mountains via flows from Lytle Creek.  

 

The climate of the area is described as sub-arid (McCorkle-Apple and Lilburn 1992:2; Axelrod 

1979) with seasonal temperatures ranging from below  0   ahrenheit to o er 100   ahrenheit. 

Sparse precipitation and high temperatures create a situation where evaporation often exceeds 

precipitation, particularly in those areas lying below 5,000 feet above mean sea level (Warren 

and Crabtree 1986: 183). 

 

A review of historic aerial photographs showed the current basins were not present in 1995, but 

partially developed by 2002. The basins are not illustrated on the 1996 USGS quadrangles and 

the gravel pit is still noted. Therefore, the basins are considered a modern addition to the area. 

Residential developments were present to the east of the basin property by 1996, but the I-210 

freeway alignment was not (completed in 2007), nor was Easton Street. The Rialto Municipal 

Airport is present by 1996 (established after 1946 as Miro Field and currently closed). As an area 

peripheral to the core of historic Rialto, this area was considered rural until recent developments.  

 

4.3.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Thresholds of Significance 

 

Significant impacts related to cultural resources would result from development of the proposed 

project if the project would: 

 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 

defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

 

 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature; or 

 

 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

 

Project Impacts 

 

The 1988 EIR cultural and paleontological resources investigation was updated in 2006 by a 

records search and field survey for the preparation of the 2008 SEIR and again in 2012 for the 

preparation of this second SEIR. No major site changes have occurred at the Upper Cactus 

Basins’ site since 200 . An updated records search and cultural investigation was prepared for 

this Supplemental EIR and field surveys were conducted on August 15, 2012 by McKenna et al.  

 

Archival investigations were conducted to determine a history of the property and/or a 

background history of lands in the vicinity of the project area. These included but were not 

limited to the following:  
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 San Bernardino County Archaeological Information Center 

 Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County 

 County Flood Control Files and Archives 

 Historic Maps 

 Interviews/Respondents 

 

The following San Bernardino County public records were consulted: 

 

 County Assessor Maps and Records  

 Flood Control Files and Archives 

 

Summary of Archival Investigation Findings 

The project area is associated with the San Bernardino Valley and areas below the foothills of the 

San Bernardino Mountains. As such, this area is strongly associated with the Serrano. The 

Serrano are a relatively small ethnic group of Native Americans occupying the area known as the 

San Gabriel/San Bernardino Mountains and foothills (Bean and Smith 1978:570). Citing Kroeber 

(197 : 11), the term “Serrano” is deri ed from the Spanish word for “mountaineer” or “those of 

the Sierras”; an appellation assigned by the early Spanish explorers (McKenna 1991:3). The 

Serrano are culturally associated with their surrounding neighbors (the Gabriellino, Luiseno, 

Cahuilla, and Cupeno), but distinguished by their linguistic associations with Takic speakers of 

the eastern desert regions – of Shoshonean stock (e.g. the Kitanemuk and Vanyume; see Bright 

1975; Krober 1907 and 1925). Known as hunters and gatherers, there are no definitive 

boundaries for Serrano territory.  

 

The initial ownerships of the lands comprising the site of the Upper Cactus Basins were recorded 

they the Bureau of Land Management General Land Office. The records for the site involve three 

homesteads: all of the Nelson Sanderson homestead of 1886; part of the J. Ousterhout Timber 

Cultural claim of 1882, and approximately half of the Perry homestead of 1882. 

 

A review of historic aerial photographs showed the current basins were not present in 1995, but 

partially developed by 2002. The basins are not illustrated on the 1996 USGS quadrangles and 

the gravel pit is still noted. Therefore, the basins are considered a modern addition to the area. 

Residential developments were present to the east of the basin property by 1996, but the I-210 

freeway alignment was not (completed in 2007), nor was Easton Street. The Rialto Municipal 

Airport is present by 1996 (established after 1946 as Miro Field and currently closed). As an area 

peripheral to the core of historic Rialto, this area was considered rural until recent developments.  

 

Field Survey Research Design 

Based on the information compiled over the course of the archival investigation, the research 

design was prepared in a manner to address the potential for three different types of resources: 

1) prehistoric archaeological resources; 2) historic archaeological resources; and/or 

3) paleontological resources. 

 

In accordance with standard practices and both NEPA/NHPA and CEQA guidelines, resources 

over 50 years of age (pre-1962) should be identified and assessed for significance through the 
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listed criteria. To provide time for review and project development, resources over 45 years of 

age (pre-1967) should be included in the assessments and should be taken into consideration 

when addressing potential impacts. Given the potential for the three types of resources presented 

above, McKenna et al. developed the following research questions/statements (hypotheses) and 

data requirements for determining impacts.  

 

Hypothesis: The types of prehistoric archaeological resources expected for the area include 

habitation sites with identifiable features and/or smaller limited use areas.  

 

Data:  To determine whether or not these resources are present, the survey must be 

completed at an intensive level, where relatively undisturbed surfaces are 

identified, and a reconnaissance level in all other areas. The surveyor must: 

 

 Be aware of the presence of lithic materials commonly used by Native 

Americans (granites, chert, jasper, chalcedony, quartz, etc.); 

 Be aware of the types of bedrock conducive to use as ground stone surfaces 

and/or for the preparation of rock art;  

 Be aware of surface vegetation changes or alterations thay may indicate the 

location of buried resources and/or features; 

 Be aware of evidence of disturbances indicating vandalism to identified 

cultural resources sites; and,  

 Be aware that isolated artifacts may be located anywhere and are often moved 

as a result of natural forces. 

 

Hypothesis: The general area has been associated with homesteads, land purchases, and timber 

culture claims. Evidence of these activities may be expected in specific areas.  

 

Data: Physical evidence of these types of properties should be easier to identify. Such 

features associated with these properties and activities may include, but not be 

limited to: roads, landscaping, structures, foundations, surface features (e.g. 

reservoirs, ditches, irrigation features, hearths, fence lines, utilities, etc.), property 

markers, and/or refuse deposit.  

 

 Be aware of dirt access roads within or near the Area of Potential Effects 

(APE) that correspond to historic road locations; 

 Be aware that roads were developed to access areas off the main roadways 

and resources may be identified along roads or at the terminus of a road; 

 Be aware that rural (unpaved) roads are often damaged by natural forces and 

may have been moved, shifted, maintained, or abandoned; 

 Be aware of secondary features that may be indicative of the activities 

associated with a site; 

 Be aware of the potential for buried resources (e.g. reservoirs, refuse deposits, 

privies, basements, etc.); 

 Be aware of the types of materials that may be present and take care not to be 

exposed to dangerous conditions (e.g. cavities, contaminated soils, etc.); 
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 Record enough data to adequately assess the resource for significance and/or 

research potential of any identified resource.  

 

2012 Field Survey Findings 

Field work at the Upper Cactus Basins was completed on August 15, 2012. As a result of the 

recent survey and research, no evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources, no historic 

archaeological resources, no standing structures, no isolated artifact, nor paleontological 

resources were identified. The project area is considered clear of these resources and, as 

currently defined, the project will have no adverse environmental impacts with respect to cultural 

resources. The area should, however, be considered moderately sensitive for paleontological 

resources and a monitoring program should be devised once the project-related tasks are better 

identified. 

