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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Project Needs and Objectives 

The primary objective of the Imperial Center (Phase I) project (project) proposed by Oasis 
Growth Partner, LLC is to construct commercial development with restaurants, retail, and 
hotel uses to accommodate continued growth, generate revenue, and to attract tourism to 
the City of Imperial (City).   

1.2 Project Location and Setting 

The project is located on 25 acres in the northwest corner of the State Route 86 (SR-86) 
and Neckel Road intersection in the city of Imperial. Figure 1 shows the regional location of 
the project site. As shown in Figure 2, the site is fairly flat and is located in the El Centro 
Quadrangle, Township 15 South and Range 13 East.   

The site currently contains graded land, a foundation and partial structure, roads, channels, 
and desert saltbrush scrub (see Figure 2). A vacant single-family home is located in the 
southern area of the site along Neckel Road. Dirt channels run along the eastern project 
boundary and the northern project boundary. The channel along the eastern boundary is 
operated by the Imperial Irrigation District (IID). A dirt access maintenance road exists along 
the channel.  

The site is located in a mixed agricultural and residential area (Figure 3). Large-lot single-
family homes exist to the southwest and south. Single-family tract homes and multi-family 
homes are located to the east. The Morning Star Subdivision is situated directly north and 
west of the project site where agricultural uses currently exist.  This residential development 
has been approved but has not been constructed. 

1.3 Project Description 

1.3.1 Imperial Center (Phase I) Project 
The project consists of an 8-acre portion of the 25-acre property at the northwest corner of 
SR-86 and Neckel Road which would be used for commercial development.  The 
commercial uses include a hotel, restaurant, retail, and a drive-through building with use to 
be determined (see Figure 3). A four-story hotel would be located in the northern area of the 
site and would include 108 rooms, a hotel restaurant, and an indoor pool. A 5,000-square-
foot restaurant (likely a Denny’s) is proposed to the southwest of the hotel.  The 
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southeastern corner of the site, adjacent to SR-86 and Neckel Road, would include three 
retail buildings totaling approximately 10,000 square feet; while the southwestern corner 
would include a 2,500-square-foot drive-through building (tenant unknown).  A lot line 
adjustment would be required to complete the project. 

1.3.2 Off-site Improvements 
Economic Development Administration (EDA) funding is requested in order to construct the 
water and sewer infrastructure connections in support of the Imperial Center project.  There 
is currently water and sewer service east of SR-86 and the proposed water and sewer 
pipelines would enable a connection to the project site where no service currently exists.  
While EDA funding would not be used for the Imperial Center commercial development 
itself, the Imperial Center project would be the primary beneficiary of the off-site water and 
sewer improvements.  The NEPA compliance document associated with the EDA funding of 
the off-site improvements is addressed separately in an EDA Environmental Narrative.  

In order to provide water and sewer connections to the project site, “jack-and-bore” 
directional drilling beneath SR-86 would be required.  The pipeline extensions would occur 
in two locations approximately ¼ mile apart and described as follows: 

• The first location would be parallel and adjacent to Neckel Road at the southern 
boundary of the Imperial Center project site.  Two tunnels would be drilled at this 
location.  The boring pits at the western end of the drillings would be situated 
approximately 60 feet west of the intersection of Neckel Road and SR-86.  The 
eastern boring pits would be located approximately 33 feet east of the intersection. 
The boring pits are 10 feet by 15 feet and are approximately 8 feet deep. The length 
of the drillings is approximately 240 feet. The pit locations at this site are within the 
existing Neckel Road right-of-way.  

• The second location would be approximately 1,340 feet north of the intersection of 
Neckel Road and SR-86, along the northerly boundary of the Imperial Center 
project. The boring pit at the western end of the drilling is approximately 70 feet west 
of the edge of SR-86, and approximately 15 feet west of the western edge of the 
Dahlia Drain service road. The eastern boring pit is approximately 45 feet east of the 
eastern edge of SR-86. The length of the drilling is approximately 245 feet.  
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FIGURE 2

Project Location on Aerial Photograph
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FIGURE 3
Site Plan
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1.3.3 Access 
Access would be taken from Neckel Road via proposed Street “A.” Street “A” would be two 
lanes in both directions and would extend north-south through the project site and would 
terminate in a cul-de-sac. At the connection to Neckel Street, Street “A” would have a 90-
foot easement in order to provide Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant ramps. 
The portion of Street “A” extending through the site would include a 70-foot access 
easement for 50 feet of roadway bed and a 10-foot sidewalk and landscaping area on each 
side. The sidewalk would be 4.5 feet wide, the landscape area would be 5 feet wide, and the 
gutter would be 6 inches. The landscaping plant palette and design would be completed in 
accordance with the City standards.   

Frontage roadway improvements would be completed on Neckel Road. The project would 
dedicate an additional 20 feet of easement for Neckel Road improvements. Proposed 
improvements would include additional roadbed, a curb, a 5.5-foot sidewalk and 4.5-foot-
wide buffer. 

1.3.4 Parking 
The project includes enough surface parking to comply with City of Imperial and ADA 
requirements.  The City of Imperial requirements for the project include 108 spaces for the 
hotel, 59 spaces for the restaurant, and 59 spaces for the drive-through for a total of 226 
spaces.  The project proposes to include a total of 226 parking spaces.   

1.3.5 Utilities 
The project includes storm water, sewer, water, power, television, and phone utility 
improvements, as described below.  

Storm Water.  The project site would drain toward the west.  On-site storm water 
improvements would include 24-inch storm water drains along the northern portion of the 
project site and within “Street A.”  On-site drainage as well as drainage from adjacent 
development to the west and northwest would be directed into these mains via 12-inch 
laterals. 

Sewer.  The project’s utility lines will be connected with existing utility lines across SR-86 by 
jack-and-bore tunneling beneath the roadway. A new lift station would also be built, at an as 
yet undetermined location on the site. 

Water.  As with sewer, the project’s water lines would connect with existing water lines east 
of SR-86 by jack-and-bore tunneling beneath the roadway.  

Power, Television and Phone Lines.  A 10-foot public utilities easement would be 
provided along proposed Street “A” for underground power, television, and phone lines.   
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1.4 Land Use and Zoning 

The project site is designated as Neighborhood Commercial in the City of Imperial General 
Plan. The Neighborhood Commercial designation is intended to provide shopping centers 
(e.g., grocery, drug store, retail) approximately 10 acres in size at major intersections within 
residential areas. 

The zoning (Figure 4) of the project site is A2U, which is intended to allow agricultural use 
until the site is permitted/developed for another use. Once the site is permitted/developed 
with another use, the zoning classification regulations for that use would apply. This zoning 
streamlines the approval process, as there is no need for a General Plan Amendment to 
change land use from agricultural to residential, commercial, or another urban use. 

1.5 Authority to Prepare a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration 

As provided in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21064.5, a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) may be prepared for a project subject to CEQA 
“when the Initial Study has identified potentially significant effects on the environment, but 
revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before the 
proposed negative declaration and initial study are released for public review would avoid 
the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the 
environment would occur, and there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record 
before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the 
environment.”  

The City of Imperial is the lead agency under CEQA and is responsible for planning and 
implementation of the  project. Based on the findings of the Initial Study/Environmental 
Checklist for this project, the City has determined that preparation of a MND is the 
appropriate method by which to obtain compliance with CEQA. The Initial 
Study/Environmental Checklist is included as Section 4.0 of this report. Based on this Initial 
Study/Environmental Checklist, it was determined that the  project could have a significant 
effect on the environment related to air quality, archaeological resources, biological 
resources, greenhouse gas (GHG), hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and 
transportation/traffic. However, incorporation of project design and mitigation measures into 
the  project would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 



FIGURE 4
City of Imperial Zoning Map
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1.6 Results of Public Review 

(  ) No comments were received during the public input period. 

(  ) Comments were received during the public input period, but they do not address the 
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration findings or the accuracy or completeness of the 
Initial Study. No response is necessary. The letters are attached. 

(  ) Comments addressing the findings of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and/or accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public 
input period. The letters and responses are presented at the beginning of this Final 
MND. 

Copies of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and any Initial Study support material are 
available for review at the City of Imperial, 420 South Imperial Avenue, Imperial, California 
92251. 

 

_____________________________   _______________________ 
Signature      Date 

_____________________________   _____________________________ 
City of Imperial     Date of Final MND 
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2.0 Mitigated Negative Declaration 
This MND addresses issues determined to be potentially significant in the Initial Study for 
the project. Measures included in the project to mitigate these impacts are located in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Section 3.0). The complete Initial Study 
Checklist is included in Section 4.0. 

2.1 Air Quality 

An air quality analysis was prepared by UltraSystems Environmental to assess the potential 
air quality impacts of the  project. The air quality analysis is based on the traffic impact study 
(TIS) prepared for the project. As discussed in detail in Section 2.7, the TIS can be 
considered a worst-case analysis. Therefore, this is a worst-case air quality analysis. The 
entire air quality analysis can be found as Appendix A to this document. 

2.1.1 Existing Conditions 
Air pollution affects all southern Californians regardless of where they live or their 
environmental lifestyles. Effects can include the following:  

• Increased respiratory infection  
• Increased discomfort  
• Missed days from work and school  
• Increased mortality.  

In addition to the human impact, polluted air also damages the agricultural industry and 
natural environment. The notorious southern California smog can often be aesthetically 
unpleasant as well. Air pollution can also lead to acid rain, which can be harmful to plant life 
and building materials. 

The analysis of impacts is based on state and federal ambient air quality standards and 
assessed in accordance with the guidelines, policies, and standards established by the City 
of Imperial and the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (ICAPCD).  

2.1.1.1 Regulatory Framework 

The state of California is divided geographically into 15 air basins for the purpose of 
managing the air resources of the state on a regional basis. Areas within each air basin are 
considered to share the same air masses and, therefore, are expected to have similar 
ambient air quality. If an air basin is not in either federal or state attainment for a particular 
pollutant, the basin is classified as moderate, serious, severe, or extreme non-attainment 
area (there is also a marginal classification for federal non-attainment areas).  
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The project is located in the city of Imperial, which is in the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB). 
The SSAB includes the Imperial Valley and the central part of Riverside County, including 
Coachella Valley. The Imperial Valley is bordered by the Salton Sea to the north, the Anza-
Borrego Desert State Park to the west, the Chocolate Mountains to the northeast, and the 
U.S./Mexico border to the south. 

Cars, trucks, buses, and agriculture activities are major sources of air pollution in the SSAB, 
in which the project site is located. Other sources of air pollution include construction 
equipment, trains, and airplanes. Emission standards for mobile sources are established by 
state and federal agencies such as the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Reducing mobile source emissions requires 
the technological improvement of existing mobile sources and the examination of future 
mobile sources, such as those associated with new or modification projects.  

Stationary sources of air pollution are generally regulated through the permitting process, as 
implemented by the local air district. The regulatory framework described below details the 
federal and state agencies that are in charge of monitoring and controlling mobile and 
stationary source air pollutants and what measures are currently being taken to achieve and 
maintain healthful air quality in the SSAB.  

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) represent the maximum levels of background 
pollution considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health 
and welfare. Seven pollutants of primary concern were designated: ozone (O3), carbon 
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), lead (Pb), and suspended 
particulates that are 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10) and 2.5 microns or less in 
diameter (PM2.5).  In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new 8-hour ozone standard of 
8 parts per hundred million (pphm) to replace the existing 1-hour standard of 12 pphm, and 
a new standard for “fine” particulate matter that is 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5). 
The existing federal standard for PM10 has been retained. A full description of each of these 
pollution types is included in Appendix A of this document.   

The U.S. EPA allows states the option to develop different (stricter) standards. The state of 
California generally has set more stringent limits on the seven criteria pollutants. The SSAB 
is a state and federal non-attainment area for ozone and PM10. 

The ICAPCD is the agency that regulates air quality in the SSAB. The ICAPCD provides 
guidance to mitigate adverse impacts to air quality from development projects within 
Imperial County (County). The ICAPCD has prepared guidelines for the implementation of 
CEQA in their CEQA Air Quality Handbook, dated November 2007. The document is 
intended to develop protocol to address air quality impacts in the SSAB. 
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2.1.1.2 Air Quality Plans 

Air pollution control in the region is currently guided by two air quality plans. The first is 
designed to ensure that the County attains the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for ozone. When the ozone NAAQS of 0.080 parts per million (ppm) was 
promulgated in 1997, Imperial County was classified as a “marginal” nonattainment area. 
The County failed to meet the June 15, 2007 deadline for attainment and was redesignated 
as a “moderate” nonattainment area. Moderate attainment areas were to meet the standard 
as expeditiously as practicable, but no later than June 15, 2010. To this end, the ICAPCD 
began developing the 2008 8-hour Ozone Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). This plan 
sought to reduce emission of the ozone precursors reactive organic gas (ROG) and nitrogen 
oxide (NOx) through a set of control measures. 

Meanwhile, after reviewing ambient air monitoring data for 2006–2008, the U.S. EPA 
determined that the County had attained the 1997 8-hour standard for ozone. As a result, 
several elements of the 2008 AQMP were no longer required, and will not be required 
unless the 8-hour standard is violated again. Work on the 2008 AQMP was abandoned. 
However, the U.S. EPA did not reclassify Imperial County as being in attainment because 
the County has not met other requirements for redesignation and has not submitted a 
maintenance plan. 

The ICAPCD has prepared the 2009 8-Hour Ozone Modified Air Quality Management Plan. 
The Modified AQMP serves as a comprehensive planning document intended to provide 
guidance to the ICAPCD, the County, and other local agencies on how to continue 
maintaining the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. 

The other plan is the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM10 in the Imperial Valley, which 
addresses attainment of the Clean Air Act standards. The plan focuses on the 24-hour 
standard for the Brawley/El Centro and Calexico areas. Although, at the time of the plan’s 
adoption, insufficient data were available for demonstrating attainment, the plan includes 
several fugitive dust control measures, which have been adopted by the ICAPCD. Because 
the 1993 SIP is the only one that has been approved by the U.S. EPA, it continues in force. 
However, it should be noted that on August 11, 2009, the ICAPCD adopted the 2009 State 
Implementation Plan for Particulate Matter Less than 10 Microns in Aerodynamic Diameter. 
The plan demonstrates attainment of the federal 24-hour standard of 150 µg/m3 provided 
that five exceedances between 2006 and 2008 are removed from consideration of the 
region’s attainment status. Three exceedances were due to entrainment of dust by 
unusually high winds; these may be excepted by the U.S. EPA’s “Exceptional Events Rule,” 
which recognizes that certain naturally occurring, uncontrollable events such as high winds 
and wildfires, can result in exceedances of federal standards. The other exceedances 
during 2006–2008 were, according to the ICAPCD’s documentation, due to transport over 
the border from Mexicali, Mexico. 
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Regional IX of the U.S. EPA has expressed its reservations about the cases for the five 
exceedances, and recommended to the ICAPCD that it delay adoption of the 2009 SIP 
revisions until it determines whether the claimed exception are valid. At a May 29, 2010 
hearing before the CARB, CARB staff reported that the U.S. EPA has advised the CARB on 
May 24, 2010 that it would not approve the SIP revision without further considerations. The 
CARB voted unanimously to “take no action” on the SIP revision. The SIP revisions, which 
are currently based upon 2006–2008 data, will have to be reformulated on the basis of 
2011–2013 data.  The delay by the CARB in adoption of the SIP revision may result in 
penalties to ICAPCD, including substitution of a Federal Implementation Plan for the SIP 
and loss of funding for transportation projects.  The CARB and the ICAPCD are attempting 
to work with the U.S. EPA to avoid this outcome. 

2.1.1.3 Existing Air Quality 

Air quality at a particular location is a function of the kinds and amounts of pollutants being 
emitted into the air locally and throughout the basin and the dispersal rates of pollutants 
within the region. The major factors affecting pollutant dispersion are wind speed and 
direction, the vertical dispersion of pollutants (which is affected by inversions), and the local 
topography. 

Air quality is commonly expressed as the number of days in which air pollution levels 
exceed state standards set by the CARB or federal standards set by the U.S. EPA. The 
ICAPCD maintains air quality monitoring stations throughout Imperial County. Air pollutant 
concentrations and meteorological information are continuously recorded at these stations. 
Measurements are then used by scientists to help forecast daily air pollution levels. The 
nearest ambient monitoring station to the project site (approximately 4.9 miles away) is the 
9th Street Station in El Centro, which measures O3, NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5, as well as 
other pollutants not the subject of this analysis.  Ambient pollutant concentrations measured 
at this monitoring station in 2009–2011 are presented in Table 1.  During the three-year 
period, the following ambient air quality standards were exceeded at least once: 1-hour and 
8-hour California AAQS for O3, and 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5.As discussed above, the 
SSAB is in attainment of all pollutants except for ozone and PM10. The SSAB is a state and 
federal non-attainment area for ozone and PM10. 
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TABLE 1 
AMBIENT CRITERIA POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION DATA FOR EL CENTRO 

 

 

Air Pollutant Standard/Exceedance 

150 S. 9th Street 
El Centro 

2009 2010 2011 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

Year Coverage* 
National Maximum 1-hour Concentration (ppm) 
National Maximum 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
State Maximum 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
# Days>National 8-hour Standard of >9 ppm 
# Days>California 8-hour Standard of >9 ppm 

92% 
2.5 

3.20 
3.20 

0 
0 

93% 
2.5 

5.61 
5.61 

0 
0 

98% 
NM 

9.01 
9.01 

0 
0 

Ozone 
(O3) 

Year Coverage* 
State Maximum 1-hour Concentration (ppm) 
National Maximum 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
State Maximum 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
# Days>National 1-hour Standard of >0.12 ppm 
# Days>California 1-hour Standard of >0.09 ppm 
# Days>National 8-hour Standard of >0.075 ppm  
# Days>California 8-hour Standard of >0.07 ppm 

98% 
0.111 
0.085 
0.086 

0.0 
9 
11 
30 

95% 
0.122 
0.082 
0.082 

0.0 
3 
10 
29 

98% 
0.141 
0.084 
0.084 

7 
18 
12 
21 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Year Coverage 
# Days>California 1-hour Standard of >0.18 ppm  
State Annual Average (ppm) 

99% 

0.0 
0.008 

74% 
0.0 

0.004 

76% 
0.0 

0.009 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Year Coverage 
State Maximum 24-hour Concentration (ppm) 
State Annual Average (ppm) 
# Days>California 24-hour Standard of >0.04 ppm 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

Respirable 
Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Year Coverage 
National Maximum 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
State Maximum 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
# Days>National 24-hour Standard of >150 µg/m3 
# Days>California 24-hour Standard of >50 µg/m3 

National Annual Average (µg/m3) 
State Annual Average (µg/m3) 

98% 
243.1 
233.7 
13.1 

104.6 
49.9 
47.9 

88% 
69.4 
70.2 
0.0 
ND 
32.9 
ND 

97% 
81.9 
80.3 
0.0 
ND 
32.6 

ND 

Fine  
Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

Year Coverage 
National Maximum 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
State Maximum 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
# Days>National 24-hour Standard of >35 µg/m3 
National Annual Average (µg/m3) 
State Annual Average (µg/m3) 

98% 
37.7 
37.7 

3.1 
8.0 
8.0 

94% 
19.9 
19.9 
0.0 
6.6 
6.6 

99% 
54.4 
54.4 
6.2 
7.5 
7.5 

Lead Not monitored at El Centro 
Sulfates Not monitored at El Centro 
NOTES:  
*Coverage is for the California 8-hour standard. 
ppm = parts  per million by volume  
μg/m³ = micrograms per cubic meter 
NM = Not monitored at the station  
ND = There were insufficient (or no) data available to determine the value.  
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2.1.1.4 Existing Sources of Emissions 
Natural wind events and agricultural operations are major sources of air pollution in the 
SSAB. Other sources of emissions are categorized as stationary and mobile. Stationary 
sources are generally categorized as either point sources or area sources. Point sources 
are large emitters at an identified location such as power plants and manufacturing facilities. 
Area sources consist of small emissions in a general area such as water heaters and 
architectural coating. Mobile sources are categorized as either on-road or off-road. On-road 
mobile sources are vehicles on freeways and roadways. Off-road sources include trains, 
ships, construction equipment, and other emitters that operate off freeways and roadways. 

2.1.2 Significance Thresholds 

2.1.2.1 California Air Resources Board 

For purposes of assessing the significance of air quality impacts, the CARB has established 
guidelines, as described below. 

For long-term emissions, the direct impacts of a project can be measured by the degree to 
which the project is consistent with regional plans to improve and maintain air quality. The 
regional plan for El Centro is the Air Quality Attainment Plan for Imperial County. The CARB 
provides criteria for determining whether a project conforms to the Air Quality Attainment 
Plan, which include the following: 

• Is a regional air quality plan being implemented in the project area? 

• Is the project consistent with the growth assumptions in the regional air quality plan? 

• Does the project incorporate all feasible and available air quality control measures? 

2.1.2.2 Imperial County 

The ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook establishes the following four separate evaluation 
categories (2007): 

• Comparison of calculated project emissions to ICAPCD emission thresholds. 

• Consistency with the most recent Clean Air Plan for Imperial County. 

• Comparison of predicted ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from the project 
to state and federal health standards, when applicable. 

• The evaluation of special conditions which apply to certain projects. 
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The ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook states that the approach to analysis of 
“construction should be qualitative as opposed to quantitative and the ICAPCD 
“recommends the implementation of effective and comprehensive mitigation measures” 
(2007). The standard mitigation measures for construction equipment and fugitive PM10 
control for construction activities should be implemented at all construction sites. Additional 
measures may apply to construction sites greater than 4 acres. Control measures for 
fugitive PM10 construction emissions in Imperial County are found in the ICAPCD 
Regulation VIII and in the Imperial County CEQA Air Quality Handbook and are discussed 
below.  

2.1.2.3 Emissions Criteria 

To determine whether a project would result in a violation of an air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or proposed violation, it is necessary to look at 
thresholds established by the ICAPCD. Thresholds for project construction and operation 
are presented in Tables 2 and 3, respectively. 

TABLE 2 
THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

 

Pollutant Threshold (pounds/day) 
PM10 150 
ROG 75 
NOx 100 
CO 550 

PM10 = 10-micron particulate matter; ROG = reactive organic 
gas; NOx = nitrogen dioxide; and CO = carbon monoxide. 

 

TABLE 3 
THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR PROJECT OPERATIONS 

 

Pollutant 
Tier 1  

(pounds/day) 
Tier 2  

(pounds/day) 
PM10 Less than 150 150 and greater 
NOx Less than 55 55 and greater 
SOx Less than 150 150 and greater 
CO Less than 550 550 and greater 

ROG Less than 55 55 and greater 
Level of Significance Potentially Significant Significant Impact 

PM10 = 10-micron particulate matter; NOx = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon 
monoxide; and ROG = reactive organic gas. 
 

The ICAPCD does not have a threshold for PM2.5. A threshold of 55 pounds per day for 
PM2.5 was obtained from the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Final 
Methodology to Calculate PM2.5 and PM2.5 Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD 2006). 
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For project operations, a project that results in emissions less than the thresholds shown in 
Table 3 would be classified as a Tier 1 project and would have potential adverse impacts on 
local air quality. Projects that fall under the Tier 1 category must implement all standard 
measures listed in the Imperial County CEQA Air Quality Handbook and discussed below. A 
project that results in emissions greater than the thresholds shown in Table 3 would be 
classified as a Tier 2 project and would have significant impacts on local air quality. Projects 
that fall under the Tier 2 category must implement all feasible and practicable discretionary 
mitigation measures, in addition to all standard measures specified in the Imperial County 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 

2.1.2.4 Public Nuisance Law (Odors) 

The State of California Health and Safety Code (H&S) Sections 41700 and 41705, 
commonly referred to as public nuisance law, as well as the Imperial County Air Pollution 
Control Rule 407, prohibit emissions from any source whatsoever in such quantities of air 
contaminants or other material, which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to 
the public health or damage to property. The provisions of these regulations do not apply to 
odors emanating from agricultural operations necessary for the growing of crops or the 
raising of fowl or animals. 

Every use and operation shall be conducted so that no unreasonable heat, odor, vapor, 
glare, vibration (displacement), dust, smoke, or other forms of air pollution subject to air 
pollution control district standards of particulate matter shall be discernible at the property 
line of the parcel upon which the use or operation is located. Therefore, any unreasonable 
odor discernible at the property line of the project site will be considered a significant odor 
impact. 

2.1.3 Analysis of Impacts 
Air quality impacts would result from the construction and operation of the project. 
Operational impacts can occur on two levels: regional impacts resulting from development 
or local hot-spot effects stemming from sensitive receivers being placed close to highly 
congested roadways. In the case of this project, operational impacts are primarily due to 
emissions to the basin from mobile sources associated with the vehicular travel along the 
roadways within the project area. Construction impacts are short-term and result from 
fugitive dust, equipment exhaust, and indirect effects associated with construction workers 
and deliveries. 

Emissions due to implementation of the  project were calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 
Version 9.2 computer program. The URBEMIS 2007 program is a tool used to estimate air 
emissions resulting from land development projects in the state of California. The model 
generates emissions from three basic sources: construction sources, area sources (e.g., 
fireplaces, natural gas heating, etc.), and operational sources (e.g., traffic). Inputs to 
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URBEMIS 2007 include such items as the air basin containing the project, land uses, trip 
generation rates, trip lengths, vehicle fleet mix (percentage autos, medium truck, etc.), trip 
distribution (i.e., percent home to work), duration of construction phases, construction 
equipment usage, grading areas, season, and ambient temperature, as well as other 
parameters. 

2.1.3.1 Construction-Related Emissions 

Short-term construction-related emissions are due to the operation of construction 
equipment and fugitive dust. Heavy-duty construction equipment is usually diesel powered. 
In general, emissions from diesel-powered equipment contain more nitrogen oxides, sulfur 
oxides, and particulate matter than gasoline-powered engines. However, diesel-powered 
engines generally produce less carbon monoxide and less reactive organic gases than do 
gasoline-powered engines.  

Fugitive dust is any solid particulate matter that becomes airborne directly or indirectly as a 
result of the activities of man or natural events (such as windborne dust), other than that 
emitted from an exhaust stack. Fugitive dust is recognized by the Imperial County as a 
contributor to PM10 pollution and a health hazard. Construction activities must adhere to the 
ICAPCD Regulation VIII and the mitigation measures discussed below to reduce significant 
impacts. 

The  project would be developed in several phases.  Construction of the project would 
include clearing and grubbing, initial grading and preparation of the entire project site, and 
building of basic infrastructure to support subsequent development. The hotel and other 
structures would be built in phases, and would be followed by commercial and school 
facilities.  Since detailed design information was not available at the time this document was 
prepared, construction-related emission estimates were based on the construction scenario 
information provided by the project applicant.  Estimates of the types and numbers of pieces 
of equipment anticipated in each phase of construction and development were based on 
equipment requirements of similar construction projects.  Pollutant emissions would vary 
from day to day depending on the intensity and type of construction activity.   

Project construction emissions were estimated using the construction module CalEEMod. 
For the purpose of this analysis, it was estimated that the construction of the  project would 
take 24 months.  A maximum of four and eight pieces of construction equipment were 
assumed to be operating simultaneously in a given day in the site grading and building 
construction phases, respectively.  In addition, eight additional pieces of paving equipment 
were assumed when paving and building construction would occur on the same schedule.  
The types and numbers of pieces of equipment anticipated in each phase of construction 
and development were estimated based on equipment requirements of similar construction 
projects. Construction-related emission estimates were based on the default construction 
scenario information in CalEEMod. The volatile organic compound (VOC) content limits for 
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coatings, as specified in ICAPCD Rule 424, were used to calculate VOC emissions from 
architectural coating operations.  The estimated emissions are presented in Table 4. 
Modeling assumptions and output files are provided in the air quality analysis in Appendix A. 

TABLE 4 
MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

 

Construction Activity 
Maximum Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOx CO PM10 
Maximum Cumulative Emissions 15.99 88.68 64.71 46.77 

Construction Activities 
Paving, 
Building, 
Coating 

Building, 
Fine Grading 

Building, 
Fine Grading 

Building, 
Fine Grading 

ICAPCD Significance Thresholds 75 100 550 150 
Significant (Yes or No) No No No No 
SOURCE:  Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1). 
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; and PM10 = 10-micron particulate 
matter. 

Commercial projects whose emissions are below the ICAPCD’s significance thresholds 
must comply with the latest rules adopted for the control of fugitive dust.  In addition, the 
ICAPCD requires the use of “standard” mitigation measures for construction equipment and 
fugitive dust, as listed in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The exposure of surrounding 
sensitive receivers (i.e., residents) to diesel particulate matter is expected to be very low 
and of short duration. Consequently, potential health effects associated with exposure to 
diesel particulate matter resulting from construction of the  project (which involves the 
highest use of diesel equipment) would be less than significant.  

Implementation of required mitigation measures does not exempt the project from 
compliance with ICAPCD rules and regulations.  The project proponent will have to comply 
with all the requirements of the ICAPCD’s rules and regulations, specifically those of 
Regulation VIII.  Regulation VIII applies to any activity or man-made condition capable of 
generating fugitive dust, and requires the use of reasonably available control measures to 
suppress fugitive dust emissions. 

2.1.3.2 Operation-Related Emissions 

a. Mobile and Area Source Emissions 

The project would generate long-term air quality impacts associated with its operation at 
project occupancy.  The primary source of operational emissions would be vehicle exhaust 
emissions generated from project-induced vehicle trips, known as “mobile source 
emissions.”  Other emissions, identified as “area source emissions,” would be generated 
from energy consumption for water and space heating for the  hotel, two restaurants, and 
office building; structural maintenance and landscaping activities; and use of consumer 
products.  
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In accordance with the project traffic study, it is assumed that only Phase I of the project 
would be constructed under the near-term condition.  The model-predicted area source and 
mobile source emissions for Phase I are shown in Table 5.  The estimated emissions do not 
include emission reductions per incorporation of ICAPCD required operational mitigation 
measures.  Detailed output sheets are provided in Appendix A. 

TABLE 5 
DAILY PROJECT OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS IN PHASE I 

 

Emissions Source 
Pollutant (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 
Area Source Emissions 1.19 1.31 7.21 0.02 
Mobile Source Emissions  8.68 29.39 60.88 7.99 
Total Operational Emissions 9.87 30.70 68.09 8.01 
Thresholds for Tier II 55 55 550 150 
Tier I I I I 

SOURCE: UltraSystems 2012 

As indicated in Table 5, the long-term project operational emissions of ROG, NOx, CO and 
PM10 would be less than significant.  The ICAPCD therefore requires that “standard” 
mitigation measures for commercial facilities be implemented.  

b. Toxic Air Emissions 

Sensitive receptors are persons who are more susceptible to air pollution than the general 
population, such as children, athletes, the elderly, and the chronically ill.  Examples of land 
uses where substantial numbers of sensitive receptors are often found are schools, daycare 
centers, parks, recreational areas, medical facilities, nursing homes, and convalescent care 
facilities.  Residential areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because 
residents (including children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of 
time, resulting in sustained exposure to pollutants.  The sensitive land uses in the project 
vicinity are residences on the east side of SR-86.  The nearest sensitive receptor is a home 
about 295 feet away.  The only other sensitive receptor in the area is the Frank M. Wright 
Middle School (885 North Imperial Avenue), which is about 2,200 feet south of the project’s 
southern boundary. 

Construction of the  project would generate short-term and intermittent emissions.  Although 
sensitive receptors would be exposed to diesel exhaust, which has been associated with 
lung cancer, the duration of exposure would not be sufficient to result in a significant cancer 
risk.  Carcinogenic health risk assessments are based upon an assumption of 70 years 
continuous exposure, while the exposure in the present case would be intermittent over a 
maximum of about 10 years.  Therefore, no cancer health risk assessment was necessary.  
Acute noncancer risk assessments are based upon one-hour maximum exposures, but 
acute reference exposure levels for diesel exhaust and diesel particulate matter have not 
been established by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  
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Operation of the  project would not introduce significant sources of stationary source 
emissions.  Area source emissions generated on-site by operation and maintenance of the 
proposed land uses would be minimal, and would not expose adjacent sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations.  

Operation of the  project would increase local vehicle traffic, which may contribute to off-site 
air quality impacts.  The traffic increases in nearby intersections may contribute to traffic 
congestion, which may create “pockets” of CO called hotspots.  These pockets have the 
potential to exceed the state 1-hour standard of 20 ppm and/or the 8-hour standard of 9.0 
ppm, thus affecting sensitive receptors that are close to these roadways or intersections.  
CO hotspots typically are found at busy intersections, but can also occur along congested 
major arterials and freeways.  Typically, hotspots analyses are not performed for 
unsignalized intersections, which have lower traffic volumes than those with signals.  This is 
particularly the case when a hotspots analysis shows no impacts for the most congested, 
signalized intersections. 

Given the acceptable level of service at the current and proposed signalized intersections, a 
quantitative CO hotspots analysis is not necessary.  Localized CO concentrations will be 
less than significant. 

c. Odors 

Construction activities for the  project would generate airborne odors associated with the 
operation of construction vehicles (i.e., diesel exhaust), asphalt paving operations, and the 
application of paints and coatings.  These emissions would occur during daytime hours only, 
and would be isolated to the immediate vicinity of the construction site and activity.  
Therefore, they would not affect a substantial number of people.  When project construction 
is completed, odors from the proposed uses of the  project would not significantly differ from 
odors emanating from typical hotels, restaurants, or office buildings. 

Although the general area of the  project is developing rapidly, residents would be exposed 
for at least some time to odors from neighboring agricultural operations.  Finally, no 
wastewater treatment plants or other industrial facilities known to cause odors are within 
1,000 feet of the project site. 

2.1.3.4 Cumulative Emissions 

The project will begin operations in 2012.  No other developments are planned to come on 
line near the project.  Given this, the traffic study assumed a background growth factor for 
traffic in the area.  Because regional air pollutant emissions from project operations will be 
less than significant, cumulative impacts will also be less than significant. 
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2.1.4 Significance of Impacts 

2.1.4.1 Construction-Related Emissions 

Commercial projects whose emissions are below the ICAPCD’s significance thresholds 
must comply with the latest rules adopted for the control of fugitive dust.  In addition, the 
ICAPCD requires the use of “standard” mitigation measures for construction equipment and 
fugitive dust, as listed in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  Without implementation of these 
measures, impacts would be significant. (AQ-1) 

2.1.4.2 Operation-Related Emissions 

As indicated in Table 5 above, the long-term project operational emissions of ROG, NOx, 
CO, and PM10 would be less than ICAPCD thresholds.  The ICAPCD therefore requires that 
“standard” mitigation measures for commercial facilities be implemented. Without 
implementation of these measures, impacts would be significant. (AQ-2) 

2.1.4.3 Cumulative Emissions 

As discussed above, regional air pollutant emissions from project operations will require all 
“standard” mitigation be implemented.  Given implementation of these measures, 
cumulative impacts would also be less than significant. 

2.1.5 Mitigation Measures 
AQ-M-1 Construction-Related Emissions  

Standard Measures for Fugitive PM10 Control 

The project shall comply with ICAPCD Regulation VIII. Incorporation of Regulation VIII 
standard measures for construction are listed below: 

a. All disturbed areas, including bulk material storage which is not being actively used, 
shall be effectively stabilized and visible emissions shall be limited to no greater 
than 20 percent opacity for dust emissions by using water, chemical stabilizers, dust 
suppressants, tarps, or other suitable material such as vegetative ground cover. 

b. All on-site and off-site unpaved roads will be effectively stabilized and visible 
emissions shall be limited to no greater than 20 percent opacity for dust emissions 
by paving, chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants, and/or watering. 

c. All unpaved traffic areas 1 acre or more with 75 or more average vehicle trips per 
day will be effectively stabilized and visible emission shall be limited to no greater 
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than 20 percent opacity for dust emissions by paving, chemical stabilizers, dust 
suppressants, and/or watering. 

d. The transport of bulk materials shall be completely covered unless 6 inches of 
freeboard space from the top of the container is maintained with no spillage and loss 
of bulk material. In addition, the cargo compartment of all haul trucks is to be 
cleaned and/or washed at delivery site after removal of bulk material. 

e. All track-out or carry-out will be cleaned at the end of each workday or immediately 
when mud or dirt extends a cumulative distance of 50 linear feet or more onto a 
paved road within an urban area. 

f. Movement of bulk material handling or transfer shall be stabilized prior to handling 
or at points of transfer with application of sufficient water, chemical stabilizers, or by 
sheltering or enclosing the operation and transfer line. 