 

Assessment of the Resources and Impacts 

No cultural resources were identified within the project area. The existing flood control features 

area all modern (post 1996) and are of no historic significance. No evidence of the earlier land 

uses was identified – no homesteading components, no quarrying features, etc. Based on the 

negative findings, there is no evaluation of resources and no need to assess impacts.  

 

Conclusion 

The Cactus Basin project area is clear of cultural resources, prehistoric and/or historic. No 

additional research is needed with respect to these resource types. The area is moderately 

sensitive for paleontological resources, especially in areas of exposed or buried older Quaternary 

alluvium. Based on the proposed excavations, relatively depths of the excavations, and the 

identified locations of older alluvium, there is minimal to no potential for discovery of buried or 

subsurface archaeological and/or cultural materials as a result of the proposed project. However, 

the following mitigation measures are recommended in areas that have previously been 

undisturbed (primarily in the “corners” of the project area near intersections of fencing).  

 

Mitigation Measures 

 

Mitigation Measure CR-1 

 

A Paleontological Resources Impact and Mitigation Plan shall be prepared to address 

monitoring needs at the site. In general it may be expected that an archaeological monitor 

shall be employed during initial grading and/or excavation of undisturbed soils only. This 

amounts to an estimated 1-3% of the total project area. The monitor shall have the authority 

to halt construction activity in the immediate vicinity of the discovery of any potentially 

significant subsurface archaeological remains in order that a Phase II Archaeological 

Investigation may be conducted under the direction of a qualified consulting archaeologist in 

accordance with CEQA guidelines. 

 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 

 

If human remains are unearthed during construction, State Health and Safety Code Section 

7050.5 states that, “no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made 
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the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98.” 

 

Level of Significance after Mitigation  

 

Application of the above mitigation will reduce the potential impacts to less than significant. 
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4.4 GREENHOUSE GASES/CLIMATE CHANGE 

 

4.4.1 Introduction 
 

This section describes the existing environmental setting for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

and global climate change. Potential impacts from implementation of the Proposed Project on 

both the region and the global climate are analyzed and discussed. GHG calculations that 

specifically address potential impacts related to the projects construction and operational 

emissions are included in Appendix J. 

 

4.4.2 Environmental Setting  

 

Climate change refers to global changes in the average weather of the earth measured by changes 

in wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. While climate change is global in scale, 

California-specific impacts to the climate may result in a loss of snow-pack, increased risk of 

large wildfires, and a potential reduction in the quality and quantity of certain agricultural 

products. 

 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are GHGs, analogous to the way a greenhouse retains 

heat. Consequently, these GHG emissions are believed to directly affect the global climate. 

 

The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere contribute to the regulation of the earth’s 

temperature. Some GHGs can remain in the atmosphere for long periods of time. The following 

six GHGs are recognized under the Kyoto Protocol and have been found by the International 

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to have an effect on global climate change. 

 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) is an odorless, colorless natural GHG. CO2 is emitted from natural and 

anthropogenic sources. Natural sources include the following: decomposition of dead organic 

matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and 

volcanic outgassing. Anthropogenic sources include burning coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. 

 

Methane (CH4) is a flammable GHG. A natural source of CH4 is from the anaerobic decay of 

organic matter. Geological deposits, known as natural gas fields, also contain CH4, which is 

extracted for fuel. Other sources include landfills, fermentation of manure, and ruminants such as 

cattle. 

 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) is a colorless GHG. N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and 

water, including those reactions that occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen. In addition to 

agricultural sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon production, 

nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric load. 

 

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic chemicals that are used as a substitute for 

chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). Of all the GHGs, they are one of three groups with the highest 

global warming potential. HFCs are human-made for applications such as air conditioners and 

refrigerants. 
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Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) have stable molecular structures and do not break down through the 

chemical processes in the lower atmosphere; therefore, PFCs have long atmospheric lifetimes, 

between 10,000 and 50,000 years. The two main sources of PFCs are primary aluminum 

production and semiconductor manufacturing. 

 

Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. It 

also has the highest global warming potential of any gas evaluated, 23,900 times that of CO2. SF6 

is used for insulation in electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the 

magnesium industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection. 

 

Sources of Greenhouse Gases in California 

 

The California Energy Commission (CEC) categorizes GHG generation by source into five 

broad categories. The categories are: 

 

 Transportation includes the combustion of gasoline and diesel in automobiles and 

trucks. Transportation also includes jet fuel consumption and bunker fuel for ships. 

 

 Agriculture and forestry GHG emissions are composed mostly of nitrous oxide from 

agricultural soil management, CO2 from forestry practice changes, methane from enteric 

fermentation, and methane and nitrous oxide from manure management. 

 

 Commercial and residential uses generate GHG emissions primarily from the 

combustion of natural gas for space and water heating. 

 

 Industrial GHG emissions are produced from many industrial activities. Major 

contributors include oil and natural gas extraction; crude oil refining; food processing; 

stone, clay, glass, and cement manufacturing; chemical manufacturing; and cement 

production. Wastewater treatment plants are also significant contributors to this category.  

 

 Electric generation includes both emissions from power plants in California as well as 

power plants located outside of the State that supply electricity to the State. 

 

Most of California’s GHGs are emitted by transportation sources (Passenger Vehicles, Heavy 

Duty Trucks, and Other Transportation uses). Combustion of fossil fuels in the transportation 

sector contributed approximately 38 percent of the California GHG. Followed by the electric 

power sector, approximately 24 percent (including both in-state and out-of-state sources) and the 

industrial sector, contributing approximately 23 percent. Residential and commercial activity 

accounted for approximately 9 percent of the emissions. The waste and recycling sector and the 

agricultural and forestry sector accounted for approximately 1 percent and 6 percent, 

respectively. 
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4.4.3 Applicable Policies, Plans and Regulations 

 

Federal Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws 

The federal government began studying global warming as early as 1978 with the National 

Climate Protection Act, 92 Stat. 601. More recently, in Massachusetts v. EPA (April 2, 2007), 

the United State Supreme Court held that GHGs fall within the Clean Air Act’s definition of an 

“air pollutant,” and directed the EPA to consider whether GHGs are causing climate change. If 

so, the EPA must regulate GHG emissions from automobiles under the Clean Air Act. The EPA 

has not finalized a regulation. However, it did issue a proposed rule on April 17, 2009. The rule 

declared that GHGs endanger human health and is the first step to regulation through the federal 

Clean Air Act. If it becomes final, the EPA would define air pollution to include the six key 

GHGs – CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6.  

 

Congress has increased the corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) of the U.S. automotive fleet. 

In December 2007, President Bush signed a bill raising the minimum average miles per gallon 

for cars, sport utility vehicles, and light trucks to 35 miles per gallon by 2020. This increase in 

the CAFE standard will create a substantial reduction in GHG emissions from automobiles, 

which is the largest single emitting GHG sector in California. However, there are no adopted 

federal plans, policies, regulations or laws setting a mandatory limit on GHG emissions. The 

EPA has not finalized its evaluation in the wake of Massachusetts v. EPA. 