Standard Measures for Construction Equipment 

a. Use of alternative fueled or catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment, 
including all off-road and portable diesel-powered equipment. 

b. Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
time of idling to five minutes as a maximum. 

c. Limit, to the extent feasible, the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or 
the amount of equipment in use. 

d. Replace fossil fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents (provided they 
are not run via a portable generator set). 

AQ-M-2 Operation-related Emissions 

The project shall include the following standard and discretionary measures consistent with 
the ICAPCD handbook. 

Standard Site Design Measures 

a. Provide on-site bicycle lockers and/or racks. 

b. Provide on-site eating, refrigeration, and food vending facilities to reduce lunchtime 
trips.  

c. Provide shower and locker facilities to encourage employees to bike and/or walk to 
work. 
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Standard Energy Efficiency Measures 

a. Comply with Title 24 requirements for reducing facility energy use. 

2.1.6 Significance after Mitigation 
Mitigation measures M-AQ-1 and M-AQ-2 contain standard measures for construction-
related and operation-related emissions.  These measures are required in order to reduce 
emissions to the greatest extent feasible with available technology.  Impacts would be less 
than significant with the implementation of these measures listed above.  

2.2 Archaeological Resources 

A cultural resources study was prepared by RECON and is summarized below. The entire 
cultural resources report can be found as Appendix B to this document. 

2.2.1 Research and Survey Methods 
A record search was conducted at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) to 
determine the extent of previous archaeological work in the project area and is included as 
Confidential Attachment 1 of Appendix B. The boundary of the record search was a 1-mile 
radius around the project property. No previously recorded prehistoric or historic sites are 
recorded on the project property. The closest recorded site is CA-IMP-8166, the Southern 
Pacific Railway (Imperial and Gulf Branch), located approximately 1,900 feet east of the 
project. The other site within the record search boundary is CA-IMP-5979, the Old Imperial 
Cemetery. It is located approximately 3,500 feet northeast of the project. The site form, filled 
out in 1984, states that the cemetery site had been brushed, which had removed all the 
wooden grave markers.  

2.2.2 NAHC Consultation 
A letter was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento on 
October 29, 2010, requesting a record search of their Sacred Lands Files. A reply was 
received on November 2, 2010. The NAHC files did not indicate the presence of Native 
American cultural resources in the immediate project area. Letters have been sent to the 
eight groups listed on the contact sheet informing them of the project. 
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2.2.3 Significance Thresholds 
The project would result in significant impacts to cultural resources if it:  

• Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource as 
defined in section 150654.5 of the CEQA Guidelines;  

• Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource 
pursuant to 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines; 

• Destroys directly or indirectly a unique paleontological resource or site, or unique 
geologic feature; or  

• Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.   

2.2.4 Analysis of Impacts 

2.2.4.1 Prehistoric Resources 

No previously unrecorded prehistoric cultural resources were found during the survey. A 
historic cultural resource consisting of a segment of the Dahlia Drain was identified during 
the survey.  

2.2.4.2 Historic Resources 

One historic cultural resource, a section of the Dahlia Drain, was found during the survey. 
The drain is part of the IID canal system. Current development plans show the portion of the 
Dahlia Drain within the 8-acre Phase I development area as being impacted. The drain will 
likely be covered with a concrete roof or the existing ditch will be replaced with a culvert. In 
either case, the existing drain segment will be impacted by development.   

The Dahlia drain segment, 5919-HJP-1, does not qualify itself under any of the four CEQA 
criteria for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources.  However, the 
individual elements of the IID canal system do contribute to the importance of the system as 
a whole, and information on these elements contribute to knowledge of the system as a 
whole.  RECON has filled out a California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Site 
Form for the drain and service road on the property and submitted it to the SCIC, so the 
information on these pieces of the system will be available in the future.  

While the canals have not been routinely recorded or registered as historic elements of the 
IID canal system, and may not exhibit physical features that qualify as a historical resource 
under CEQA, they are the most important contributing part of the infrastructure needed for 
the successful development of the valley. Only the portions of the overall canal system 
within the project site will be affected, and minor impacts are not likely to be detrimental to 
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the historic integrity of the entire canal system.  Also, as it is unlikely that the IID system will 
be looked at as a whole in any future project, recordation of the individual segments on a 
project-by-project basis will be the main means of recording the IID system.   

2.2.5 Significance of Impacts 
As described above (and pursuant to Appendix B), impacts to cultural resources would be 
less than significant.  

2.2.6 Mitigation Measures 
Impacts are less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

2.3 Biological Resources 

The following provides a summary of potential biological impacts as identified in the General 
Biological Assessment Report prepared by UltraSystems Environmental, Incorporated in 
August 2010.  The entire biological report can be found as Appendix C-1 to this document.  
Ultrasystems also prepared a Jurisdictional Delineation (JD) Report to identify potential 
government-regulated waters within the project boundaries.  The JD Report is attached to 
this document as Appendix C-2. 

2.3.1 Existing Conditions 
Prior to conducting their field survey in August 2010, UltraSystems reviewed available 
literature to identify any special status plants, wildlife, or sensitive habitats known in the 
vicinity of the project.  The “project vicinity” was defined as within 5 miles of the project site 
and the “project area” was defined as the area within a 200-foot buffer zone directly 
adjacent to the project’s construction limits.  The field assessment included a 100 percent 
pedestrian survey of the project site, plus a 200-foot buffer zone where possible. Thirteen 
plant species were observed within the project site and buffer zones during the 2010 survey. 
Since 2010 the project site has mostly been graded; less than 10 percent of the vegetation 
observed in 2010 remained during the 2012 survey. Therefore, the plant species identified 
in the 2010 survey are used to characterize the site. Nineteen wildlife species or their signs 
(including tracks, scat, burrows, nests, excavations, and vocalizations) for both surveys 
were recorded within the vicinity.   

2.3.1.1 Vegetation Communities 

Two main vegetation communities were observed in the project area during the field 
assessment. They include: Desert Saltbush Scrub and Disturbed/Developed. Identification 
of the native Desert Saltbush Scrub vegetation community was based on the description in 
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Holland (Element Code); and identification of the non-native Disturbed/Developed 
vegetation community was based on the Orange County Habitat Classifications Systems. 

Desert Saltbush Scrub is present particularly in the northern portion of the project area, with 
quailbush (Atriplex lentiformis) the dominant saltbush species observed on-site. Sub-
dominant plant species observed onsite that are also typical of this vegetation community 
include allscale (Atriplex polycarpa) and four-wing saltbush (Atriplex canescens). 

Developed/Disturbed areas observed within the project area include non-native weedy 
(ruderal) plant species, a graded drainage ditch, paved roads, dirt roads, and a residential 
property. Observed site disturbances include trash, erosion, and off-road vehicle use.   

2.3.1.2 Sensitive Species 

a. Sensitive Wildlife 

Fifteen wildlife species or their signs (including tracks, scat, burrows, nests, excavations, 
and vocalizations) were observed within the project vicinity during the August 2010 field 
survey. Three sensitive wildlife species, burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), flat-tailed 
horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii), and western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus) had a 
moderate to high potential to occur within the project site during the 2010 visits. However, 
due to the recent grading activities, the two species, burrowing owl and flat-tailed horned 
lizard, that were considered to have a moderate to high potential now have a low potential to 
be present.   

b. Sensitive Plants 

Through literature review, no sensitive plant species were determined likely to occur in the 
project area. During the field survey, 13 plant species were observed within the project area, 
none of which are sensitive.  

c. Critical Habitat 

The project area is not within federally designated Critical Habitat for any sensitive species.  

2.3.1.3 Waterways 

On May 30, 2012, the project site was visited and assessed for potential wetland areas by 
UltraSystems biologists. Habitat areas with the potential to be wetlands were evaluated 
using U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) manuals.  The project site is located in the 
Brawley Watershed, which primarily receives water from the storm water drains and 
associated irrigation delivered to the Imperial Valley basin for agricultural uses.  At the time 
of the jurisdictional delineation, the entire project site had been graded and most of the 
vegetation had been removed as documented in Appendix C-2. 
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Within the boundary of the project site there is one man-made ditch/drainage that exhibits 
hydrological characteristics. The drain is named Dahlia Drain No. 8 and is managed by the 
IID. Water conveyed through Dahlia Drain No. 8 is mostly storm water. Via a series of IID 
channels, receiving waters of Dahlia Drain No. 8 are ultimately the New River and/or Alamo 
River.  Dahlia Drain No. 8 meets all of the USACE criteria for a wetland (i.e., vegetation, 
soils, hydrology). Based on the requirements of applicable laws, the jurisdictional limits of 
this drainage area comprise approximately 0.40 acre, as shown in Figure 5. The limits for all 
jurisdictional areas are the same, as the area immediately adjacent to the drainage is 
graded, and therefore does not support riparian-wetland vegetation. 

Nearby water features that were outside of the project boundary were excluded from 
analysis in this report, as they are not within the anticipated impact are of the project. These 
include another irrigation channel managed by the IID (called Dahlia Lateral 8) and two 
irrigation ponds located immediately north of the project boundary.  According to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s National Resource Conservation Service Soil Survey, two soil 
types are expected to occur within the project area: Holtville Silty Clay, Wet and Imperial-
Glenbar silty Clay Loams, Wet, 0 to 2 percent slopes, neither of which are classified as 
hydric by the Natural Resources Conservation Service. 

2.3.2 Significance Thresholds 
The project would result in significant impacts to biological resources if it would:  

• Have substantial adverse effects, 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 
(CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS);  

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the CDFG or USFWS;   

• 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; 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 

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



FIGURE 5
Jurisdictional Delineation
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2.3.3 Analysis of Impacts 

2.3.1.1 Sensitive Species 

a. Western Burrowing Owl 

The burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is a CDFG listed Species of Special Concern. 
Habitat was present during the 2010 survey; however, no burrowing owls were observed 
during the 2010 habitat surveys. During the 2012 survey, project biologists found that 
vegetation had decreased dramatically from sparse to almost none. Although there are 
existing empty pipes and piled construction materials present within the project survey area 
(PSA) that may provide nesting sites for this species, each empty pipe hole and pile of 
construction materials was examined during the 2012 survey and no evidence of this 
species, including tracks, bird droppings, or gathering materials that are usually present for 
their nesting activities, was present within the PSA.  Therefore, this species will likely not 
occur within the PSA and no further surveys are warranted at this time. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

b. Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard 

The flat-tailed horned lizard is a CDFG listed Species of Special Concern. It is a yearlong 
resident of sandy desert hardpan or gravel flats with sparse vegetation. Imperial County is 
within the native range for this species and recent occurrences have been documented 
within 3.5 miles of the project vicinity.  This species may occur in areas where suitable 
habitat and prey are present; however, the species was not observed during the 2010 or 
2012 surveys. Due to the lack of vegetation after recent grading activities, this species is not 
likely to occur within the PSA.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

c. Western Yellow Bat  

The western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus) is a CDFG listed Species of Special Concern. It 
is a yearlong resident of valley foothill, desert riparian, desert wash, and palm oasis habitats 
and can often be found roosting in non-native palm trees.  Imperial County is within the 
documented range for this species.  This species occurs in areas with suitable roosting and 
foraging habitat especially from landscaping palms that are present within the site.  Recent 
occurrences were documented in the area in 1992 within the project vicinity and the range 
of this species is believed to be expanding.  During the time between the 2010 and 2012 
surveys, previously existing landscaping palms were removed from the project site in 
preparation for grading activities, but have since been replaced by new (mature) palms.  
Impacts to the western yellow bat would be less than significant.   
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2.3.1.2 Sensitive Habitats 

The project area is not within federally designated Critical Habitat for any sensitive species. 
It also does not contain any riparian habitats or other sensitive natural vegetation 
community. Project impacts would be less than significant.   

2.3.1.3 Jurisdictional Waterways 

A formal jurisdictional delineation and report was conducted in concurrence with this 
biological assessment during the 2012 survey to determine the jurisdictional status of 
aquatic features observed within the project site.  An active drainage flows through the 
project site along the eastern edge of the parcel. The USACE and the CDFG have 
jurisdiction over certain streams, watercourses, and wetlands. Alteration, such as filling, of 
these jurisdictional areas requires a permit from USACE and a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from CDFG. Additionally, activities that require a fill to USACE jurisdiction are 
also subject to certification by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.  

CDFG regulates all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, 
or bank of any river, stream, or lake which supports fish or wildlife resources under Sections 
1600–1603 of the California Fish and Game Code. The CDFG develops Streambed 
Alteration Agreements for the alteration of any of these areas. CDFG jurisdiction within 
altered or artificial waterways is based upon the value of those waterways to fish and other 
wildlife. CDFG Legal Advisor has prepared the following opinion:  

Natural waterways that have been subsequently modified and which have 
the potential to contain fish, aquatic insects and riparian vegetation will be 
treated like natural waterways . . . . 

Artificial waterways that have acquired the physical attributes of natural 
stream courses and which have been viewed by the community as natural 
stream courses should be treated by [CDFG] as natural waterways . . . .  

Artificial waterways without the attributes of natural waterways should 
generally not be subject to Fish and Game Code provisions . . . .  

The project will result in permanent impacts to jurisdictional waters (see Figure 5). 
Permanent impacts are anticipated based on the current project plans, which show that 
landscaping may be installed within the drainage (Dahllia Drain 8). Temporary impacts can 
include temporary removal of native vegetation (i.e., if followed by restoration) or ground 
disturbances due to adjacent activities; however, no temporary impacts are anticipated at 
this time. Table 6 is a description of the expected acreages of temporary and permanent 
impacts to drainages per applicable jurisdiction.  
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TABLE 6 
SUMMARY OF JURISDICTIONAL AREAS 

 

Drainage 

USACE 
Jurisdictional 

Areas  
(acres) 

CDFG 
Jurisdictional 

Areas  
(acres) 

Colorado River 
RWQCB 

Jurisdictional Areas 
(acres) 

Dahlia Drain 8 (Permanent Impacts) 0.40 0.40 0.40 
Dahlia Drain 8 (Temporary Impacts) 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0.40 0.40 0.40 

 

a. USACE 

There are an estimated 0 acre of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of permanent impacts to 
waters of the United States subject to USACE jurisdiction. Impacts to these areas will 
require the submittal of an application to the USACE to receive a Section 404 Permit under 
the Clean Water Act. 

b. Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board 

There are an estimated 0 acre of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of permanent impacts to 
waters of the United States subject to Colorado River Regional Quality Board jurisdiction. 
Impacts to these areas will require the submittal of an application to the Colorado River 
Regional Water Quality Control Board to receive a 401 Water Quality Certification under the 
Clean Water Act. 

Waste Discharge Requirement Permit  

The project plans show a combined impact of 0 acre of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of 
permanent impacts to waters of the state of California. These impacts will require submittal 
of an application for Waste Discharge Requirement Permit under the Porter-Cologne Act 
from the Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

c. California Department of Fish and Game 

1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 

There are an estimated 0 acre of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of permanent impacts to 
waters of the state of California, subject to state jurisdiction. Impacts to these areas will 
require submittal of a Notification for a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. 

Project impacts to jurisdictional waters could be potentially significant.  
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2.3.1.4 Wildlife Movement 

The project area is not within an identified wildlife movement corridor. However, migratory 
birds may nest within the project area. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects the 
majority of migratory birds breeding in the U.S., regardless of their official federal listing 
status (Threatened or Endangered). The provisions of this international act govern the 
taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, 
parts, and nests. The law applies to the disturbance or removal of active nests occupied by 
migratory birds during their breeding season. It is specifically a violation of the MBTA to 
directly kill or destroy an occupied nest of any bird species covered by the act.  

California Fish and Game Code (Section 3503) protects the nest and eggs of native non-
game birds. Under this law, it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any such birds or to 
take, possess, or destroy the nests or eggs of any such bird. The Code (Section 86) defines 
"take" as "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or 
kill."  

The existing stands of Desert Saltbush Scrub vegetation on the project site have a high 
potential for nesting birds to occupy them during the breeding season (February 15 to 
August 31). Ground-nesting birds may nest on-site within the large non-vegetated areas in 
and adjacent to the project.  

Project implementation and construction-related activities, including, but not limited to, 
tree/vegetation removal, materials lay-down, and machine/equipment noise, may result in 
the disturbance of nesting MBTA/CDFG protected species that could occur within project 
site. Trimming or removal of vegetation could destroy or disturb active nests. Equipment 
noise, vibration, lighting, and other human-related disturbance, could disrupt normal 
activities of birds found on or immediately adjacent to the project site. Project impacts to 
migratory and other nesting birds would be potentially significant. 

2.3.4 Significance of Impacts 
An active drainage flows along the eastern edge of the project site that may be considered a 
jurisdictional water. The USACE and CDFG have jurisdiction over certain streams, 
watercourses, and wetlands. Alteration, such as filling, of these jurisdictional areas requires 
a permit from USACE and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. The project site 
plans have been revised between 2010 and 2012 such that proposed parking would not 
directly impact the Dahlia Drain No. 8.  However, indirect project impacts to 0.40 acre of 
jurisdictional waters would be significant and would require mitigation (B-1).  To address 
potential temporary and indirect impacts on jurisdictional waterways, Mitigation 
Measure M-B-1 shall be implemented.   

Trimming or removal of vegetation could destroy or disturb active nests. Equipment noise, 
vibration, lighting, and other human-related disturbance could disrupt normal activities of 
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birds found on or immediately adjacent to the project site. Project impacts to migratory and 
other nesting birds would be potentially significant and would require mitigation (B-2).  To 
prevent direct and/or indirect impacts to MBTA/CDFG protected species, Mitigation Measure 
M-B-2 shall be implemented.  

2.3.5 Mitigation Measures 
M-B-1: Jurisdictional Delineation and Report 

 Silt netting and a chain link fence shall be used along the drainage feature 
(Potential Jurisdictional Area) that borders the eastern part of the project site. 
This fence would guard against any inadvertent effects to a Potential 
Jurisdictional Area including, but not limited to, the introduction of fill, machine 
fuel, and construction debris.  

M-B-2: Pre-Construction Survey for Nesting Birds 

To avoid impacts on nesting birds, construction activities should take place 
between September 1 and February 14, to avoid the nesting season of federally 
and state protected migratory birds.  However, if construction occurs between 
February 15 and August 31, the following shall be implemented:  

• A pre-construction survey (within three days prior to work in the areas) shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the presence or absence 
of active nests within, or adjacent to, the project site to avoid the nesting of 
breeding migratory birds.   

• If no nesting birds are found within or adjacent to the project work area 
during the pre-construction survey period, construction activities may 
proceed as scheduled.  If an active nest is found within or adjacent to the 
project work area during construction, a “No Construction” Buffer Zone 
would be established around the active nest (usually a minimum radius of 
200 feet for passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors) to minimize project 
impacts on the nesting activity.  The on-site Project Biologist/Biological 
Monitor will determine and flag the appropriate buffer size required, based 
on the specific situation, tolerances of the species, and the nest locations. 
Project activities may resume in the buffer area when the Project 
Biologist/Biological Monitor has determined that the nest(s) is no longer 
active.  Also, a Biological Monitor shall be present during vegetation removal 
in the nesting season to minimize impacts on nesting birds. 

If listed endangered or threatened species are found within 500 feet of the 
project work area, the USFWS and CDFG, as appropriate, shall be consulted at 
the time they are first observed. 
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2.3.6 Significance after Mitigation 
Mitigation measures M-B-1 and M-B-2 would ensure that impacts to biological resources 
and jurisdictional waters are less than significant.    

2.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

A GHG memorandum was prepared by UltraSystems Environmental to assess the potential 
impacts of the  project. The GHG analysis is based on the TIS prepared for the project. As 
discussed in detail in Section 2.7, the TIS can be considered a worst-case analysis. 
Therefore, this is a worst-case GHG analysis. The entire memorandum can be found as 
Appendix D to this document. 

2.4.1 Existing Conditions 

2.4.1.1 California Climate Change Regulation 

Executive Order S-3-05 (GHG Emissions Reductions).  Executive Order #S-3-05, signed 
by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005, calls for a reduction in GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and for an 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions to 
below 1990 levels by 2050.  

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32).  In 
September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Health and Safety Code § 38500 et seq.), into law.  AB 32 
was intended to effectively end the scientific debate in California over the existence and 
consequences of global warming.  In general, AB 32 directs the CARB to do the following: 

• On or before June 30, 2007, publicly make available a list of discrete early action 
GHG emission reduction measures that can be implemented prior to the adoption of 
the statewide GHG limit and the measures required to achieve compliance with the 
statewide limit; 

• By January 1, 2008, determine the statewide levels of GHG emissions in 1990, and 
adopt a statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to the 1990 level (an 
approximately 25 percent reduction in existing statewide GHG emissions); 

• 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, to become operative on January 1, 2012, at the latest.  The 
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emission reduction measures may include direct emission reduction measures, 
alternative compliance mechanisms, and potential monetary and non-monetary 
incentives that reduce GHG emissions from any sources or categories of sources as 
CARB finds necessary to achieve the statewide GHG emissions limit; and 

• Monitor compliance with and enforce any emission reduction measure adopted 
pursuant to AB 32. 

On December 11, 2008, the CARB approved the Climate Change Scoping Plan pursuant to 
AB 32.  The Scoping Plan recommends a wide range of measures for reducing GHG 
emissions, including (but not limited to): 

• Expanding and strengthening of existing energy efficiency programs; 

• Achieving a statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent; 

• Developing a GHG emissions cap-and-trade program; 

• Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout 
the state, and pursuing policies and incentives to meet those targets; 

• Implementing existing state laws and policies, including California’s clean car 
standards, goods movement measures, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard; and 

• Targeted fees to fund the state’s long-term commitment to administering AB 32. 

Executive Order S-01-07 (Low Carbon Fuel Standard).  Executive Order #S-01-07 
(January 18, 2007) establishes a statewide goal to reduce the carbon intensity of 
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020 through establishment of a 
Low Carbon Fuel Standard.  Carbon intensity is the amount of CO2 equivalent per unit of 
fuel energy emitted from each stage of producing, transporting, and using the fuel in a motor 
vehicle.  On April 23, 2009 the Air Resources Board adopted a regulation to implement the 
standard. 

Senate Bill 97.  Senate Bill 97 was signed by the governor on August 24, 2007.  The bill 
required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), by July 1, 2009, to prepare, develop, 
and transmit to the resources agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG 
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA, including, but not limited 
to, effects associated with transportation or energy consumption.  On April 13, 2009 OPR 
submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its proposed amendments to the State 
CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions.  The Resources Agency adopted those guidelines on 
December 30, 2009, and they became effective on March 18, 2010.  The amendments treat 
GHG emissions as a separate category of impacts; i.e., they are not to be addressed as part 
of an analysis of air quality impacts.  
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Section 15064.4, which was added to the CEQA Guidelines, specifies how the significance 
of impacts from GHGs is to be determined.  First, the lead agency should “make a good 
faith effort” to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from a 
project.  After that, the lead agency should consider the following factors when assessing 
the impacts of the GHG emissions on the environment: 

• The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions, relative to 
the existing environmental setting; 

• Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead 
agency determines applies to the project; and 

• 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 GHG 
emissions. 

The Governor’s OPR asked the CARB to make recommendations for GHG-related 
thresholds of significance.  On October 24, 2008, the CARB issued a preliminary draft staff 
proposal for Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for 
Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act.  After holding two public 
workshops and receiving comments on the proposal, CARB staff decided not to proceed 
with threshold development.  Quantitative significance thresholds, if any, are to be set by 
local agencies. 

Senate Bill 375.  Senate Bill 375 requires coordination of land use and transportation 
planning to reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources.  Regional transportation 
plans, which are developed by metropolitan transportation organizations such as the 
Southern California Association of Governments, are to include “sustainable community 
strategies” to reduce GHG emissions.  

Title 24.  The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings 
(Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations) were established in 1978 in 
response to a legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption.  The 
standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new 
energy efficiency technologies and methods.  Compliance with Title 24 will result in 
decreases in GHG emissions.  The California Energy Commission adopted the 2008 
changes to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards on April 23, 2008 with an aim to 
promote the objectives listed below. 

• Provide California with an adequate, reasonably priced and environmentally sound 
supply of energy. 
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• Respond to Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which 
mandates that California must reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels 
by 2020. 

• Pursue California energy policy that energy efficiency is the resource of first choice 
for meeting California's energy needs. 

• Act on the findings of California's Integrated Energy Policy Report that Standards 
are the most cost-effective means to achieve energy efficiency, expects the Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards to continue to be upgraded over time to reduce 
electricity and peak demand, and recognizes the role of the Standards in reducing 
energy related to meeting California's water needs and in reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

• Meet the West Coast Governors' Global Warming Initiative commitment to include 
aggressive energy efficiency measures into updates of state building codes. 

• Meet the Executive Order in the Green Building Initiative to improve the energy 
efficiency of nonresidential buildings through aggressive standards. 

The provisions of Title 24, Part 6 apply to all buildings for which an application for a building 
permit or renewal of an existing permit is required by law.  They regulate design and 
construction of the building envelope, space-conditioning and water-heating systems, indoor 
and outdoor lighting systems of buildings, and signs located either indoors or outdoors.  
Title 24, Part 6 specifies mandatory, prescriptive and performance measures, all designed 
to optimize energy use in buildings and decrease overall consumption of energy to construct 
and operate residential and nonresidential buildings.  Mandatory measures establish 
requirements for manufacturing, construction and installation of certain systems; equipment 
and building components that are installed in buildings.  

2.4.2 Significance Thresholds 
Imperial County, the City of Imperial, and the ICAPCD do not have formal plans or 
guidelines for reducing GHG emissions.  In addition, there are no local quantitative 
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions.  In preparing the GHG memorandum (see 
Appendix D), UltraSystems used the factors from Section 15064.4(b) of the recently 
amended CEQA Guidelines to assess the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on 
the environment.  Therefore for purposes of this document, the project would have a 
significant impact if it would: 

• Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 
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2.4.3 Analysis of Impacts 
Because GHG emissions are a global concern, a GHG emission inventory in principle would 
include all emissions related in any way, directly or indirectly, to the project.  Because of the 
great uncertainty over the meaning of different levels of GHG emissions, compiling a 
comprehensive inventory is an inefficient use of resources.  Instead, the approach taken by 
Ultrasystems in preparing the GHG memorandum (see Appendix D) has been to limit the 
analysis to those GHG emission sources over which the project has at least some control, 
and therefore the power to reduce them.  The main two categories of GHG emissions 
analyzed were construction emissions and operational emissions which are discussed 
below. 

2.4.3.1 Construction Emissions 

Emissions of CO2 during construction were estimated using the California Emissions 
Estimator ModelTM (CalEEModTM), Version 2011.1.1.  These emissions include GHG 
emissions from internal combustion engines from off-road construction equipment, as well 
as on-road vehicles (worker, vendor, and delivery trips). Construction equipment emissions 
were based on CalEEMod’s default values for horsepower and load factors, which are from 
the CARB’s OFFROAD2007 model. Table 7 summarizes the results.  The year of highest 
construction-related GHG emissions would be 2012. 

TABLE 7 
ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION 

 

Year 
GHG Emissions 

Tonnes/Year 
2012 (Total) 325.02 
2012 (Amortized) 10.83 
NOTE: Construction GHG emissions are amortized over 30 

years. 
 

2.4.3.2 Operational Emissions 

Operation of the project at Phase I buildout (in 2012) will result in both direct and indirect 
emissions of GHG.  Direct emissions result from on-site combustion processes, such as the 
use of gas stoves in the proposed restaurants, and from use of motor vehicles by office 
building commuters and hotel guests.  The principal indirect source of GHG is use of 
electricity by the hotel, the restaurants, and the office buildings; these emissions are indirect 
because they occur where the electricity is generated, rather than where it is used.  The 
generation sites may be far from the Imperial area.  Because climate change is a global 
problem, the off-site sources need to be taken into account. 
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Emissions of CO2 during operations were estimated using CalEEMod, and include motor 
vehicle trips, solid waste, water, wastewater, space heating, and electricity consumption. 
Table 8 summarizes the amortized construction GHG emissions in addition to the 
operational emissions. 

TABLE 8 
ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS, 2012 

 
Annual Emissions in 2015 (tonnes) 

Emission Source CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
Constructiona 10.81 0.00 0.00 10.83 

Operations 

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Energy 1,880.50 0.04 0.20 1,887.35 
Mobile 870.87 0.06 0.00 872.10 
Waste 12.00 0.71 0.00 2.90 
Water 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01 

TOTAL 2,796.72 0.89 0.20 2,798.19 
SOURCE: UltraSystems Environmental Inc. with CalEEMod (Version 

2011.1.1) 
NOTE: Project is operational in 2012.  
aAmortized over 30 years per SCAQMD Interim CEQA GHG Significance 
Threshold. 

 

As seen in Table 8, the project will generate about 2,800 tons per year of GHG emissions.  
How much of an increase in GHG emissions this represents is uncertain.  Some of the 
emissions from commercial energy use (e.g., restaurant patronage) would occur elsewhere 
if the project is not built.  Because climate change is a global issue, it does not matter where 
the emissions occur.  Whether there would be a net increase in mobile source GHG 
emissions is also uncertain.  A conservative assumption is used that the entire 2,800 tons 
per year are a net increase. 

2.4.4 Significance of Impacts 
As of this writing, the lead agency (City of Imperial) has not adopted quantitative thresholds 
of significance for GHG emissions from residential and commercial projects.  It is therefore 
not possible to compare the project’s emissions to a lead agency threshold. There are 
currently no regional or local climate action plans or general or specific plan provisions to 
reduce GHG emissions in the study area.  The only applicable plan is the set of regulations 
to be developed under AB 32, which has a target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
by 2020.  Therefore, the potential significance of emissions from the project depends upon 
the extent to which the project furthers or hinders implementation of AB 32. 

Essentially all the 2,800 tons per year of GHG emissions forecast for project buildout will 
also occur by and in 2020, including the amortized construction GHG emissions. Because 
increases in GHG must be offset for net emissions to decrease to 1990 levels by 2020, the 
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project’s GHG emissions are potentially significant and would require mandatory 
implementation of project design features to reduce GHG emissions (GHG-1). 

2.4.5 Mitigation Measures 
The emissions estimates presented above assume no special architectural design features 
or operating characteristics, beyond those required by Title 24, which would reduce GHG 
emissions.  The following is a list of project design features that will reduce GHG emissions 
beyond “business as usual” levels. 

M-GHG-1 

• On-site bicycle lockers and/or racks.  Bicycle use produces no GHG emissions.  
Providing infrastructure that promotes bicycle use will encourage bike travel and 
help in reducing the use of automobiles. 

• Street tree planting.  Trees help in counteracting CO2 emissions by absorbing CO2 
from the air.  Trees also help in lowering air temperature by providing shade and 
transpiring water, thereby reducing building cooling loads during summers.  

• Shade tree planting in parking lots to decrease cooling loads on cars, thereby 
reducing fuel consumption.    

• Public transit accessibility with transit turnouts and direct pedestrian access 
and bus stop improvements such as shelters, route information, benches and 
lighting.  Transit-oriented development along with a pedestrian friendly environment 
will encourage the use of transit and help in reducing the use of automobiles.  On 
the basis of passenger miles travelled, public transportation is more fuel efficient 
than use of private vehicles.   

• Pedestrian signalization and signage to improve pedestrian safety.  Providing 
infrastructure that facilitates a pedestrian friendly environment will encourage 
pedestrian travel and help in reducing the use of automobiles. 

• Roof material with a solar reflectance value meeting the U.S. EPA/Department 
of Energy Energy Star® rating to reduce summer cooling needs.  The roof of a 
building acts as a large open space that directly absorbs solar heat and transfers 
this heat to the interior of the building.  Hence, a roofing material with good solar 
reflectance decreases the amount of heat absorbed by the roof and helps in 
maintaining low interior temperatures, thereby reducing energy required to operate 
the heating ventilation air conditioning (HVAC) system for cooling the building.   

• Built-in energy-efficient appliances, where applicable.  Energy-efficient 
appliances using advanced technology use 10 to 50 percent less energy than 
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standard appliances.  Decreased energy use in buildings greatly helps in reducing 
GHG emissions produced during energy generation, distribution, and consumption. 

• Double-paned windows and low E-glass.  See discussion above. 

• Low energy parking lot and street lights (i.e., low-pressure sodium vapor).  
Using energy-efficient lighting will reduce consumption of electricity for lighting. 

• Energy-efficient interior lighting.  A building's interior lighting system is both a 
dominant consumer of electrical energy and a major source of internal heat.  In 
commercial buildings it normally accounts for more than 30 percent of the total 
electrical energy consumed.  Using energy-efficient lighting not only reduces 
consumption of electricity for lighting but also reduces cooling loads since less 
waste heat needs to be removed by the air conditioning system. 

• High-efficiency gas/electric space heating.  Using energy-efficient equipment will 
reduce consumption of electricity for heating. 

• Pedestrian and bicycle access from nearby residential neighborhoods.  The 
project is a mixed-use development with a variety of basic amenities such as 
schools, parks, and retail spaces, within close proximity to residential land.  
Additionally, every effort has been made to provide a well-planned infrastructure to 
promote a pedestrian and bicycle-friendly environment.  All these measures will 
greatly help to promote pedestrian and bicycle travel for short everyday commuting 
trips in and around the project area, thereby reducing the use of automobiles. 

2.4.6 Significance after Mitigation 
Mitigation measure M-GHG-1 contains project design measures for operation-related GHG 
emissions.  These measures are required in order to reduce emissions to the greatest 
extent feasible with available technology.  Impacts would be less than significant with the 
implementation of the measures listed above.  

2.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The following discussion is based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
prepared by GS Lyon Consultants, Inc. (GSL) in January 2004.  The full report can be found 
as Appendix E of this document. 

2.5.1 Existing Conditions 
GSL performed a review of the regulatory agencies databases in order to evaluate the 
potential for recognized environmental conditions (REC) (as defined in American Society for 
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Testing and Materials Standard E1527) within the project site and the vicinity.  Additionally, 
historic topographical maps, historic aerial photographs, historic Sanborn Fire Insurance 
maps, and historic telephone directories were researched to evaluate potentially adverse 
environmental conditions resulting from previous ownership and uses of the site. 

A majority of the site has been dominantly an agricultural use or vacant since the late 
1940s. There is a rural residence and other development in the southwest corner of the site.  

2.5.1.1 Regulatory Framework 

a. Federal 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the federal hazardous waste law, 
provides for the “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous wastes. Any business, institution, 
or other entity that generates hazardous waste is required to identify and track its hazardous 
waste from the point of generation until it is recycled, reused, or disposed. The U.S. EPA 
has the primary responsibility for implementing the RCRA; however, individual states are 
encouraged to seek authorization to implement some or all of RCRA provisions.  

b. State 

The California EPA (CalEPA) and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
establish rules governing the use of hazardous materials and the management of hazardous 
waste.  Applicable state and local laws include the following: 

• Public Safety/Fire Regulations/Building Codes 

• Hazardous Waste Control Law 

• Hazardous Substances Information and Training Act 

• Air Toxics Hot Spots and Emissions Inventory Law 

• Underground Storage of Hazardous Substances Act 

• Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

California received authority to implement the RCRA program in August 1992. The 
California agency responsible for implementing the RCRA program, as well as California’s 
own hazardous waste laws (which are collectively known as the Hazardous Waste Control 
Law), is the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC). Under the Certified Unified 
Program Agency (CUPA) program, DTSC in turn delegates enforcement authority to the 
local environmental health departments. 
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The Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act requires facilities that 
use, produce, store, generate, or have a change in business inventory of hazardous 
substances in quantities above certain limits to establish and implement a Hazardous 
Materials Management Plan (HMMP) or Business Plan. The plan must disclose the type, 
quantity, and storage location of materials. The law also requires a site-specific emergency 
response plan, employee training, and designation of emergency contact personnel. 