 

California State Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws 

In November 2008, the Governor issued Executive Order S-13-08 directing state agencies to plan 

for sea level rise and other climate change impacts. There are four key actions in the Executive 

Order: (1) initiation of a climate change adaptation strategy that will assess the state’s expected 

climate change impacts where the state is most vulnerable, with recommendations by early 2009; 

(2) an expert panel on sea level rise will inform state planning and development efforts; 

(3) interim guidance to state agencies on planning for sea level rise in coastal and floodplain 

areas for new projects; and (4) initiation of a report on critical existing and planned infrastructure 

projects vulnerable to sea level rise.  

 

Pursuant to AB 32, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has adopted a number of 

relevant policies and directives. In December 2008, the Scoping Plan was adopted. The Plan is a 

central requirement of the statute. In addition, it has adopted a number of protocols for industry 

and government sectors, including one for local government.  

 

In response to SB 97, the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) issued a Technical Advisory 

on CEQA and Climate Change in June 2008. The Advisory provides an outline of what should 

be included in a GHG analysis under CEQA (http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf). 

In January 2009, OPR issued draft amendments to the CEQA Guidelines that address GHGs. 

Among the amendments are the following:  

 

 Determining the Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Guidelines § 

15064.4); 

 Thresholds of Significance (Guidelines ¤ 15064.7(c));  



4.4 Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change Environmental Impact Evaluation 

 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  4.4-4 

 Discussion of Cumulative Impacts (Guidelines ¤ 15130(a)(1)(B) and Guidelines § 

15130(f));  

 Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Guidelines § 

15183.5);  

 

Assembly Bill 32 

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Global 

Warming Solutions Act of 2006. In general, AB 32 directs the California Air Resources Board 

(“CARB”) to do the following: 

 

 On or before June 30, 2007, CARB shall publish a list of discrete early action measures 

for reducing GHG emissions that can be implemented by January 1, 2010; 

 By January 1, 2008, establish the statewide GHG emissions cap for 2020, based on 

CARB’s calculation of statewide GHG emissions in 1990 (an approximately 25 percent 

reduction in existing statewide GHG emissions); 

 Also by January 1, 2008, adopt mandatory reporting rules for GHG emissions sources 

that “contribute the most to statewide emissions” (Health & Safety Code § 38530); 

 By January 1, 2009, adopt a scoping plan that indicates how GHG emission reductions 

will be achieved from significant GHG sources through regulations, market mechanisms, 

and other strategies; 

 On or before January 1, 2010, adopt regulations to implement the early action GHG 

emission reduction measures; 

 On or before January 1, 2011, adopt quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable emission 

reduction measures by regulation that will achieve the statewide GHG emissions limit by 

2020; and 

 On January 1, 2012, CARB’s GHG emissions regulations become operative. 

 On January 1, 2020, achieve 1990 levels of GHG emissions. 

 

In a December 2006 report, CARB estimated that California emitted between 425 and 468 

million metric tons of CO2 in 1990. In December 2007, CARB finalized 1990 emissions at 427 

million metric tons of CO2. In the August 2007 draft report, CARB estimated California emitted 

approximately 480 million metric tons of CO2 in 2004. Based on the U.S. Census Bureau 

California 2007 population of 36,553,215, this would result in about 13 metric tons of CO2 per 

capita.  

 

AB 32 takes into account the relative contribution of each source or source category to protect 

adverse impacts on small businesses and others by requiring CARB to recommend a de minimis 

(minimal importance) threshold of GHG emissions below which emissions reduction 

requirements would not apply. AB 32 also allows the Governor to adjust the deadlines 

mentioned above for individual regulations or the entire state to the earliest feasible date in the 

event of extraordinary circumstances, catastrophic events, or threat of significant economic 

harm. 
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CARB “Early Action Measures” (June 30, 2007). On June 21, 2007, CARB approved its early 

action measures to address climate change, as required by AB 32. The three measures include: 

(1) a low carbon fuel standard, which will reduce the carbon-intensity in California fuels, thereby 

reducing total CO2 emissions; (2) reduction of refrigerant losses from motor vehicle air 

conditioning system maintenance through the restriction of “do-it-yourself” automotive 

refrigerants; and (3) increased CH4 (methane) capture from landfills through the required 

implementation of state-of-the-art capture technologies. 

 

CARB Mandatory Reporting Regulations (December 2008). Under AB 32, CARB propounded 

regulations to govern mandatory greenhouse gas emissions reporting for certain sectors of the 

economy, most dealing with approximately 94 percent of the industrial and commercial 

stationary sources of emissions. Regulated entities include electricity generating facilities, 

electricity retail providers, oil refineries, hydrogen plants, cement plants, cogeneration facilities, 

and industrial sources that emit over 25,000 metric tons of CO2 from stationary source 

combustion. 

 

Senate Bill 97 (2007) 

By July 1, 2009, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is directed to prepare, 

develop, and transmit to the Resources Agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of 

greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions, as required by the 

California Environmental Quality Act. The Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt 

these guidelines by January 1, 2010. OPR is required to periodically update these guidelines as 

CARB implements AB 32. In addition, SB 97 states that the failure to include a discussion of 

greenhouse gas emissions in any CEQA document for a project funded under the Highway 

Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, or projects funded 

under the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006 shall not be a cause of 

action under CEQA. This last provision will be repealed on January 1, 2010. 

 

Executive Order S-01-07 (2007) 

Executive Order S-01-07 calls for a reduction in the carbon intensity of California’s 

transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. As noted above, the low-carbon fuel standard 

(“LCFS”) was adopted by CARB as one of its three “early action measures” on June 21, 2007. 

 

Senate Bill 1368 (2006) (Public Utilities Code §§ 8340-41) 

SB 1368 required the California Public Utilities Commission (“PUC”) to establish a “GHG 

emission performance standard” by February 1, 2007, for all electricity providers under its 

jurisdiction, including the state’s three largest privately owned utilities (Pub. Res. Code § 

8341(d)(1)). These utilities provide approximately 30 percent of the state’s electric power. After 

the PUC acted, the CEC adopted a performance standard “consistent with” the PUC performance 

standard and applied it to local publicly-owned utilities on May 23, 2007 (over one month ahead 

of its June 30, 2007 deadline). Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 8341(e)(1). However, the California Office 

of Administrative Law (“OAL”) found four alleged flaws in the CEC’s rulemaking. The CEC 

overcame these alleged flaws and adopted reformulating regulations in August 2007. 
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Senate Bill 107 (2006) 

Senate Bill 107 (“SB 107”) requires investor-owned utilities such as Pacific Gas and Electric, 

Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas and Electric, to generate 20 percent of their 

electricity from renewable sources by 2010. Previously, state law required that this target be 

achieved by 2017. 

 

Senate Bill 375 (September 2008) 

In September 2008, SB 375 was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger. SB 375 is a 

comprehensive global warming bill that helps to achieve the goals of AB32. To help establish 

these targets, the CARB assigned a Regional Targets Advisory Committee to recommend factors 

to be considered and methodologies for setting greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 

SR 375 also provides incentive – relief from certain CEQA requirements for development 

projects that are consistent with regional plans that achieve the targets. SB 375 requires CARB to 

develop, in collaboration with the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), passenger vehicle 

greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 by September 30, 2010. The MPO 

is required to include and adopt, in their regional transportation plan, a sustainable community 

strategy that will meet the region’s target provided by CARB. 

 

Energy Conservation Standards (2009) 

Energy Conservation Standards for new residential and non-residential buildings were adopted 

by the California Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission in June 1977 

and most recently revised in 2008 (Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations [CCF]) 

with the standards going into effect in 2009. Title 24 requires the design of building shells and 

building components to conserve energy. The standards are updated periodically to allow for 

consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. 

The 2006 Appliance Efficiency Regulations (Title 20, CCR Sections 1601 through 1608), dated 

December 2006, were adopted by the California Energy Commission on October 11, 2006, and 

approved by the California Office of Administrative Law on December 14, 2006. The 

regulations include standards for both federally regulated appliances and non-federally regulated 

appliances. While these regulations are now often seen as “business as usual,” they do exceed the 

standards imposed by any other state and reduce GHG emissions by reducing energy demand. 

On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green 

building standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (proposed Part 11, Title 24) 

was adopted as part of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24, California Code of 

Regulations). Part 11 established voluntary standards, some of which became mandatory in the 

2010 edition of the Code, on planning and design for sustainable site development, energy 

efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water conservation, material 

conservation, and internal air contaminants. 

 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 

SB 97 required that the California Natural Resource Agency (CNRA) coordinate on the 

preparation of amendments to the CEQA Guidelines regarding feasible mitigation of greenhouse 

gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions. Pursuant to SB 97, CNRA adopted 

CEQA Guidelines amendments on December 30, 2009. The amendments were approved by the 

Office of Administrative Law on February 16, 2010, and became effective on March 18, 2010.  
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With respect to the significance assessment, newly added CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4, 

subdivision (b), requires that the lead agency should consider the following factors, among 

others, when assessing the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the 

environment: 

 

(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as 

compared to the existing environmental setting; 

(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 

determines applies to the project; 

(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 

implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of 

greenhouse gas emissions. Such requirements must be adopted by the relevant public 

agency through a public review process and must reduce or mitigate the project's 

incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions. If there is substantial evidence 

that the possible effects of a particular project are still cumulatively considerable 

notwithstanding compliance with the adopted regulations or requirements, an EIR must 

be prepared for the project. 

 

The new CEQA Guidelines do not include or recommend any particular threshold of 

significance; instead, they leave that decision to the discretion of the lead agency. The new 

CEQA Guidelines also do not suggest or recommend the use of any specific GHG emission 

mitigation measures. The Guidelines provide that lead agencies shall consider feasible means, 

supported by substantial evidence and subject to monitoring or reporting, of mitigating the 

significant effects of greenhouse gas emissions. Mitigation measures may include the following, 

among others: 

 

(1) Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions that 

are required as part of the lead agency’s decision;  

(2) Reductions in emissions resulting from a project through implementation of project 

features, project design, or other measures, such as those described in CEQA 

Guidelines Appendix F – Energy Conservation;  

(3) Off-site measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required, to mitigate a 

project’s emissions;  

(4) Measures that sequester greenhouse gases;  

(5) In the case of the adoption of a plan, such as a general plan, long range development 

plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, mitigation may include the 

identification of specific measures that may be implemented on a project-by-project 

basis. Mitigation may also include the incorporation of specific measures or policies 

found in an adopted ordinance or regulation that reduces the cumulative effect of 

emissions.  

 

Among other things, CNRA noted in its Public Notice for these changes that the impacts of GHG 

emissions should be considered in the context of a cumulative impact, rather than a project 

impact. The Public Notice states: “While the Proposed Amendments do not foreclose the 



4.4 Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change Environmental Impact Evaluation 

 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  4.4-8 

possibility that a single project may result in greenhouse gas emissions with a direct impact on 

the environment, the evidence before [CNRA] indicates that in most cases, the impact will be 

cumulative. Therefore, the Proposed Amendments emphasize that the analysis of greenhouse gas 

emissions should center on whether a project’s incremental contribution of greenhouse gas 

emissions is cumulatively considerable.” 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management (SCAQMD) District Guidance 

On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted its staff proposal for an interim 

CEQA GHG significance threshold for projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency. As to all 

other projects, where the SCAQMD is not the lead agency, the Board has, to date, adopted 

thresholds only for industrial (stationary source) projects. The SCAQMD has not yet adopted any 

significance thresholds for new residential/commercial development projects. However, has over 

the last few years proposed several draft thresholds. To assist in assessing the significance of 

GHG emissions from new residential/commercial development projects under CEQA, SCAQMD 

staff has been working on developing thresholds together with the SCAQMD's GHG CEQA 

Significance Thresholds Working Group. To achieve its policy objective of capturing 90% of 

GHG emissions from new residential/commercial development projects and implementing a “fair 

share” approach to reducing emission increases from each new residential/commercial 

development sector, SCAQMD staff has proposed combining performance standards and 

screening thresholds. According to the presentation given at the September 28th, 2010 GHG 

CEQA Significance Working Group meeting, the last Working Group meeting prior to the date 

of this report, SCAQMD staff proposed a draft threshold for 2020 of 4.8 MT/SP/YR (metric tons 

of CO2EQ per service population per year) for mixed use developments. As the goal of AB 32 is 

to return to 1990 GHG emission levels by 2020, the basis for this threshold is the statewide 

emission inventory for 1990 based on “land use” related sectors divided by the statewide service 

population. The SCAQMD has also developed draft thresholds for commercial and residential 

projects, where it is not the lead. The draft recommends a 3,000 MTCO2EQ per year screening 

threshold. The SCAQMD’s working group has not set a date for finalizing the recommendations.  

 

San Bernardino County General Plan 

The County of San Bernardino adopted the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan in 

September 2011. According to the Plan, measurable reductions of GHG emissions will be 

achieved through the County’s GHG Development Review Process (DRP) by applying 

appropriate reduction requirements as part of the discretionary approval of new development 

projects. Through its development review process, the County will implement CEQA requiring 

new development projects to quantify project GHG emissions and adopt feasible mitigation to 

reduce project emissions below a level of significance. Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts 

through the DRP provides one of the most substantial reduction strategies for reducing external 

emissions. The DRP procedures for evaluating GHG impacts and determining significance for 

CEQA purposes will be streamlined by (1) applying a uniform set of performance standards to 

all development projects, and (2) utilizing Screening Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions. 

Projects will have the option of preparing a project-specific technical analysis to quantify and 

mitigate GHG emissions. A review standard of 3,000 metric tons per years (MTY) will be used. 