2.5.1.2 Results of the ESA 

The ESA performed for the site made the following findings concerning known 
contamination sources. 

• Pesticide residues (low concentrations) typical to agricultural crop applications may 
be present in the near surface soils. 

• There may be a septic tank and leach field in the vicinity of the rural residence in the 
southwest corner of the site. 

• The potential risk of asbestos containing materials (ACM) or lead-based paint (LBP) 
is low due to the lack of site development.  There is an existing residence located 
near the southwestern corner of the project site, but is outside the project limits.   

2.5.2 Significance Thresholds 
The project would result in potentially significant hazardous materials impacts if any of the 
following conditions occur: 

1. The project site lies on or near known contamination sources listed in a federal and 
state database records review or other data source such as Sanborn maps, Fire 
Department records, topographical surveys, or the State Office of Planning and 
Research Identified Hazardous Waste and Substances List. 

2. Involves the removal of underground storage tanks or is located within the vicinity of a 
listed Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) site. 

3. Involves the demolition of structures that may contain ACM or LBP. 

2.5.3 Analysis of Impacts 

2.5.3.1 Known Contamination Sources 

Historical agricultural practices in the Imperial Valley consist of aerial and ground application 
of pesticides and application of chemical fertilizers to both ground and irrigation water. 
However, the U.S. Geological Survey, at the request of the IID, performed a “one-time” 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  

  Page 45 

water quality study of 27 irrigation drains throughout the Imperial Valley during the summer 
of 1994. Review of the study results indicate that samples taken contained less than the 
regulatory limits of arsenic, selenium, and nitrites. Based on review of environmental 
documents and site conditions, the property has been dominantly in agricultural use and/or 
vacant since the late 1940s. Residue of currently available pesticides and currently banned 
pesticides such as DDT/DDE may be present in near surface soils in limited concentrations 
(usually less than ¼ of U.S. EPA action levels). Agricultural commissioner office files of 
pesticide applications to local fields are maintained only for three years. Samples of near-
surface soils were not collected by GSL personnel. The near-surface soils most likely 
contain trace residue of pesticides used on the fields from roughly 50 years of agricultural 
use. The concentrations of these pesticides found on other Imperial Valley agricultural sites 
are typically ¼ to ½ of the current regulatory threshold limits and at those levels are not 
considered a significant environmental hazard. 

2.5.3.2 Leaking Underground Storage Tank  

The ESA found that several LUST sites are located with ½ to 1 mile of the project site. 
Because of their distance from the site, it is considered unlikely that prior or future 
hydrocarbon or agricultural chemical spills or releases would affect the site unless 
groundwater contamination and transport occurred.  

2.5.3.3 Asbestos and Lead Based Paint 

As discussed above, there is a residence located near, but outside the project boundary and 
there are no other structures on-site which could potentially contain either ACM or LBP.   

2.5.4. Significance of Impacts 

2.7.4.1 Known Contamination Sources 

Due to the lack of any identified contamination sources or pesticide residue on or adjacent 
to the project site, impacts would be less than significant. 

2.5.4.2 Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 

According to the Phase I ESA (see Appendix E), no LUSTs or other sites where hazardous 
materials are known to be used or stored are located within ½ mile of the project site; thus, 
impacts would be less than significant.   
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2.5.4.3 Asbestos and Lead Based Paint  

There is a lack of any type of structure on-site which could potentially contain ACM or LBP.  
There would be no impacts.   

2.5.5 Mitigation Measures  
Since no significant impacts were found, no mitigation would be required. 

2.6 Noise 

The following discussion of noise impacts is based upon the Noise Technical Report that 
was prepared for the project by UltraSystems in September 2012. The nosie analysis is 
based on the TIS prepared the project. As discussed in detail in Section 2.7, the TIS can be 
considered a worst-case analysis. Therefore, this is a worst-case noise analysis. The report 
can be found in its entirety in Appendix F. 

2.6.1 Existing Conditions 
The 1-hour average-equivalent noise levels (Leq(1)) is the level of a steady sound which, in 
the stated time period and at a stated location, has the same A-weighted sound energy as 
the time-varying sound. In other words, the hourly equivalent sound level is the A-weighted 
sound level over a 1-hour period. A-weighting is a frequency correction that often correlates 
well with the subjective response of humans to noise. 

The community noise equivalent level (CNEL) is a 24-hour A-weighted average sound level 
[dB(A) Leq] from midnight to midnight obtained after the addition of 5 decibels (dB) to sound 
levels occurring between 7:00 P.M. and 10:00 P.M., and 10 dB to sound levels occurring 
between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Adding 5 dB and 10 dB to the evening and nighttime hours, 
respectively, accounts for the added sensitivity of humans to noise during these time periods.  

The Ldn is a 24-hour A-weighted average sound level from midnight to midnight obtained 
after the addition of 10 dB to sound levels occurring between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. The 
Ldn metric yields similar values (within 1 dB) as the CNEL metric. 

2.6.1.1 Federal Regulations 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has set a goal of 45 Ldn as 
a desirable maximum interior standard for residential units developed under HUD funding. 
While HUD does not specify acceptable exterior noise levels, standard construction of 
residential dwellings constructed under Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations 
typically provide 20 dB(A) of acoustical attenuation with the windows closed and 10 dB(A) 
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with the windows open. Based on this assumption, the exterior Ldn or CNEL should not 
exceed 65 dB(A) under normal conditions. 

2.6.1.2 State Regulations 

The California Department of Health Services (DHS) Office of Noise Control has studied the 
correlation of noise levels with effects on various land uses.  

California Code of Regulations.  Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations requires for 
multi-family structures: 

1208A.8.2 Allowable interior noise levels.  Interior noise levels attributable 
to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 dB in any habitable room. The noise 
metric shall be either the day-night average sound level (Ldn) or the CNEL, 
consistent with the noise element of the local general plan. . . . 

Worst-case noise levels, either existing or future, shall be used as the basis 
for determining compliance with this section. Future noise levels shall be 
predicted for a period of at least 10 years from the time of building permit 
application. 

1208A.8.4 Other noise sources.  Residential structures to be located 
where the Ldn or CNEL exceeds 60 dB shall require an acoustical analysis 
showing that the proposed design will limit exterior noise to the prescribed 
allowable interior level. 

1208A.8.5 Compliance.  . . . If interior allowable noise levels are met by 
requiring that windows be unopenable or closed, the design for the structure 
must also specify a ventilation or air-conditioning system to provide a 
habitable interior environment. The ventilation system must not compromise 
the dwelling unit or guest room noise reduction. 

2.6.1.3 Local Regulations 

Table 9 lists the acceptable outdoor and indoor noise exposure levels prescribed by the City 
of Imperial’s General Plan Noise Element and Zoning Ordinance. 
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TABLE 9 
CITY OF IMPERIAL NOISE STANDARDS 

 

Type of Receptor 
Acceptable Exposure Level (CNEL) 

Outdoor Indoor 
Rural Residential 60 45 
Single Family Residential 60 45 
Multi-Family Residential 65 45 
Schools 70 40 
Libraries 70 40 
Churches 70 40 
Hospitals 70 40 
Nursing Homes 70 40 
Parks and Recreation 70 40 

 

Neither the City of Imperial’s General Plan Noise Element nor the Zoning Ordinance limits 
construction noise levels. However, Policy 5 of the Noise Element requires that the City 
adopt an ordinance to prohibit construction activities between 8:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. 

2.6.1.2 Existing Noise 

The nearest sensitive land use is the residential neighborhood on the east side of Neckel 
Road. The residence closest to the project boundary is approximately 295 feet away. The 
nearest non-residential sensitive receptor in the area is the Frank M. Wright Middle School 
located approximately 2,200 feet south of the project’s southern boundary. 

The main source of noise near the project site is vehicle traffic on SR-86 (Imperial Avenue), 
Neckel Road, and La Brucherie Road. Table 10 summarizes the estimated noise exposures 
from SR-86 calculated in the General Plan Noise Element. 

TABLE 10 
ESTIMATED NOISE EXPOSURE FROM SR-86 TRAFFIC 

 

CNEL 
Distance from Centerline to 

CNEL Contour (feet) 
60 500 
65 230 
70 115 
75 70 

 

A BNSF Railway branch line runs north-south, at about 1,900 feet east of the project site. 
The City of Imperial General Plan Noise Element estimates that the noise level at 2,000 feet 
is about 51 CNEL. 

The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the Imperial County Airport. 
The project site lies outside the airport’s 55 CNEL contour. 
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Noise measurements were taken by UltraSystems on August 20, 2010 at three locations to 
determine the existing ambient noise. Two measurements were taken at each location—one 
during the day and one during the night. Measurement locations are shown in Figure 6. 
Table 11 summarizes the results.  

TABLE 11 
CHARACTERISTICS OF AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT LOCATIONS 

 

Site Location Date Time Interval 
Purpose of 
Selection 

Measurement Results 
15-Minute 

Leq Lmax L90 

1A Northeast corner of 
Neckel Road and 
SR-86, 10 feet from 
corner 

8/30/10 4:56 PM to 5:11 PM Residences 
near project 
site 

74.9 85.9 56.7 

1B 8/30/10 6:59 PM to 7:14 PM 72.6 86.5 51.4 

2A Southeast corner of 
Ralph Road and 
SR-86, 25 feet from 
corner 

8/30/10 5:30 PM to 5:45 PM Residences 
near project 
site 

73.5 82.1 58.4 

2B 8/30/10 7:34 PM to 7:49 PM 69.3 81.6 51.9 

3A Northwest corner of 
Neckel Road and 
SR-86, 15 feet from 
corner 

8/30/10 6:06 PM to 6:21 PM 
Project site 

69.0 78.2 57.7 

3B 8/30/10 7:58 PM to 8:27 PM 67.4 81.3 51.4 

 

2.6.2 Significance Thresholds 
In accordance with significance criteria established by Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the project could result in a significant impact if it would result in: 

1. Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies. 

2. Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive ground borne vibration or ground 
borne noise levels. 

3. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. 

4. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above existing without the project. 

For a project located within an airport land use plan, or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport would the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels? 

5. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 



Noise Measurement Locations
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2.6.3 Analysis of Impacts 

2.6.3.1 Traffic Noise 

a. Off-Site Receptors 

The principal noise source in the project area is traffic on local roadways. The project may 
contribute to a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity due to 
project-generated vehicle traffic on neighborhood roadways and at intersections. A noise 
impact would occur if the project contributes to a permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels affecting sensitive receptors along roadways that would carry project-generated 
traffic. 

Noise levels were modeled using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise 
Model (TNM) computer program, Version 2.5. Average peak-hour volumes were calculated 
using the baseline and projected average daily traffic (ADT) from the project traffic study. 
The projected worst-case peak hour noise levels are summarized in Table 12. 

TABLE 12 
PROJECTED PEAK HOUR NOISE LEVELS 

 

Roadway Segment Existing 

Sound Level at Receptor Nearest the Roadway 
dB(A) (Peak Hour Leq) 

Future 
No Project 

Future 
with Project 

in 2012 

Future 
with Project 

in 2035 

Project 
Impact 
in 2035 

SR-86      
Ralph Road to Neckel Road 63.8 63.9 60.4 62.6 -1.2 
Neckel Road to E. 15th Street 62.9 63.1 59.9 61.3 -1.6 

Neckel Road      
SR-86 to Canon Drive 70.5 70.3 67.1 68.1 -2.4 
La Brucherie Road to SR-86 65.9 66.2 67.5 68.8 2.9 

 

As shown in Table 12, the project would not result in peak hour noise level increases 
greater than 5 dB(A) at the nearest sensitive receptors off Neckel Road and SR-86, 
between the year 2035 and existing noise levels. However, future noise levels for 2035 will 
be greater than existing noise levels off Neckel Road between La Brucherie Road and 
SR-86.  

b. On-Site Receptors 

To estimate the impacts of future traffic noise on guests at the proposed hotel, peak-hour 
Leq levels at the hotel’s exterior wall closest to SR-86 and Neckel Road were modeled using 
TNM. The results are summarized in Tables 13 and 14. 
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TABLE 13 
NOISE EXPOSURE FOR HOTEL GUESTS ALONG STATE ROUTE 86 

 

Floor 

Projected Noise Level (dBA CNEL) 
2035 

(With Project) 
2010 

(Existing) 
2012 

(No Project) 
2012 

(With Project) 
Ground 74.3 74.4 65.9 68.2 
Second 73.6 73.7 65.2 67.5 
Third 74.0 74.0 65.6 67.9 
Fourth 73.8 73.9 65.5 67.7 

 

 
TABLE 14 

NOISE EXPOSURE FOR HOTEL GUESTS ALONG NECKEL ROAD 
 

Floor 

Projected Noise Level (dBA CNEL) 
2035 

(With Project) 
2010 

(Existing) 
2012 

(No Project) 
2012 

(With Project) 
Ground 62.7 62.9 64.2 65.6 
Second 62.1 62.3 63.6 65.1 
Third 61.6 61.8 63.1 64.6 
Fourth 61.5 61.7 63.0 64.5 

 

As shown in Table 13, traffic noise exposure at the hotel exterior facing SR-86 would be 
about 65 dB(A) in 2012 and 67 dB(A) in 2035. As shown in Table 14, traffic noise exposure 
at the hotel exterior facing Neckel Road would be roughly 63 dB(A) for 2012 and 64 dB(A) 
for 2035. According to the state of California guidelines, these levels are considered 
“conditionally acceptable,” for hotels.  

2.6.3.2 Construction Noise 

Construction of a development project could generate noise levels in excess of standards 
adopted in local ordinances. Noise impacts from construction activities would be a function 
of the noise generated by the operation of construction equipment, the location of the 
equipment, and the timing and duration of the noise-generating activities. 

Noise associated with the earthwork, construction, and surface preparation of the project will 
result in short-term impacts. A variety of noise-generating equipment would be used during 
the construction phase of the project. Table 15 lists the equipment expected to be used. 
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TABLE 15 
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE CHARACTERISTCS 

 

Equipment Type 
Maximum Sound Level 

[dB(A) @ 50 feet] 
Usage Factor 

(%) 
Air Compressors 78 40 
Excavator 81 40 
Flatbed Boom Truck 75 20 
Forklift 65 50 
Paver 85 50 
Paving Equipment 85 50 
Pickup Trucks 75 40 
Portable Generators 81 50 
Road Grader 85 40 
Roller 85 20 
Rubber Tired Dozer 82 50 
Tractor 84 40 
Water Truck 74 40 

 

Using these noise levels and methods suggested by the Federal Transit Administration, 
UltraSystems calculated that the maximum composite noise level at the nearest residence 
located approximately 295 feet away would be 73.4 dB(A) Leq, and the maximum composite 
noise level at Frank M. Wright Middle School located approximately 1,925 feet away would 
be 57.1 dB(A) Leq. These estimated construction noise levels represent a worst-case 
scenario in which the loudest type of construction equipment would be operating on the 
same schedule and in the same area on the construction site. These worst-case noise 
levels would not be continuous, nor would they be typical of noise levels throughout the 
construction period. 

As discussed above, neither the City of Imperial General Plan Noise Element nor the Zoning 
Ordinance limits construction noise levels. Construction activities would not occur between 
8:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. in accordance with Policy 5 of the Noise Element. The existing noise 
level at the nearest residential receptor is 74.9 dB(A) Leq during the daytime (see Table 11). 
Noise from construction would increase this level by a maximum of 0.6 dB(A), which is not 
noticeable to the human ear. Impacts from construction would be less than significant. 

2.6.3.3 On-Site Generated Noise 

The commercial land uses on the project site (hotel, restaurants, and office buildings) would 
generate noise associated mainly with traffic entry and egress. These noise-generating 
activities are frequently sited adjacent to residential neighborhoods, and would not be 
considered significant noise sources.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
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2.6.3.4 Groundborne Vibration 

The Federal Transit Administration has published standard vibration levels for construction 
equipment operations. It is anticipated that the vibration levels due to construction activities 
would be less than the threshold for fragile historic buildings. In addition, since it is not 
expected that heavy equipment such as large bulldozers would operate close enough to any 
sensitive land uses, construction activities would not generate groundborne vibrations that 
cause human annoyance. Therefore, groundborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts 
from the project’s construction activities are not expected to be significant. 

Operation of the project would not involve significant sources of groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise. Thus, operation of the project would result in no impact. 

2.6.4 Significance of Impacts 

2.6.4.1 Traffic Noise:  Off-site Impacts 

The project would not result in peak hour noise level increases greater than 5 dB(A) at the 
nearest sensitive receptors off Neckel Road and SR-86, between the year 2035 and existing 
noise levels. However, future noise levels for 2035 will be greater than existing noise levels 
off Neckel Road between La Brucherie Road and SR-86.  This impact would be significant 
(N-1).   

2.6.4.2 Traffic Noise:  Hotel Guests 

According to the State of California guidelines, the noise levels shown in Tables 13 and 14 
are considered “conditionally acceptable,” for hotels.  The noise technical report finds that 
impacts could be potentially significant (N-2) and recommends mitigation measures to 
ensure that the hotel (as constructed) would meet state of California Guidelines. 

2.6.4.3 Construction Noise Impacts 

Construction noise impacts will be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
necessary.   

2.6.5 Mitigation Measures 

2.6.4.1 Traffic Noise:  Off-site Impacts 

The following mitigation measure will reduce noise exposures along the south side of 
Neckel Road between La Brucherie Road and SR-86 to less than significant levels. 
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M-N-1 Construct a 6-foot-high sound wall on the south side of Neckel Road wherever 
residential properties would otherwise be exposed to project-induced traffic. 

2.6.4.2 Traffic Noise:  Hotel Guests 

M-N-2 The final site design and design of the hotel must ensure that interior exposures 
in guest rooms are below 45 dB(A) CNEL.  The following mitigation measures 
shall be included in the final project design. 

• Use acoustical (soundproof) glass for guest room windows and sliding doors 
(if applicable); the windows and doors would each consist of two panes of 
glass, separated by at least 2 inches of air space. 

• Use dense building materials and/or increase exterior wall thickness on the 
highway side of the hotel. 