The complete Development Review Process, including the use of performance standards, for 

assessing and mitigating GHG emissions is outlined below. 
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“All development projects, including those otherwise determined to be exempt from 

CEQA will be subject to applicable Development Code provisions, including the GHG 

performance standards, and state requirements, such as the California Building Code 

requirements for energy efficiency. With the application of the GHG performance 

standards, projects that are exempt from CEQA and small projects that do not exceed 

3,000 MTCO2e per year will be considered to be consistent with the Plan and determined 

to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions”. 

 
4.4.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Thresholds of Significance 

 

Significant impacts to air quality from GHG emissions may result if the Proposed Project would:  

 

 Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 

on the environment; or 

 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of GHGs. 

 

Project Understanding 

 

The County of San Bernardino Flood Control District (District) proposes the enhancement of 

three existing detention basins referred to as Upper Cactus Basins 3/3A, 4, and 5 in an area 

generally bounded by Easton Street, Ayala Drive, Baseline Road, and Cactus Avenue (refer to 

Figure 3-2 of the Project Description, Section 3 of the EIR). The overall project objective is to 

provide 100-year flood protection to residences, businesses, and public infrastructure adjacent to 

Cactus Channel and Rialto Channel in the cities of Rialto and Colton, San Bernardino County, 

California. 

 

Construction and Operational Phases of the “Enhancement of the Basins” will consist of the 

following: 

 

Construction Phase 

 

 Phase 1: Earthwork: development of the ultimate configuration of the basins.  

  

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dozer operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Scraper operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dump Truck operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Water Truck operating for 6 hours per day 

 

Phase 2: Export of Material: the removal of excess material at the end of basin configuration.  

 

 12 On-Road Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks operating per hour. 
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 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 

 Operational Phase 

 

Phase 3: Ongoing Maintenance of the Basins: the removal of material that has collected after 

a storm event.  

  

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dozer operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Scraper operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dump Truck operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Water Truck operating for 6 hours per day 

 
A threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year has been adopted by the County as potentially significant 

to global warming. 

 

Project Impacts.  

 

Short Term Construction Emissions 

 

Temporary impacts would result from construction activities. The primary source of GHG 

emissions generated by construction activities is from use of diesel-powered construction 

equipment and other combustion sources (i.e., generators, worker vehicles, materials delivery, 

etc.). The GHG air pollutants emitted by construction equipment would primarily be carbon 

dioxide. 

 

Construction emissions were screened using SCAQMD Off-Road Mobile Source Emissions 

Factors (2012), SCAQMD On-Road Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks Emission Factors (2012) 

and California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol. Project construction 

emissions are shown in Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2. 

 

Table 4.4-1 

Phase 1: Earthwork 

Source/Phase CO2 CH4 N20 

Dozer (lbs/year) 573,600 72 1.7 

Loader (lbs/year) 261,600 24 0.3 

Scraper (lbs/year) 628,800 72 0.3 

Dump Truck (lbs/year) 338,400 24 1.7 

Water Truck (lbs/year) 457,200 18 0.8 

Total Per lbs Year  2,259,600 210 4.8 

Total MTCO2e 1,025.1 

Threshold in MTCO2e 3,000 

Significant No 
Source: Refer to Appendix J 
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Table 4.4-2 

Phase 2: Material Export 

Source/Phase CO2 CH4 N20 

Loader (lbs/year) 261,600 24 0.3 

On-Road Diesel Trucks (lbs/year) 2,430,720 57.6 6.3 

Total Per lbs Year  2,692,320 81.6 6.6 

Total MTCO2e 1,221.3 

Threshold in MTCO2e 3,000 

Significant No 
Source: Refer to Appendix J 

 

As show in Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2, project construction emissions would not exceed the 

threshold. Refer to Appendix J for detailed calculations.  

 

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

The proposed project is the enhancement of three existing detention basins. Operational 

emissions are anticipated to be minimal and based on the need to clear debris due to storm events. 

Most basin work is done in the spring. However, some cleanup work is conducted in late summer or 

early fall. Focus is placed on clearing the basin floor of vegetation. The following typical 

operational/on-going maintenance assumptions were assumed: 

 

 1 Loader operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dozer operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Scraper operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Dump Truck operating for 8 hours per day 

 1 Water Truck operating for 6 hours per day 

 

A Typical operational/on-going maintenance may occur between two to four weeks. As shown in 

Table 4.4-3, a typical daily maintenance operation is not anticipated to exceed the threshold.  

 

Table 4.4-3 

Typically Operational Emissions 

Source/Phase CO2 CH4 N20 

Dozer (lbs/year) 573,600 72 1.7 

Loader (lbs/year) 261,600 24 0.3 

Scraper (lbs/year) 628,800 72 0.3 

Dump Truck (lbs/year) 338,400 24 1.7 

Water Truck (lbs/year) 457,200 18 0.8 

Total Per lbs Year  2,259,600 210 4.8 

Total MTCO2e 1,025.1 

Threshold in MTCO2e 3,000 

Significant No 
Source: Refer to Appendix J 

 



4.4 Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change Environmental Impact Evaluation 

 

November 2012 Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project 
 Draft Supplemental EIR  4.4-12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
 



Environmental Impact Evaluation 4.5 Hydrology and Drainage 

 

Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project November 2012 
Draft Supplemental EIR   

4.5-1 

4.5 HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE 

 

4.5.1 Introduction 

 

This section of the Supplemental EIR provides a description of the existing environment, 

potential impacts of the proposed project, and recommended mitigation measures for the Upper 

Cactus Basins enhancement project. A construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP) was prepared by Golder Associates Inc., dated April 2006, in accordance with the 

requirements of State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Water Quality Order No. 99-

08-DWQ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit No. 

CAS000002, which regulates the discharge of storm water from construction activities.  This 

SWPPP was for Basin 3/3A. 

 

All of the previous impacts identified in the 1988 EIR have remained the same and this 

Supplemental EIR has been focused to address any additional impacts that the project as 

proposed may create.  

 

4.5.2 Environmental Setting 

 

The subject project site is owned by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 

(“District”) and includes approximately 115.9 acres. The Upper Cactus Basins are located south 

of Easton Street, north of Baseline Road, west of Cactus Avenue, and east of Ayala Drive.  

 

The Upper Cactus Basins is identified by the National Hydrography Dataset as located in 

Hydrologic Unit Code-12 No. 180702030804 of the Santa-Ana sub-basin. Currently, 

approximately 3,584 acres of watershed area is tributary to an existing channel that runs just 

north of Interstate 210.  That channels eventually transitions to a concrete box channel/culvert 

that runs southerly beneath the freeway and Easton Avenue and discharges into the Cactus 

Channel.  Cactus Channel then flows southerly into Basin 3/3A.  Within the Basin 3/3A limits an 

additional watershed area of 123 acres is tributary; with runoff originating from an existing 

residential area immediately to the east of the Project Site. Only a portion of the current project 

area is tributary to the Cactus system as part of the remaining portion of on-site area is tributary 

to the existing borrow pits (Basins 4 and 5) and is retained on-site. A portion of the Q100 runoff 

then flows from Cactus Basin 3/3A into Basins 1 and 2 south of Baseline Road. A larger portion 

of runoff overflows the basin near the intersection of Cactus Avenue and Baseline Avenue and 

from there runoff flows onto the local street network.  From Basins 1 and 2, a smaller percentage 

of the Q100 flows as mentioned is contained within the Rialto Channel; an earthen flood control 

channel, with rip rap slopes that is ultimately tributary to the Santa Ana River. The Santa Ana 

River is tributary to the Pacific Ocean, a Traditional Navigable Water as defined in 33 Code of 

Federal Regulations Part 329.  

 

The area upstream and downstream of the basins is heavily developed and includes the cities of 

Rialto and Fontana. An additional 1,304 acres immediately to the west of the basins are 

anticipated to be developed in the future with runoff routed to the basins.  In all, the basins in the 

future will likely have a total tributary area of 5,164 acres.  Currently the total tributary area is 

3,860 acres including the tributary 115.9 acre site.  
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The proposed project would enhance the Upper Cactus Basins to increase flood control capacity 

and eliminate the portion of the Cactus Channel located east of the Basins within the subject 

property. Flows from Cactus Channel currently entering the basin system at Basin 3/3A would 

be directed into Basin 5. Under existing conditions the Cactus Channel is a deeply incised 

conduit that bypasses Basin 5 & 4; flows from the Cactus Channel enter the existing unimproved 

Basin 3/3A and ultimately flow into the Rialto Channel. The Rialto Channel receives the 

majority of the storm runoff from within the City of Rialto. Under existing conditions the Rialto 

Channel is unable to handle the peak flow from a 100-year flood event. Completion of the Upper 

Cactus Basins would effectively stagger peak flows to off-set flood hazard impacts associated 

with existing and projected urban storm water flows in northern Rialto.  

 

Features of the proposed improvements include: 

 

 Inside embankment slopes of 3H:1V and outside embankment slopes of 2H:1V; 

 Storm water inlet pipes; 

 A gravel pad inlet allowing water from the Cactus Channel to enter Basin 5 from the 

northeast corner; 

 Spillway with a gravel pad entrance in Basin 3/3A; and 

 Basin maintenance roads and access ramps to basins’ floor. 

 

A portion of the infrastructure necessary for future artificial groundwater recharge operations by 

other agencies would be installed in the westerly basins’ embankments as part of infilling the 

existing Cactus Channel adjacent to Basins 4 and 5. 

 

Local Surface and Groundwater Resources 

 

The project site is located within the Rialto Channel drainage in the Santa Ana River Watershed. 

Improvements to the Rialto Channel, including the implementation of the proposed project, are 

the subject of the District’s Comprehensive Storm Drain Plan for the Rialto Channel drainage. 

The existing constraint with the Rialto Channel is that it is undersized relative to 100-year flood 

peak flows. With the completion of construction of I-210 in the vicinity (north) of the Cactus 

Basins, additional storm water flows into the Cactus Basins have made it necessary for the 

District to initiate improvements to the system in order to mitigate the increased flows associated 

with the highway.  

 

The groundwater system underlying the project site is the Colton-Rialto basin (see Figure 4.5-1). 

The basin is divided into two sub-basins, the Rialto sub-basin and the Colton sub-basin, based 

primarily on the boundary as defined in the 1961 adjudication of the “Rialto Basin”. The basin is 

elongated and is oriented from northwest to southeast.  The San Gabriel Mountains and Barrier J 

form the northwestern boundary of the Rialto-Colton Basin and the badlands area to the south 

forms the southeastern boundary. Groundwater movement in the Rialto sub-basin is from the 

northwest to the southeast. The Basin is an important source of drinking water to residents and 

businesses in the cities of Rialto, Colton, and Fontana. 
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Groundwater in the Rialto sub-basin has been contaminated and is currently undergoing 

remediation by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Known as the B.F. Goodrich Site, 

the area of contamination includes a 160-acre area where volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

and perchlorate have contaminated soil and groundwater. The Site also includes areas of 

groundwater contamination downgradient of the 160-acre area (see Figure 4.5-2). The 160-acre 

area is bounded by West Casa Grande Drive on the north, Locust Avenue on the east, Alder 

Avenue on the west, and an extension of Summit Avenue on the south. 
 

In 2002, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) began actively 

working with Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) and property owners to investigate soil and 

groundwater contamination at the site of the contamination and in surrounding areas. EPA began 

assisting the RWQCB in 2002, providing technical, enforcement, and financial assistance 

including searches of historical records; interviews of former employees of suspected perchlorate 

users; issuing an administrative order to two PRPs to complete soil and groundwater testing in 

2003, completing soil and groundwater testing that the PRPs refused to complete; computer 

modeling to evaluate the fate of a perchlorate spill; and the award of approximately $1.3M in 

grants to the water purveyors (http://yosemite.epa.gov).  
 

In 2008, after the Water Board's efforts were stalled by legal challenges, EPA increased its 

efforts at the B.F. Goodrich Site. In September 2009, EPA added the Site to the Superfund 

National Priorities List.  The 160-acre area was part of a larger area acquired by the United 

States Army in 1942 to develop an inspection, consolidation, and storage facility for rail cars 

transporting ordnance to the Port of Los Angeles. Since the United States sold the Rialto 

property in 1946, a portion of the property has been used by defense contractors, fireworks 

manufacturers, and other businesses that used perchlorate salts and/or solvents in their 

manufacturing processes or products. In 1956 and 1957, West Coast Loading Corporation 

manufactured and tested two products, photoflash flares and "ground-burst simulators," 

containing potassium perchlorate. From about 1957 to 1962, B.F. Goodrich Corporation 

conducted research, development, testing, and production of solid-fuel rocket propellant 

containing ammonium perchlorate, and used solvents in the manufacturing process. Since the 

1960s, the 160-Acre Area has been used by a number of companies that manufactured or sold 

pyrotechnics, including Pyrotronics, Pyro Spectaculars, and American Promotional Events 

(http://yosemite.epa.gov). 
 

Between 2003 and 2012, numerous investigations have been conducted to determine the extent 

of soil and groundwater contamination at the Site. The studies have included the collection and 

analysis of soil samples, the collection and analysis of soil gas samples, the installation of 

groundwater monitoring wells, and/or the collection and analysis of groundwater samples. The 

studies were overseen by the RWQCB, EPA, and the California Department of Toxic Substances 

(http://yosemite.epa.gov). 
 

Recent investigations, carried out by EPA between 2008 and 2012, include the installation of a 

network of six 900-foot deep groundwater monitoring wells, annual testing of existing 

groundwater wells, and soil and soil gas testing at a disposal pit used by the B.F. Goodrich 

Corporation in the late 1950s and early 1960s.  Data from these investigation efforts have been 

used to develop an initial groundwater cleanup plan and will be used to help develop a 

comprehensive remedy for the Site (http://yosemite.epa.gov). 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/
http://yosemite.epa.gov/
http://yosemite.epa.gov/
http://yosemite.epa.gov/
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EPA has completed a remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) in which it evaluated 

options for an initial groundwater cleanup project at the Site. The project is known as "the 

Source Area Operable Unit." On February 3, 2010, EPA released a proposed groundwater 

cleanup plan, RI/FS Report, and Administrative Record. The proposed cleanup plan is dated 

January 2010; the RI/FS report is dated January 25, 2010; and the Administrative Record Index 

is dated February 2, 2010. EPA adopted a cleanup plan (a "Record of Decision") on September 

30, 2010. The Record of Decision describes the selected remedy, explains the basis for EPA's 

decision to select the remedy, and responds to comments on EPA's proposed cleanup plan. EPA 

has also prepared a supplement to the Administrative Record to support its decision 

(http://yosemite.epa.gov). 