• Design an air gap between the exterior and interior panels so that sound is 
not transmitted directly from the exterior wall to the interior wall of the guest 
room. 

• Use sound-absorbing carpeting, furniture, and other room furnishings. 

• Design a central heating and cooling system instead of using wall-
penetrating individual room units. 

• Use compressible neoprene weather-stripping rather than felt or other 
fibrous types for sound insulation. 

2.6.5.3 Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts will be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
necessary.  However, the following optional design measures would reduce noise impacts 
from construction of the project. 

• The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment, fixed or 
mobile, is properly operating (tuned-up) and that mufflers are working adequately. 

• The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment is located 
so that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers. 

• The construction contractor shall ensure that stockpiling and vehicle-staging areas 
are located as far as practical from noise-sensitive receptors during construction 
activities. 
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• The developer shall route heavily loaded trucks away from neighboring residential 
dwelling units.   

• Two weeks prior to the construction, the construction contractor shall provide 
notification in writing to adjacent residences if they would be located within 150 feet 
of the active construction activity. 

2.7 Transportation/Traffic 

A TIS (September 2, 2010) was prepared by ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers. The study 
was conducted in compliance with the latest edition of Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002). The TIS addresses the traffic impacts that would 
occur from construction of the Imperial Center (Phase I) project as well as a Phase II 
project. Additionally, the Imperial Center (Phase I) project addressed in this MND has been 
revised since the TIS was prepared. The Imperial Center (Phase I) project addressed in this 
MND includes the construction of a 108-room, 4-story hotel, 5,000-square-foot restaurant, 
2,500-square-foot drive-through building, and 10,000 square feet of retail space. The 
development (Phase I and Phase II) analyzed in the TIS includes a 108-room, 4-story hotel, 
5,000-square-foot restaurant, 5,000-square-foot fast food restaurant with no drive through, a 
40,000-square-foot office building, a convenience market with 8 gas pumps, and a 3,000-
square-foot Starbucks Coffee with a drive-through.  

Using the 8th Edition Institution of Transportation Engineers trip generation rates as used in 
the TIA, it was calculated that the Imperial Center (Phase I) project addressed in this MND 
would generate 264 trips and the total project analyzed in the TIS would generate 546 trips. 
Because the TIS analyzes more traffic than what would be generated by the proposed 
project, it can be considered a worst-case analysis and was used for the purposes of this 
analysis.  The following provides a summary of the potential impacts.  The entire traffic 
study can be found as Appendix G to this document. 
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2.7.1 Existing Conditions 

2.7.1.1 Existing Roadway System 

The folowing provides a description of the roadways in the project study area.  Figure 7 
depicts the lane geometries and traffic control at the study intersections.  The following are 
the roadway charactristics that form the study intersections.   

SR-86 (Imperial Avenue) - is classified as a Principal Arterial. It is currently constructed as a 
four-lane divided highway, providing two travel lanes per direction. This facility runs north-
south within the project area and curbside parking is prohibited along both sides of the 
roadway. Bike lanes are provided along the roadway; however, there are no bus stops 
available. The speed limit varies between 50 miles per hour (mph) and 65 mph in the vicinity 
of project.  

Larsen Road – Larsen Road is an east-west street providing one travel lane in each direction 
and quick access (stop-controlled) to SR-86.  

Ralph Road – is an unclassified road. Ralph Road is currently constructed as an undivided 
two-lane road east of SR-86. There are no bike lanes or bus stops provided and parking is not 
permitted along the roadway. The speed limit is not posted. The west leg of the intersection is 
currently a dirt road.   

Neckel Road – is an unclassified road. Neckel Road is currently constructed as an undivided 
two-lane road between SR-86 and La Brucherie Road. There are no bike lanes or bus stops 
provided and parking is not permitted along the roadway. The speed limit is not posted. 

15th Street - 15th Street is an east-west residential street providing one travel lane in each 
direction and providing signalized access to SR-86.  

La Brucherie Road – In the project vicinity, La Brucherie Road is a north-south street 
providing one travel lane in each direction.   

Canon Drive – Canon Drive is a north-south residential street providing one travel lane in 
each direction.  

Dogwood Road – Dogwood Road is a north-south road parallel to SR-86 and provides one 
travel lane in each direction.  



FIGURE 7
Existing Lane Configurations

Map Source: Advantec Consulting Engineers
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2.7.1.2 Intersections 

Seven studied locations were identified in the Traffic Impact Study in consultation with the 
City of Imperial and Caltrans District 11 staff. One of the seven studied intersections is 
controlled by a traffic signal. The remaining six locations are operating as two-way stop-
controlled intersections. The intersections are listed as follows: 

• SR-86 and Larson Road (Two-Way Stop Controlled) 
• SR-86 and Ralph Road (Two-Way Stop Controlled) 
• Neckel Road and La Brucherie Road (Two-Way Stop Controlled) 
• SR-86 and Neckel Road (Two-Way Stop Controlled) 
• Neckel Road and Canon Drive (Two-Way Stop Controlled) 
• Neckel Road and Dogwood Road (Two-Way Stop Controlled) 
• SR-86 and 15th Street (Signalized) 

In addition, the following driveway was evaluated in this traffic impact study:  

• Neckel Road and “A” Street (for future conditions only) 

Peak hour turning movement counts were taken at the study intersections on Tuesday, 
July 13, 2010 during the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M. Figure 8 
shows the existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes. Table 16 summarizes the existing 
AM and PM peak hour traffic counts. 

TABLE 16 
EXISTING YEAR 2010 LEVEL OF SERVICE CONDITIONS 

AM/PM PEAK HOURS 
 

Intersection 
Delay 

(Seconds) LOS 
AM Peak Hour 

SR-86 and Larsen Road* 16.0 C 
SR-86 and Ralph Road* 19.1 C 
Neckel Road and La Brucherie Road* 9.4 A 
SR-86 and Neckel Road* 21.4 C 
Neckel Road and Canon Drive* 9.6 A 
Neckel Road and Dogwood Road* 10.0 A 
SR-86 and 15th Street* 6.7 A 

PM Peak Hour 
SR-86 and Larsen Road* 17.4 C 
SR-86 and Ralph Road* 22.6 C 
Neckel Road and La Brucherie Road* 9.3 A 
SR-86 and Neckel Road* 29.6 D 
Neckel Road and Canon Drive* 10.4 B 
Neckel Road and Dogwood Road* 10.0 A 
SR-86 and 15th Street* 8.8 A 

*Unsignalized Intersections. 

 



FIGURE 8
Existing AM & PM Traffic Volumes

Map Source: Advantec Consulting Engineers
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As shown, all of the intersections currently operate at level of service (LOS) C or better with 
the exception of the following: 

• SR-86 and Neckel Road (LOS D - PM Peak Hour) 

2.7.1.2 Street Segments 

One-day 24-hour ADT counts were also collected on Tuesday, July 13, 2010 on the 
following roadway segments: 

• Neckel Road between SR-86 and La Brucherie Road 
• Neckel Road between SR-86 and Canal Road 
• SR-86 between Neckel Road and 15th Street 
• SR-86 between Neckel Road and Ralph Road 

2.7.2 Significance Thresholds 
The Highway Capacity Manual 2000 methodology was used to determine the LOS for 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. LOS quantitatively measures traffic conditions 
and drivers and passengers perception of these conditions. LOS values range from LOS A 
to LOS F. LOS A indicates excellent operating conditions with little delay to motorists, 
whereas LOS F represents congested conditions with excessive vehicle delay. LOS D is 
typically recognized as the minimum satisfactory service level in urban areas. However, the 
minimum acceptable LOS for a signalized intersection is LOS C  or State Highway 
signalized intersection as per the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies (December 2002).  

Weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic impacts at the seven study locations were 
quantitatively assessed based on the LOS methodology discussed above. As defined by the 
Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), significant 
impacts of the project with commercial land uses at study intersections must be mitigated to 
a level of insignificance if feasible. 

2.7.3 Analysis of Impacts 

2.7.3.1 Project Trip Calculation 

The ITE Trip Generation Manual, Seventh Edition was used to determine the individual 
project trips by each proposed land use type and overall traffic generated for the project 
(2003). The project is thus calculated to generate a maximum of 927 AM trips (531 inbound, 
396 outbound) and 650 PM trips (290 inbound, 360 outbound). Figure 9 shows the project 
trip distribution. Figure 10 shows the project trip assignment.  While the traffic impact 
analysis has not been updated since 2010, the project no longer includes the  



FIGURE 9
Project Trip Distributions

Map Source: Advantec Consulting Engineers
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FIGURE 10
Project Trip Assignments

Map Source: Advantec Consulting Engineers
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40,000square feet of office space (although these were constructed under a ministerial 
permit); nor does it include the convenience store with gas pumps or 5,000 square feet of 
fast food restaurant space.  Thus, the traffic impact analysis represents a worst case 
scenario.   

2.7.3.2 Project Impact Summary 

ADVANTEC prepared the TIS based on the discussions with City of Imperial staff in 
determining the approach and methodology to be applied in this study.  SYNCHRO 7.0 
software was used to evaluate LOS at all study intersections and project access intersection 
(A Street) for both AM and PM peak periods for each of the following scenarios:   

• Existing Year (2010) 
• Opening Year (2012) Without Project 
• Opening Year (2012) With Project Phase I 
• Opening Year (2017) Without Project 
• Opening Year (2017) With Project Phases I + II 
• Horizon Year (2035) Without Project  
• Horizon Year (2035) With Project Phases I + II 

Table 17 below shows results of all level of service analyses performed as part of the TIS.  
Figures 11 and 12 show the near-term with project traffic volumes and Year 2035 with 
project traffic volumes respectively.  According to the analysis, three intersections would 
operate at LOS E or F:  

• SR-86 and Larsen Road - The resulting LOS F in 2017 opening year with Phase I, II 
and cumulative project was due to side street delays on Larsen Road.  The 
combined volumes for westbound and eastbound on Larsen Road was 47 mph; 
thus, due to the minimal traffic volumes, signalization is not warranted at this 
intersection.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

• SR-86 and Ralph Road - The resulting LOS F was due to higher westbound lane 
volumes that caused side street delays in both 2017 and 2035 scenario. Impacts 
would be significant.  

• SR-86 and Neckel Road - The resulting LOS F was due to an overall increase of 
traffic volumes from generated project trips that caused side street delays in years 
2012, 2017, and 2035 scenarios.  Impacts would be significant.  



TABLE 17 
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

 

Intersection 

Existing 2010 Yearr 2012 - No Project Year 2012 ‐ Phase I Year 2017 ‐ No Project Year 2017 ‐ Phase I & II 
Year 2017 ‐  

Phase I & II & Cumulative Year 2035 ‐ No Project Year 2035 ‐Phase I & II 
Year 2035 ‐  

Phase I & II & Cumulative 
AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 
SR‐86 and  
Larsen Road* 16.0 C 17.4 C 16.4 C 17.9 C 17.7 C 19.5 C 17.8 C 19.3 C 21.1 C 22.0 C 21.1 C ‐ F 25.0 D 31.4 D 31.0 D 37.6 E 30.8 D ‐ F 

SR‐86 and  
Ralph Road* 19.1 C 22.6 C 20.1 C 23.9 C 22.4 C 26.9 D 23.1 C 27.8 D 30.2 D 34.3 D ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F 

Neckel Road and 
La Brucherie Rd.* 9.4 A 9.3 A 9.4 A 9.3 A 9.9 A 9.8 A 9.4 A 9.4 A 10.6 B 10.3 B 10.6 B 13.9 B 9.7 A 9.7 A 11.0 B 10.7 B 11.0 B 10.6 B 

SR‐86 and  
Neckel Road* 21.4 C 29.6 D 22.6 C 31.9 D ‐ F ‐ F 27.4 D 40.7 E ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F 

Neckel Road and 
Canon Dr.* 9.6 A 10.4 B 9.7 A 10.5 B 10.1 B 10.7 B 9.9 A 10.8 B 10.7 B 11.3 B 10.7 B 11.3 B 10.7 B 12.2 B 11.7 B 13.0 B 11.7 B 13.0 B 

Neckel Road and 
Dogwood Rd.* 10.0 A 10.0 A 10.1 B 10.0 B 11.5 B 12.6 B 10.3 B 10.3 B 12.2 B 13.4 B 12.3 B 13.4 B 11.7 B 11.7 B 14.2 B 16.6 C 14.2 B 16.6 C 

SR‐86 and  
15th Street 6.8 A 8.8 A 6.8 A 9.0 A 6.6 A 9.1 A 7.5 A 9.8 A 7.4 A 9.9 A 7.4 A 9.9 A 8.5 A 13.5 B 8.7 A 13.7 B 8.7 A 13.7 B 

Neckel Road and  
"A" Street ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 9.5 A 9.8 A ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 17.1 C 13.4 B 17.6 C 13.4 B ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 18.9 C 13.9 B 18.9 C 13.9 B 

*Unsignalized 
Red text represents a significant impact. 

 



FIGURE 11
Near-term with Project Traffic Volumes

Map Source: Advantec Consulting Engineers
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FIGURE 12
Year 2035 with Project Traffic Volumes

Map Source: Advantec Consulting Engineers
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2.7.4 Significance of Impacts 
As described above and as shown in Table 17, three intersections of the eight studies 
intersections would operate at LOS E or F:  

• SR-86 and Larsen Road - The resulting LOS F in 2017 opening year with Phase I, II 
and cumulative project was due to side street delays on Larsen Road.  The 
combined volumes for westbound and eastbound on Larsen Road was 47 mph; thus 
due to the minimal traffic volumes, signalization is not warranted at this intersection.  
Impacts would be less than significant. 

• SR-86 and Ralph Road - The resulting LOS F was due to higher westbound lane 
volumes that caused side street delays in both 2017 and 2035 scenario. Therefore, 
impacts would be significant (T-1).  

• SR-86 and Neckel Road - The resulting LOS F was due to an overall increase of 
traffic volumes from generated project trips that caused side street delays in years 
2012, 2017, and 2035 scenarios. Impacts would be significant (T-2).  

2.7.5  Mitigation Measures 
Table 18 below shows the LOS improvements with mitigation measures by implementing 
signals at the following intersections, while maintaining existing lane configurations at the 
intersections. With implementing signalization at the two intersections, LOS will improve 
significantly from LOS F to LOS B or better.   

M-T-1 SR-86 and Ralph Road – Signalization shall be required at this location to 
minimize side street delays.  

M-T-2 SR-86 and Neckel Road – Signalization shall be required at this location to 
minimize side street delays.  

2.7.6 Significance after Mitigation 
Mitigation measures M-T-1 and M-T-2 would reduce project-related traffic impacts to a level 
that is less than significant. 



TABLE 18 
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY - MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
 

Intersection 

 
Year 2012 ‐ Phase I 

 
Year 2017 ‐ No  Project 

 
Year 2017 ‐ Phase I & II 

Year 2017 ‐ Phase I & II 
& Cumulative 

 
Year 2035 ‐ No  Project 

 
Year 2035 ‐ Phase I & II 

Year 2035 ‐ Phase I & II 
& Cumulative 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road* ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 6.3 A 5.0 A 7.0 A 4.8 A 5.7 A 3.9 A 7.4 A 6.6 A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd* 5.5 A 5.3 A ‐ ‐ 3.2 A 8.4 A 6.8 A 33.4 D 6.8 A 5.8 A 3.7 A 10.7 B 7.7 A 53.5 D 7.7 A 
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3.0 Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program 

The following is a summary of the requirements to be imposed on the project and be made 
project conditions by the City in order to reduce potential impacts to a level that is less than 
significant: 

Impacts Mitigation 
Section 2.1 Air Quality 

AQ-1 Construction-Related Emissions 
 
Commercial projects whose emissions are 
below the ICAPCD’s significance thresholds 
must comply with the latest rules adopted for 
the control of fugitive dust.  In addition, the 
ICAPCD requires the use of “standard” 
mitigation measures for construction 
equipment and fugitive dust, as listed in the 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  Without 
implementation of these measures, impacts 
would be significant. 

M-AQ-1   
 
Standard Measures for Fugitive PM10 Control 
 
The project shall comply with ICAPCD Regulation VIII. 
Incorporation of Regulation VIII standard measures for 
construction are listed below: 

a. All disturbed areas, including bulk material 
storage which is not being actively used, shall 
be effectively stabilized and visible emissions 
shall be limited to no greater than 20 percent 
opacity for dust emissions by using water, 
chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants, tarps, 
or other suitable material such as vegetative 
ground cover. 

b. All on-site and off-site unpaved roads will be 
effectively stabilized and visible emissions 
shall be limited to no greater than 20 percent 
opacity for dust emissions by paving, 
chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants 
and/or watering. 

c. All unpaved traffic areas one acre or more 
with 75 or more average vehicle trips per day 
will be effectively stabilized and visible 
emission shall be limited to no greater than 20 
percent opacity for dust emissions by paving, 
chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants 
and/or watering. 

d. The transport of bulk materials shall be 
completely covered unless six inches of 
freeboard space from the top of the container 
is maintained with no spillage and loss of bulk 
material. In addition, the cargo compartment 
of all haul trucks is to be cleaned and/or 
washed at delivery site after removal of bulk 
material. 

e. All track-out or carry-out will be cleaned at the 
end of each workday or immediately when 
mud or dirt extends a cumulative distance of 
50 linear feet or more onto a paved road 
within an urban area. 

f. Movement of bulk material handling or 
transfer shall be stabilized prior to handling or 
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Impacts Mitigation 
at points of transfer with application of 
sufficient water, chemical stabilizers, or by 
sheltering or enclosing the operation and 
transfer line. 

 
Standard Measures for Construction Equipment 

a. Use of alternative fueled or catalyst equipped 
diesel construction equipment, including all 
off-road and portable diesel-powered 
equipment. 

b. Minimize idling time either by shutting 
equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
time of idling to five minutes as a maximum. 

c. Limit, to the extent feasible, the hours of 
operation of heavy duty equipment and/or the 
amount of equipment in use. 

d. Replace fossil fueled equipment with 
electrically driven equivalents (provided they 
are not run via a portable generator set). 