 

EPA’s selected remedy is a groundwater pump and treat system intended to intercept and remove 

contaminated groundwater spreading from the 160-acre source area. The 160-acre source area is 

where most or all of the contaminants entered the groundwater and testing has identified the 

highest levels of groundwater contamination. The remedy is expected to include the construction 

and operation of two groundwater extraction wells pumping approximately 1,500 to 3,200 

gallons per minute (gpm) of contaminated water through liquid-phase granular activated carbon 

(LGAC) or other water treatment systems to remove trichloroethene (TCE) and other volatile 

organic compounds (VOCs) from the extracted groundwater. Additionally, remediation includes  

ion exchange or other water treatment systems to remove perchlorate from the extracted 

groundwater; pipelines and pumps to convey the treated water from the treatment plant to one or 

more local water utilities for distribution to the utility’s customers as drinking water supply; and 

a groundwater monitoring program (http://yosemite.epa.gov). 

 

As of June 2012, EPA has reached a tentative agreement with one of the PRPs to implement 

EPA's September 2010 remedy. Design work is expected to begin in mid-2012. 

 

A June 2012 report describing the development and calibration of the model is available in the 

Documents and Reports section of the following website: 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/79190626

34654eee8825757400661412!OpenDocument 

 

4.5.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Thresholds of Significance 

 

Significant impacts related to hydrological resources would result from development of the 

proposed project if the project would: 

 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 

local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 

drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 

permits have been granted); 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/
http://yosemite.epa.gov/
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/7919062634654eee8825757400661412!OpenDocument
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/7919062634654eee8825757400661412!OpenDocument
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 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 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; 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard areas as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate map or other flood hazard delineation map;  

 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 

flood flows; 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flood, 

including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; or 

 Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  

 

Project Impacts 

 

Local Groundwater Resources 

 

The primary purpose of the County of San Bernardino Flood Control District is to operate the 

Cactus Basins for flood control purposes. As is discussed in the EIR the Flood Control District 

does not intend to use the basins for long-term runoff storage and percolation. Runoff retained in 

the basins following a major storm would be slowly released from the basins to avoid 

downstream flooding and only a small portion of the storm runoff would be retained. Flows from 

Cactus Channel currently entering the basin system at Basin 3/3A would be directed into Basin 

5. Under existing conditions the Rialto Channel which carries flows from Basin 3/3A to Basins 1 

and 2 is unable to handle the peak flow from a 100-year flood event. Completion of the Upper 

Cactus Basins would effectively stagger peak flows to decrease potential downstream flood 

hazard impacts associated with existing and projected urban storm water flows in northern 

Rialto.   It is not anticipated that storm flows would increase groundwater recharge as a result of 

the enhancements project. 

 

The Upper Cactus Basin project EIR was certified by the City of Rialto in 1988. The project 

evaluated in the 1988 EIR was improvements to all basins located north of Base Line Road 

(identified as Basins A, B, and C) for enhancing flood control protection, and to provide for the 

use of the basins for recharging the underground aquifer. The County prepared an EIR 

Supplement to the 1988 EIR in order to address changes that had occurred in the project 

description and/or environment, which included the following: 

 

 Remove water retention/recharge activity from Project Description 

 Project improvements to include only Basins 3 and 3A (formerly Basin A) 

 Endangered species listed since time of 1988 EIR 

 Air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analysis required to address new thresholds 
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The project evaluated in this current EIR Supplement is based on the Project Description for the 

basins use for flood control purposes only.  As described, the basins directly overlie a plume of 

groundwater contamination identified subsequent to the 1988 EIR, that is listed by the EPA as a 

superfund site (B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site, CERCLIS ID CAN 000905945).  EPA will continue to 

monitor the site and the Interim Action Record of Decision anticipates monitoring the temporary 

remedial action through 2015.  Design of the remediation alternative selected began in late 2012. 

 

The project is also limited to flood water detention only based on the State Water Resources 

Control Board issued Decision 1649 regarding Applications filed by SBVWMD and Western 

MWD to appropriate Santa Ana River water by direct diversion and storage. The Decision 

document discusses the Rialto-Colton Plume that underlies the Cactus Basins and indicates that 

the potential impacts from project recharge water on the Rialto-Colton groundwater contaminant 

plume have not been adequately evaluated. The Order therefore specifically states (#21, p. 45) 

that Permittees shall not use the Cactus Spreading and Flood Control Basins under permits issued 

pursuant to Decision 1649.  Therefore, any use of the basins for recharge would be subject to 

subsequent evaluation and impact mitigation.   

 

The Proposed Project would not provide for immediate use of the basins for artificial 

groundwater recharge operations; such operations would be subject to additional hydrological 

evaluation and possible permitting. The Proposed Project would not increase the amount of 

storm flows currently tributary to the existing Cactus Basins Flood Control System and therefore 

would not result in any significant groundwater supply or water quality impacts to the Rialto-

Colton Basin. 

 

Pollutant Source Identification 

 

Flood control aspects of the proposed project will modify the surface water flow regime of the 

upper Rialto Channel drainage. The flood control effects of the proposed project are considered 

to be a significant beneficial impact because they are consistent with the aspects of the City’s 

General Plan that relate to future development and infrastructure requirements. The Upper 

Cactus Basins will act as sediment and debris traps, which will cause a minimal reduction in the 

amount of such material reaching the Santa Ana River. The following describes potential sources 

which are likely to add pollutants to storm water discharges or which may result in non-storm 

water discharges from the construction site: 

 

 The most likely source of pollution to storm water discharges is sediment eroding from 

the construction-disturbed areas, especially the embankment slopes.  

 The detention basins are designed to convey off-site storm water such that the runoff 

from areas north of the basin system may be expected to contact areas disturbed by 

construction. However, the configuration of the embankment sideslopes will limit the 

amount of off-site runoff entering the construction-disturbed areas. The embankment 

crests are raised above the surrounding off-site ground and there are earthen swales on 

the east and west sides of the basins. These features will minimize the amount of off-site 

surface water entering the basins except through the designed inlets.  
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 Construction storage and service areas; construction material loading, unloading, and 

access areas; and equipment storage, cleaning, and maintenance areas will follow spill 

prevention and cleanup procedures. Potential pollutants include: 

 

- Oil, grease, and other vehicle-related fluids, 

- Cement-related materials, 

- Paint, 

- Soil stabilizers, and 

- Other pollutants identified by the contractor. 