AQ-2 Operation-related Emissions 
 
As indicated in Table 5 above, the long-term 
project operational emissions of ROG, NOx, 
CO and PM10 would be less than significant.  
The ICAPCD therefore requires that 
“standard” mitigation measures for 
commercial facilities be implemented. 
Without implementation of these measures, 
impacts would be significant. 

M-AQ-2  
 
The project shall include the following standard and 
discretionary measures consistent with the ICAPCD 
handbook. 
 
Standard Site Design Measures 

a. Provide on-site bicycle lockers and/or racks. 
b. Provide on-site eating, refrigeration, and food 

vending facilities to reduce lunchtime trips.  
c. Provide shower and locker facilities to 

encourage employees to bike and/or walk to 
work. 

 
Standard Energy Efficiency Measures 

a. Comply with Title 24 requirements for 
reducing facility energy use. 

Section 2.2 Biological Resources 
B-1  
 
An active drainage flows along the eastern 
edge of the Project site that may be 
considered a jurisdictional water. The 
USACE and the CDFG have jurisdiction over 
certain streams, watercourses, and 
wetlands. Alteration, such as filling, of these 
jurisdictional areas requires a permit from 
USACE and a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from CDFG. Project temporary 
and indirect impacts to 0.40 acres of 
jurisdictional waters could be potentially 
significant 

M-B-1  
 
Silt netting and a chain link fence shall be used along 
the drainage feature (Potential Jurisdictional Area) 
that borders the eastern part of the Project site. This 
fence would guard against any inadvertent effects to a 
Potential Jurisdictional Area including, but not limited 
to, the introduction of fill, machine fuel, and 
construction debris.  
 

B-2  
 
Trimming or removal of vegetation could 

M-B-2  
 
To avoid impacts on nesting birds, construction 
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Impacts Mitigation 
destroy or disturb active nests. Equipment 
noise, vibration, lighting, and other human-
related disturbance, could disrupt normal 
activities of birds found on or immediately 
adjacent to the project site. Project impacts 
to migratory and other nesting birds would 
be potentially significant 

activities should take place between September 1 and 
February 14, to avoid the nesting season of federally 
and State protected migratory birds.  However, if 
construction occurs between February 15 and 
August 31, the following should be implemented:  
 
• A pre-construction survey (within three days 

prior to work in the areas) shall be conducted by 
a qualified biologist to determine the presence or 
absence of active nests within, or adjacent to, 
the Project site to avoid the nesting of breeding 
migratory birds.   

• If no nesting birds are found within or adjacent to 
the project work area during the pre-construction 
survey period, construction activities may 
proceed as scheduled.  If an active nest is found 
within or adjacent to the project work area during 
construction, a “No Construction” Buffer Zone 
would be established around the active nest 
(usually a minimum radius of 200 feet for 
passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors) to 
minimize project impacts on the nesting activity.  
The onsite Project Biologist/Biological Monitor 
will determine and flag the appropriate buffer 
size required, based on the specific situation, 
tolerances of the species, and the nest locations. 
Project activities may resume in the buffer area 
when the Project Biologist/Biological Monitor has 
determined that the nest(s) is no longer active.  
Also, a Biological Monitor should be present 
during vegetation removal in the nesting season 
to minimize impacts on nesting birds. 

 
If listed Endangered or Threatened species are found 
within 500 feet of the Project Work Area, the USFWS 
and CDFG, as appropriate, will be consulted at the 
time they are first observed. 

Section 2.4 Greenhouse Gas 
GHG-1  
 
Because increases in GHG must be offset 
for net emissions to decrease to 1990 levels 
by 2020, the project’s GHG emissions are 
potentially significant and would require 
mandatory implementation of project design 
features to reduce GHG emissions 

M-GHG-1 
 
The emissions estimates presented above assume no 
special architectural design features or operating 
characteristics, beyond those required by Title 24, 
which would reduce GHG emissions.  The following is 
a list of project design features that will reduce GHG 
emissions beyond “business as usual” levels. 
 

• On-site bicycle lockers and/or racks.  
Bicycle use produces no GHG emissions.  
Providing infrastructure that promotes bicycle 
use will encourage bike travel and help in 
reducing the use of automobiles. 

• Street tree planting.  Trees help in 
counteracting CO2 emissions by absorbing 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  

Page 74   

Impacts Mitigation 
CO2 from the air.  Trees also help in lowering 
air temperature by providing shade and 
transpiring water, thereby reducing building 
cooling loads during summers.  

• Shade tree planting in parking lots to 
decrease cooling loads on cars, thereby 
reducing fuel consumption.    

• Public transit accessibility with transit 
turnouts and direct pedestrian access and 
bus stop improvements such as shelters, 
route information, benches and lighting.  
Transit oriented development along with a 
pedestrian friendly environment will 
encourage the use of transit and help in 
reducing the use of automobiles.  On the 
basis of passenger miles travelled, public 
transportation is more fuel efficient than use 
of private vehicles.   

• Pedestrian signalization and signage to 
improve pedestrian safety.  Providing 
infrastructure that facilitates a pedestrian 
friendly environment will encourage 
pedestrian travel and help in reducing the use 
of automobiles. 

• Roof material with a solar reflectance 
value meeting the EPA/DOE Energy Star® 
rating to reduce summer cooling needs.  
The roof of a building acts as a large open 
space that directly absorbs solar heat and 
transfers this heat to the interior of the 
building.  Hence, a roofing material with good 
solar reflectance decreases the amount of 
heat absorbed by the roof and helps in 
maintaining low interior temperatures, thereby 
reducing energy required to operate the 
HVAC system for cooling the building.   

• Built-in energy efficient appliances, where 
applicable.  Energy efficient appliances using 
advanced technology use 10 to 50 percent 
less energy than standard appliances.  
Decreased energy use in buildings greatly 
helps in reducing GHG emissions produced 
during energy generation, distribution and 
consumption. 

• Double-paned windows and low E-glass.  
See discussion above. 

• Low energy parking lot and street lights 
(i.e. low-pressure sodium vapor).  Using 
energy efficient lighting will reduce 
consumption of electricity for lighting. 

• Energy efficient interior lighting.  A 
building's interior lighting system is both a 
dominant consumer of electrical energy and a 
major source of internal heat.  In commercial 
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Impacts Mitigation 
buildings it normally accounts for more than 
30% of the total electrical energy consumed.  
Using energy efficient lighting not only 
reduces consumption of electricity for lighting 
but also reduces cooling loads since less 
waste heat needs to be removed by the air 
conditioning system. 

• High efficiency gas/electric space heating.  
Using energy efficient equipment will reduce 
consumption of electricity for heating. 

• Pedestrian and bicycle access from 
nearby residential neighborhoods.  The 
project is a mixed used development with a 
variety of basic amenities such as schools, 
parks and retail spaces, within close proximity 
to residential land.  Additionally, every effort 
has been made to provide a well-planned 
infrastructure to promote a pedestrian and 
bicycle-friendly environment.  All these 
measures will greatly help to promote 
pedestrian and bicycle travel for short 
everyday commuting trips in and around the 
project area, thereby reducing the use of 
automobiles. 

Section 2.6 Noise 
N-1 
 
The project would not result in peak hour 
noise level increases greater than 5 dBA at 
the nearest sensitive receptors off of Neckel 
Road and SR-86, between the year 2035 
and existing noise levels. However, future 
noise levels for 2035 will be greater than 
existing noise levels off of Neckel Road 
between La Brucherie Road and SR-86.  
This impact would be significant. 

M-N-1 
 
The following mitigation measure will reduce noise 
exposures along the south side of Neckel Road 
between La Brucherie Road and SR-86 to less than 
significant levels: 
 

• Construct a 6-foot-high sound wall on the 
south side of Neckel Road wherever 
residential properties would otherwise be 
exposed to project-induced traffic. 

N-2  
 
According to the State of California 
guidelines, the noise levels shown in Tables 
13 and 14 are considered “conditionally 
acceptable,” for hotels.  The noise technical 
report finds that impacts could be 
potentially significant.   

M-N-2   
 
The final site design and design of the hotel must 
ensure that interior exposures in guest rooms are 
below 45 dBA CNEL.  The following mitigation 
measures shall be included in the final project design: 
 

• Use acoustical (soundproof) glass for guest 
room windows and sliding doors (if 
applicable); the windows and door would 
each consist of two panes of glass, separated 
by at least 2 inches of air space. 

• Use dense building materials and/or increase 
exterior wall thickness on the highway side of 
the hotel. 

• Design an air gap between the exterior and 
interior panels so that sound is not 
transmitted directly from the exterior wall to 
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Impacts Mitigation 
the interior wall of the guest room. 

• Use sound-absorbing carpeting, furniture, and 
other room furnishings. 

• Design a central heating and cooling system 
instead of using wall-penetrating individual 
room units. 

• Use compressible neoprene weather-stripping 
rather than felt or other fibrous types for 
sound insulation. 

 
Section 2.7 Transportation/Traffic 

T-1  
 
SR-86 and Ralph Road 

M-T-1 
 
SR-86 and Ralph Road – Signalization shall be 

required at this location to minimize side 
street delays. 

T-2  
 
SR-86 and Neckel Road 

M-T-2 SR-86 and Neckel Road – Signalization shall 
be required at this location to minimize side 
street delays. 
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4.0 Initial Study/Environmental 
Checklist Form 

 
1. 

 
Project title: Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  
 

 
2. 

 
Lead agency name and address: 
 
City of Imperial 
420 South Imperial Avenue 
Imperial, CA 92251   
 

 
3. 

 
Contact person and phone number: 
 
Jorge Galvan 
Planning and Development Director 
City of Imperial 
(760) 355-3326   
 

 
4. 

 
Project location:  
 
State Route 86 and Neckel Road, Imperial, CA 92251   

 
5. 

 
Project sponsor's name and address:  
 
Oasis Growth Partners, LLC 
2275 Huntington Drive, Suite 534 
San Marino, CA 91108    

 
6. 

 
General plan designation: 
 
Neighborhood Commercial  

 
7. 

 
Zoning:  
 
A2U (Agricultural Holding Zone) 

 
8. 

 
Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later 
phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or offsite features necessary for its 
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.) 
 
The  project consists of an 8-acre portion of the 25 acre property at the northwest corner of State 
Route 86 (SR-86) and Neckel Road which would be used for commercial development.  The 
proposed commercial uses include a hotel, restaurant, retail, and a drive-through building with use 
to be determined. A four-story hotel would be located in the northern area of the site and would 
include 108 rooms, a hotel restaurant, and an indoor pool. A 5,000-square-foot restaurant (likely a 
“Denny’s”) is proposed to the southwest of the hotel.  The southeastern corner of the site, adjacent 
to SR-86 and Neckel Road, would include three retail buildings totaling approximately 10,000 
square feet; while the southwestern corner would include a 2,500-square-foot drive-through building 
(tenant unknown).  A lot line adjustment would be required to complete the project. 
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9. 

 
Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project's surroundings: 
 
The site is located in a mixed agricultural and residential area. Large-lot single-family homes 
exist to the southwest and south. Single-family track homes and multi-family homes are located 
to the east. The Morning Star Subdivision, located directly north and west of the project site 
where agricultural uses currently exist, has been approved but has not been constructed.  

 
10. 

 
Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 
 
City of Imperial –Site Plan Review (SPR), lot line adjustment, grading permit, and building 
permit. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Section 404 Permit 
Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board – 401 Water Quality Certification and 
Waste Discharge Requirement Permit 
California Department of Fish and Game – 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

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

 Aesthetics   Agriculture Resources   Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources   Noise  

 Population/Housing  Public Services   Recreation  

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems   Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

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

 

 
 
  

Signature 

 
 
     
Date 

 
 
  
Name 

 
 
 

 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards 
(e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-
specific screening analysis). 

 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as 

on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as 
well as operational impacts. 
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3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then 
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are 
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an 
EIR is required. 

 
4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where 

the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially 
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe 
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 
significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be 
cross-referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other 

CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative 
declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the 
following: 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document 
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources 

used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 

however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that 
are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significance 
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Issues: 

 

 
 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

 
I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are no designated scenic vistas in the project area. 
 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are no scenic highways within the vicinity of the project; therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The surrounding community is comprised of agricultural, residential, and commercial uses. The project 
type and design is consistent in character with the adjacent land uses and therefore would not degrade 
the existing visual character or quality of the site.    
 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Lighting for the project would be consistent with City of Imperial standards and would not create a 
substantial new source of light or glare. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In 
determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by 
the California Department of Conservation as 
an optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled 
by the California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest 
and Range Assessment Project and the 
Forest Legacy Assessment project; and 
forest carbon measurement methodology 
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board. – Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site contains “Farmland of Local Importance” according to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program. “Farmland of Local Importance” is land of importance to the local agricultural 
economy as determined by each county's board of supervisors and a local advisory committee. The 
parcel has been farmed in the past; however, the property is fallow with faint traces of furrows. The 
project site is not currently used for agriculture. 

The zoning of the project site is A2U, which is intended to allow agricultural use until the site is 
permitted/developed for another use. Once the site is permitted/developed with another use, the zoning 
classification regulations for that use would apply. This zoning streamlines the approval process, as 
there is no need for a General Plan Amendment to change land use from agricultural to residential, 
commercial, or another urban use.  

Because the project site is not “Prime Farmland”, “Unique Farmland”, or “Farmland of Statewide 
Importance” and is not used for agriculture, and because the project site is zoned A2U which is 
intended for eventual urban development, there would be no impact to agriculture due to 
implementation of the project. 
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

As discussed above, the project site is zoned A2U which is intended for eventual urban development. 
Additionally, there are no Williamson Act contracts on the project site or in the vicinity. Therefore, there 
would be no impact.  
 
c) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There would not be any indirect or cumulative impacts to the environment which could cause 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.  
 
III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon 
to make the following determinations. Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

As discussed in the air quality technical report for this project (see Appendix A) and in Section 2.1 
above, the regional plans for the City of Imperial are the 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan, the 2009 8-
Hour Ozone Modified Air Quality Management Plan and the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM-10 
in the Imperial Valley. According to the air quality technical report, the project is consistent with several 
provisions of the plans. By complying with Regulation VIII and the mitigation measures for construction 
emissions (M-AQ-1), the project would be consistent with the PM-10 emission control strategies 
prescribed by the SIP for PM-10 in the Imperial Valley. The project would not obstruct implementation of 
any air quality plan. 
 
b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Commercial projects whose emissions are below the ICAPCD’s significance thresholds must comply 
with the latest rules adopted for the control of fugitive dust.  In addition, the ICAPCD requires the use of 
“standard” mitigation measures for construction equipment and fugitive dust, as listed in the CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook.  Upon implementation of these measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

As discussed in Section 2.1 above, the long-term project operational emissions of ROG, NOx, CO, and 
PM10 would be less than significant.  The ICAPCD therefore requires that “standard” mitigation 
measures for commercial facilities be implemented. Upon implementation of these measures (see M-
AQ-2), impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) 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)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

As discussed above, regional air pollutant emissions from project operations will be less than significant 
(provided all “standard” mitigation is implemented per M-AQ-1 and M-AQ-2).  Therefore, cumulative 
impacts will also be less than significant.   
 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The nearest sensitive receptor is a home about 295 feet away.  The only other sensitive receptor in the 
area is the Frank M. Wright Middle School (885 North Imperial Avenue), which is about 2,200 feet south 
of the project’s southern boundary. 

Construction of the project would generate short-term and intermittent emissions.  Although sensitive 
receptors would be exposed to diesel exhaust, which has been associated with lung cancer, the 
duration of exposure would not be sufficient to result in a significant cancer risk.  Operation of the 
project would not introduce significant sources of stationary source emissions.  Area source emissions 
generated on-site by operation and maintenance of the proposed land uses would be minimal, and 
would not expose adjacent sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

Operation of the project would increase local vehicle traffic, which may contribute to off-site air quality 
impacts.  The traffic increases in nearby intersections may contribute to traffic congestion, which may 
create “pockets” of CO called hotspots.  Typically, hotspots analyses are not performed for unsignalized 
intersections, which have lower traffic volumes than those with signals.  This is particularly the case 
when a hotspots analysis shows no impacts for the most congested, signalized intersections.  Given the 
acceptable level of service at the current and proposed signalized intersections, a quantitative CO 
hotspots analysis is not necessary.  Localized CO concentrations will be less than significant. 
 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

As discussed in Section 2.1.3.2(c), the project would not generate or expose sensitive receptors to 
objectionable odors. Additionally, the project would not be located within one mile of an odor generator. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Have substantial adverse effects, 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? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project area is located in potential habitat for the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), which 
is designated as a California species of special concern.  During the 2012 survey, project biologists 
found that vegetation had decreased dramatically from sparse to almost none. Although there are 
existing empty pipes and piled construction materials present within the project survey area (PSA) that 
may provide nesting sites for this species, each empty pipe hole and pile of construction materials was 
examined during the 2012 survey and no evidence of this species, including tracks, bird droppings, or 
gathering materials that are usually present for their nesting activities, was present within the PSA.  
Therefore, this species will likely not occur within the PSA and no impacts are expected.  Nor are any 
impacts anticipated to the flat-tailed horned lizard or western yellow bat for the same reasons.   