 

Pollutant source identification monitoring typically consists of both visual BMP inspection and 

sampling storm water discharges from the detention basins during construction. BMP inspection 

will be conducted before, during, and after storm events. Sampling of storm water discharges 

from the detention basins in this project is not required since the receiving water body, the Rialto 

Channel, is not listed in Attachment 3 of the General Permit (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) 

[303(d)] Water Bodies listed for Sedimentation). 

 

SWPPP Provisions and BMP Identification 

 

During construction of enhancements to the detention basins, BMPs for construction activities 

will be employed to prevent stormwater pollution in conformance with those listed in the 

SWPPP. They will consist of, but not be limited to, diversion channels and berms (BMP NS-5), 

staked straw bales (BMP SE-9), rock check dams (BMP SE-4), silt fencing (BMP SE-1), and 

other surface treatments as required to prevent run-on and runoff from the construction area. 

Erosion control measures will be maintained throughout the construction period. Water or a 

suitable dust suppressant (BMP WE-1) will be used to control fugitive dust during and after 

construction. A stabilized construction entrance (BMP TC-1) should be maintained throughout 

construction. 

 

Temporary erosion control methods may be required during construction. These methods may 

include geotextiles and mats (BMP EC-7), straw mulch (BMP EC-6), and preservation of 

existing vegetation (EC-2). The contractor is responsible for determining the need for and 

implementing temporary erosion control methods. 

 

Preventive measures will be taken to avoid spillage of petroleum products and other pollutants 

(especially non-visible pollutants) and minimize their impact on storm water quality. 

Preventative measures are especially important to non-visible pollutants. These measures 

include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 

 Conducting maintenance and fueling activities no closer than 200 feet from any channel, 

inlet, or detention basin. If spillage occurs, prompt action will be taken to clean up the 

spill. 

 Avoiding exposure of construction materials to precipitation and storm water runoff. 

 Using construction materials according to manufacturer’s recommendations. 

 Maintaining a clean construction site. 
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Spill prevention and cleanup procedures are discussed in BMPs NS-6 (Illicit 

Connection/Discharge), NS-9 (Vehicle and Equipment Fueling), NS-10 (Vehicle and Equipment 

Maintenance), and WM-4 (Spill Prevention and Control). 

 

Monitoring of the detention basins will occur after enhancement. This will include inspecting for 

damage due to erosion, inspection of vegetation success, inspection of the conveyance systems 

(inlets and outlets), and repair of any impacted areas if necessary. BMPs will be implemented 

and maintained through the construction and post-construction periods. 

 

Erosion Control, Soil Stabilization, and Sediment Control 

 

Erosion control is the most effective way to retain soil and sediment on the construction site. The 

most efficient way to address erosion control is to preserve existing vegetation where feasible, to 

limit disturbance, and to stabilize and revegetate disturbed areas as soon as possible after grading 

or construction. Soil erosion can occur on any unpaved, disturbed surface at the facility, 

especially where the native vegetation has been removed. To minimize soil erosion after 

construction, the embankment sideslopes will be revegetated through hydroseeding (BMP EC-4). 

The sideslopes of the dam embankment under the regulation of the California Division of Safety 

of Dams (DSOD) will not be revegetated. To minimize erosion at locations where concentrated 

flow is expected (inlets, outlets, and access ramps), either a gravel pad lining (BMP EC-10) or 

rock check dams/straw bales (BMPs SE-4 and SE-9, respectively) will be installed during 

construction and maintained after construction.  At a minimum, silt fences (BMP SE-1) will be 

installed along the bottoms of the outside sideslopes of the embankments to help minimize 

sediment transport from these sideslopes. The need for other erosion control methods on the 

sideslopes will be determined by the contractor during construction.  

 

In addition to those BMPs listed above, temporary erosion control methods may be required 

during construction. These methods may include geotextiles and mats (BMP EC-7), straw mulch 

(BMP EC-6), and preservation of existing vegetation (EC-2). The contractor will be responsible 

for determining the need for and implementing temporary erosion control methods. 

 

Non-Storm Water Management 

 

Non-storm water discharges should be eliminated or reduced to the extent feasible. One-time 

discharges shall be monitored during the time that such discharges are occurring. Qualified 

personnel shall be assigned the responsibility for ensuring that no materials other than storm 

water are discharged in quantities which will have an adverse effect on receiving waters or storm 

drain systems (consistent with BAT/BCT). 

 

Non-storm water discharges that may occur in the construction areas, or within the limits of the 

construction area, include: 

 

 Runoff from dust control activities. 

 Dry-weather/nuisance flows from the Cactus Channel. 
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The contractor will be responsible for controlling the non-storm water discharges listed above. 

The contractor will develop a non-storm water control plan to be included in the SWPPP prior to 

construction. Dry weather flows will be diverted as necessary and practical. 

 

Discharging sediment-laden water that will cause or contribute to an exceedance of the Santa 

Ana RWQCB’s Basin Plan from a dewatering site or sediment basin into any receiving water or 

storm drain without filtration or equivalent treatment is prohibited. 

 

Maintenance, Inspection, and Repair 

 

The SWPPP for the proposed project will require a regular program to inspect and maintain all 

BMPs as identified in this SWPPP or reclamation plan throughout the entire duration of the 

project. The following qualified person(s) have been assigned the responsibility to conduct 

inspections: 

 

 San Bernardino County representative and contractor representative - Prepare and 

implement SWPPP and oversee monitoring activities and preparation of the annual storm 

water report. 

 

Inspections will be performed before and after storm events and once each 24-hour period during 

extended storm events to identify BMP effectiveness and implement repairs or design changes as 

soon as feasible, depending upon field conditions. Field inspections during extended storm 

events are contingent upon the ability to access constructions areas safely with personnel and 

equipment. Equipment, materials, and workers must be made available for rapid response to 

BMP failures and emergencies. All corrective maintenance to BMPs shall be performed as soon 

as possible after the conclusion of each storm depending upon worker safety. 

 

For each inspection required above, the discharger shall complete an inspection checklist. At a 

minimum, an inspection checklist shall include: 

 

a. Inspection date. 

b. Weather information: best estimate of beginning of storm event, duration of event, time 

elapsed since last storm, and approximate amount of rainfall (inches). 

c. A description of any inadequate BMPs. 

d. If it is possible to safely access during inclement weather, list observations of all BMPs: 

erosion controls, sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm water 

controls. Otherwise, list results of visual inspection at relevant outfall, discharge point, or 

downstream location and projected required maintenance activities. 

e. Corrective actions required, including any changes to SWPPP necessary and 

implementation dates. 

f. Inspectors name, title, and signature. 

 

Monitoring Program and Reporting Requirements are included in the SWPPP in Appendix D of 

this EIR.  
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Mitigation Measures 

 

Mitigation Measure HW-1 

 

The contractor for the proposed project shall complete and comply with the SWPPP for the 

Upper Cactus Basins Enhancement Project. 

 

Level of Significance after Mitigation  

 

Application of the above mitigation will reduce the potential impacts to less than significant. 
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Figure 1-2 Location Map 
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Figure 1-3 Watershed Location 

 



Figure 1-4 Hydrologic Basin Planning Area 
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