Trimming or removal of vegetation could destroy or disturb active nests. Equipment noise, vibration, 
lighting, and other human-related disturbance, could disrupt normal activities of birds found on or 
immediately adjacent to the project site. Project impacts to migratory and other nesting birds would be 
potentially significant and would require mitigation as set forth in Section 3.0 of this document in order 
to prevent direct and/or indirect impacts to MBTA/CDFG-protected species,  
 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site does not contain riparian habitat. What little vegetation occurs on the project site is not 
considered to be a sensitive natural community within the Imperial Valley. Therefore, there will be no 
impact. 
 
c) 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? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

An active drainage flows along the eastern edge of the project site that may be considered a 
jurisdictional water. The USACE and the CDFG have jurisdiction over certain streams, watercourses, 
and wetlands. Alteration, such as filling, of these jurisdictional areas requires a permit from USACE and 
a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. There is potential for construction of the project to 
result in a significant impact to approximately 0.4 acre of jurisdictional area. Mitigation identified in the 
MMRP (Section 3.0) would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project area is not within an identified wildlife movement corridor. However, migratory birds may 
nest within the project area. Project implementation and construction-related activities, including, but not 
limited to, tree/vegetation removal, materials lay-down, and machine/equipment noise, may result in the 
disturbance of nesting MBTA/CDFG-protected species that could occur within project site. Trimming or 
removal of vegetation could destroy or disturb active nests. Equipment noise, vibration, lighting, and 
other human-related disturbance could disrupt normal activities of birds found on or immediately 
adjacent to the project site. Project impacts to migratory and other nesting birds would be potentially 
significant. Mitigation identified in the MMRP (Section 3.0) would reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance. 
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological resources; thus, 
there would be no impact. 
 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans on or within the 
vicinity of the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in '15064.5? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

One historic cultural resource, a section of the Dahlia Drain, is located on-site. The drain is part of the 
IID canal system and current development plans show this portion of the drain area as being impacted. 
It is supposed the drain will be covered with a concrete roof or the existing ditch will be replaced with a 
culvert.  Only the portions of the overall canal system within the project will be affected, and minor 
impacts are not likely to be detrimental to the historic integrity of the entire canal system.  Also, as it is 
unlikely that the IID system will be looked at as a whole in any future project, recordation of the  
individual segments on a project-by-project basis will be the main means of recording the IID system. 
Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to '15064.5? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are no identified archaeological resources located on the project site.    
 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are no identified unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features identified on-site.  
Therefore, there would be no impact.   
 
d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are no known cemeteries located within the vicinity of the project site.  Thus, there would be no 
impact. 
 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

As indicated in the geotechnical report prepared for the project, there are no faults identified by the 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Map on or within the vicinity of the project site. The project site is within a 
seismically active area; however, adherence to the Uniform Building Code would ensure that impacts 
are less than significant. The geotechnical report is provided as Appendix H to this report. 
 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project area is seismically active, and development would require implementation of project design 
measures and adherence to the Uniform Building Code. Implementation of these design and building 
techniques would ensure that impacts are less than significant. 
 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Per the geotechnical report, since the potentially liquefiable sandy soil are overlain by 11 feet of stiff 
clay which resist groundwater movement, it is unlikely that the light structure loads planned are 
sufficient to result in liquefaction to induce settlement greater than the surrounding land mass. The 
project would implement project design measures required by the Uniform Building Code and any other 
required ground improvement measures needed to ensure that impacts are less than significant.    
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iv) Landslides? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Due to the completely flat and level nature of the project site, there is no potential for a landslide 
incident and there would be no impact. 
 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Development of the project would require Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would reduce the 
potential for erosion to a level that is less than significant. 
 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as 
a result of the project, and potentially result 
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would implement project design measures required by the Uniform Building Code and any 
other required ground improvement measures needed to ensure that impacts are less than significant.  
Additionally, a geotechnical consultant would provide tests and observations during construction.  
 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Many of the soils in the region are known to be expansive. Common measures such as over-
excavating, compaction, and slab-on-grade foundations would reduce the potential for expansion. The 
project design measures contained in the geotechnical report, the measures required by the Uniform 
Building Code, and any other required ground improvement measures needed would ensure that 
impacts are less than significant.  
 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site would be connected to City wastewater disposal systems; thus, there would be no 
impact.    
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- 
Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

As of the writing of the climate change report (see Appendix D), the lead agency (City of Imperial) has 
not adopted quantitative thresholds of significance for GHG emissions from residential and commercial 
projects.  It is therefore not possible to compare the project’s emissions to a lead agency threshold. 
There are currently no regional or local climate action plans or general or specific plan provisions to 
reduce GHG emissions in the study area.  The only applicable plan is the set of regulations to be 
developed under AB 32, which has a target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  The 
potential significance of emissions from the hotel project therefore depends upon the extent to which 
the project furthers or hinders implementation of AB 32. 

Essentially all the 2,800 tons per year of GHG emissions forecast for buildout will also occur by and in 
2020, including the amortized construction GHG emissions. Because increases in GHG must be offset 
for net emissions to decrease to 1990 levels by 2020, the project’s GHG emissions are potentially 
significant and would require mandatory implementation of project design features (listed in Section 3.0 
of this document) to reduce GHG emissions. 
 
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

See VII-a. 
 
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS -- Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project does not propose to transport, use, or dispose of hazardous materials. Therefore, there 
would be no impact to public safety. 
 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project does not include any land uses which could have a potential for the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. There would be no impact.    
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The Frank M. Wright Middle School is located 2,200 feet (0.4 mile) south of the project’s southern 
boundary. The project does not propose any land uses or activities which would emit, use, handle, or 
dispose of hazardous materials.   
 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project is not located on a site that is included in the list of hazardous materials sites, and there are 
no above- or below-ground storage tanks, soil stains, or other indications of a potential hazard to the 
public. There is also a lack of any type of structure on-site which could potentially contain ACM or LBP.  
Therefore, there would be no impacts.  
 
e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site is located approximately one mile northeast of the Imperial County Airport. The Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan defines five Compatibility Zones for the Imperial County Airport: A 
(Runway Protection Zone), B1 (Approach/Departure Zone), B2 (Extended Approach/Departure Zone), 
C (Common Traffic Pattern), and D (Other Airport Environs). The project site is located outside these 
safety zones. There would be no impact.    
 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site is not within 2 miles of a private airport and there would be no impact.  
 
g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would adhere to the City’s requirements and the site plan review would ensure that the 
project would not interfere with an emergency response or evacuation plan.   
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h) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site is not located adjacent to wildlands; therefore, there would be no impact.  
 
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- 
Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would adhere to all applicable regulations regarding water discharge and water quality. 
Additionally, the project would implement BMPs to control runoff when project construction occurs. 
 
b) 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)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Groundwater is not used in the City of Imperial because it is of poor quality and would require extensive 
treatment to make it suitable for domestic use. Therefore, the project would use City water rather than 
groundwater, and as such would not result in a net deficit of aquifer volume or a lowering of the water 
table.  
 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner, which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Project development would alter existing drainage patterns. The project would be required to implement 
a drainage management plan in compliance with City requirements. BMPs would ensure that there 
would be no impacts from erosion or siltation. The project site does not drain into a stream or river as 
there are none nearby. Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact. 
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d) 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? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

See IX-c    
 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project shall be designed such that runoff so properly managed by the drainage system and would 
not create additional polluted runoff. 
 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The drainage system to be developed on-site shall be designed with treatment and flow BMPs that 
would ensure that water quality is not degraded and there would be a less than significant impact.     
 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped by a Flood Insurance Rate 
Map. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped by a Flood Insurance Rate 
Map. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
i) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of 
a levee or dam? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project is not located in an area identified to be at risk of flooding from dam or levee failure and 
there would be no impact. 
 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site is located inland and is far away from any large water bodies. Therefore, the risk of 
inundation is considered to be very low and there would be no impact. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site is currently vacant and undeveloped and the project is consistent with surrounding land 
uses. Therefore, the project would not divide an established community.   
 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The proposed uses (hotel, retail or filling station with a convenience market, restaurant, and coffee 
shop) would provide services that are consistent with the General Plan’s Neighborhood Commercial 
designation. The Neighborhood Commercial designation is intended to provide shopping centers (e.g., 
grocery, drug store, retail), approximately 10 acres in size at major intersections within residential 
areas.   

The A-2-U (agricultural) zoning designation means that if the agricultural land is permitted/developed for 
another use, from that time forward, the land will follow urban zoning classification regulations. It also 
functions to streamline the approval process, as there is no need for a General Plan Amendment to 
change land use from agricultural to residential, commercial, or another urban use. As such, there 
would be no conflicts with the General Plan or Zoning Ordinance.  
 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The site is not subject to a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan, and does 
not contain any significant vegetation, habitat, or wildlife resources. Therefore, there would be no 
impact. 
 
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site is not within an area identified as containing mineral resources and there would 
therefore be no impact. 
 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 
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There are no mineral resource recovery sites within the vicinity of the project site identified on the 
General Plan. Thus, there would be no impact. 
 
XII. NOISE -- Would the project result in: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Pursuant to the noise analysis (see Appendix F) prepared by Ultrasystems, the project would not result 
in peak hour noise level increases greater than 5 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptors off Neckel 
Road and SR-86, between the year 2035 and existing noise levels. However, future noise levels for 
2035 will be greater than existing noise levels off Neckel Road between La Brucherie Road and SR-86.  
This impact would be significant and would require mitigation (see Section 3.0).   

Section 2.6.3.1 analyzed traffic noise on future hotel users.  According to the State of California 
guidelines, the noise levels shown in Tables 13 and 14 are considered “conditionally acceptable,” for 
hotels.  The noise technical report finds that impacts could be potentially significant and recommends 
mitigation measures (as listed in Section 3.0) to ensure that the hotel (as constructed) would meet State 
of California Guidelines.   
 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

When the project site is developed, construction would be temporary and would not require blasting or 
other activities that would generate vibration or groundborne noise.  See Section 2.4. for greater detail.         
 
c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

See XII(a) 
 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Future construction of the hotel, retail, and restaurants would increase ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity.  However, the construction-related increase would be temporary in nature and would 
cease when construction is complete.  Additionally, the project will be required to adhere to City 
regulations such as limiting construction to the daylight hours.  Pursuant to the Noise Analysis prepared 
for the project (see Appendix F), impacts would be less than significant.  See Section 2.6 for greater 
detail.      
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e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project is not located within an airport land use plan.  There would, therefore, be no impact. 
 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project is not located within 2 miles of a private airstrip.  There would, therefore, be no impact.   
 
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The proposed future use of the site would be a hotel, retail, and restaurant uses. No residential uses 
are proposed and the site is adjacent to existing infrastructure. Therefore, the project would not induce 
substantial population growth that would be inconsistent with the General Plan. 
 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are no habitable structures within the project site.  Therefore, no significant impacts would result 
from the project.    
 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

See XIII-b.    
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Fire protection? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would be constructed in accordance to the City of Imperial Fire Department standards with 
respect to emergency access and fire hydrants such that there would be a less than significant impact 
on the ability of the City to provide fire protection. 
 

Police protection? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

The site is already served by police service and the project is not of a type or scale that could affect the 
ability of the City to provide police protection. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Schools? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

As the project does not include residential development, it would not generate a need for schools. 
 

Parks? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

The project is not a residential development and would not cause a substantial population increase that 
would result in an impact to parks.  
 

Other public facilities? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

No impacts to other public facilities from the project are anticipated.    
 
XV. RECREATION -- 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would not cause a population increase that could cause an impact on existing parks or 
recreational facilities. Thus, there would be no impact.   
 
b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 
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See XV-a. 
 
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would 
the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is 
substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., 
result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The traffic impact study (see Appendix G) prepared for this project determined that the project would 
generate a maximum of 927 total ADT, with 72 inbound/56 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 
94 inbound/71 outbound trips during the PM peak hour. Significant impacts would occur at the 
intersection of SR-86 and Ralph Road in both the 2017 and 2035 scenario. Additionally, the intersection 
of SR-86 and Neckel Road would result in significant impacts in the 2012, 2017, and 2035 scenarios.  
Mitigation identified in the MMRP (Section 3.0) would reduce impacts to below a level of significance.   
 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, 
a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

See XVI(a) 
 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or 
a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns and there would, therefore, be no impact.    
 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The site plan would be reviewed by the City’s engineering division for compliance with City standards 
and requirements.  Therefore, Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Implementation of the project would not result in inadequate emergency access, as it would be 
designed to meet the City of Imperial standards.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.    
 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Parking requirements on-site would be consistent with City standards. The project would provide 226 
parking spaces, which is exactly what is required. As such, there would be no impact.  



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  

Page 98   

 
 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

 
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation, as it will be in compliance with all City requirements related to alternative transportation.  
Thus, there would be no impact.      
 
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  
Would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project’s wastewater treatment needs can be met by existing City service providers and there 
would not be an exceedance of treatment requirements.  
 
b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would be serviced by the existing capacity of the City of Imperial’s water and wastewater 
facilities and would not necessitate the construction of additional facilities or the expansion of existing 
facilities. 
 
c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would construct storm water drainage facilities that would connect to the City’s existing 
storm water infrastructure. The City’s infrastructure is adequate to accommodate runoff from the project 
site. The proposed storm water facilities would not result in significant environmental effects. 
 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project site is currently within the service area of the water department, and no additional 
entitlements or resources are required in order to service the project site. There would be a less than 
significant impact on the City’s water supplies. 
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e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that exceeds 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would not exceed the wastewater treatment provider’s ability to adequately serve the 
project in addition to its existing commitments. There would be a less than significant impact. 
 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The Allied Imperial Landfill has capacity sufficient for the next 15 years. There would be a less than 
significant impact.  
 
g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations pertaining 
to solid waste. There would be a less than significant impact. 
 
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE -- 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project has the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the environment, notably with respect 
to air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise, as well as to 
transportation/traffic infrastructure.  Implementation of the measures listed in the MMRP (Section 3.0) 
would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 
 
b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 
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Cumulative traffic impacts would be mitigated to a level that is less than significant upon implementation 
of the MMRP.   
 
c) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The project would not be associated with such impacts. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Oasis Growth Partners, LLC  (San Marino, California) is proposing to develop the “Alliance 
Regional Center” on a 25-acre site at the northwest corner of the intersection of Neckel Road 
and State Highway 86 (North Imperial Avenue) in Imperial, California.1  The project will 
include a Holiday Inn hotel, two restaurants, and an office building. Figure 1 (Regional 
Location) shows the site in relation to the surrounding area.  The immediate vicinity of the 
project is shown in Figure 2 (Project Vicinity). 

This air quality analysis was prepared in accordance with the CEQA Air Quality Handbook 
prepared by the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (ICAPCD).2   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

                                                 
1 “Alliance Regional Center.”  ARC Booklet EN 20100525.  Oasis Growth Partners, LLC, San Marino, 

California. 
2 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.  2007. CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  November.    
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Source: Google Earth, 2010 Figure 1.  Regional Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2.  Project Study Area  
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project site is located on a 25-acre, commercially zoned site at the northwest 
corner of Neckel Road and State Route 86 in the City of Imperial.  The land adjacent to the 
project site on the north is in agricultural use.  A development consisting of residences, a school 
and a park (the “Morningstar” project) is planned for an area immediately to the west that is 
also currently in agriculture.  Across State Route 86 on the east is a residential neighborhood.  
An approximately 6-foot-high wall is between the highway and the residential neighborhood.  
Another residential neighborhood is at the southeast corner of Neckel Road and State Route 86.  
Finally, the land immediately south of the Project, across Neckel Road, is vacant. 

Planned elements of Phase I of the Alliance Regional Center3 are shown in Figure 3 (Site 
Plan).  Phase I of the Project will develop 8 acres.  The project will include development of a 
108-room, 4-story hotel, a fast food restaurant with a drive-through, a quality restaurant, and 
one 10,000-square foot office building. In addition, the project’s utility lines will be connected 
with existing utility lines across State Route 86 by jack-and-bore tunneling beneath the 
roadway. A new lift station will also be built, at an as yet undetermined location on the site. 
Access to the Phase I development will be via a new north-south street (called “A Street”), 
which will form a tee intersection with Neckel Road.  UltraSystems assumed that construction 
would start in January 2011 and that the Project would be operational by December 1, 2012.   

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
The proposed project site is located in the City of Imperial, which is in the Salton Sea Air Basin 
(SSAB).  The SSAB includes the Imperial Valley and the central part of Riverside County, 
including the Coachella Valley.  The Imperial Valley is bordered by the Salton Sea to the north, 
the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park to the west, the Chocolate Mountains to the northeast, and 
the U.S./Mexico border to the south.   

3.1 Regional Climate  

The following information is adapted from the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District’s 
Draft 2009 8-Hour Ozone Modified Air Quality Management Plan.4  The climate of Imperial 
County is characterized as a semi-arid desert.  Winters are mild and dry with daily average 
temperature ranges between 65 and 75ºF (18-24ºC).  During winter months it is not uncommon 
to record maximum temperatures of up to 80ºF.  Summers are extremely hot with daily average 
temperature ranges between 104 and 115ºF (40-46ºC).  It is not uncommon, during summer 
months, to record maximum temperatures of 120ºF.  The annual rainfall is just over 3 inches 
(7.5 cm), most of it occurring in late summer or midwinter. 

Climatic conditions in Imperial County are governed by the large-scale sinking and warming of 
air in the semi-permanent tropical high pressure center of the Pacific Ocean.  The high-pressure 
ridge blocks out most mid-latitude storms except in winter, when the high is weakest and  

                                                 
3 Phase II is outside the scope of this report. 
4  Draft 2009 8-Hour Ozone Modified Air Quality Management Plan.  Imperial County Air Pollution Control 

District, El Centro, California (June 9, 2010).  
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Figure 3 – Site Plan 
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farthest south.  The coastal mountains prevent the intrusion of any cool, damp air found near the 
California coast.  Because of the weakened storms and barrier, Imperial County experiences 
clear skies, extremely hot summers, mild winters, and little rainfall.  The flat terrain of the 
valley and the strong temperature differentials created by intense solar heating produce 
moderate winds and deep thermal convection.  The combination of subsiding air, protective 
mountains and distance from the ocean severely limits precipitation.  Rainfall is highly variable.  
Precipitation from a single heavy storm may exceed the entire annual total during a later 
drought condition.  

Humidity is low throughout the year, ranging from 28 percent in summer to 52 percent in 
winter.  The large daily oscillation of temperature produces a corresponding large variation in 
the relative humidity.  Nocturnal humidity rises to 50-60 percent, but drops to about 10 percent 
during the day. 

Prevailing winds are from the west and northwest through the southwest, and are known to be 
from the Los Angeles area.  A secondary flow maximum from the southeast is also observed.  
Occasionally Imperial County experiences periods of extremely high wind speeds, which can 
exceed 31 miles per hour.  These high wind speeds occur most frequently during April and 
May.  However, speeds of less than 6.8 mph account for more than one-half of the observed 
wind measurements.   

Subsidence inversions occur during the warmer months, as descending air associated with the 
Pacific high-pressure cell comes into contact with cool marine air.  The boundary between the 
two layers of air represents a temperature inversion that traps pollutants below it.  Radiation, or 
surface, inversions typically develop on winter nights when air near the ground cools by 
radiation, and the air aloft remains warm.  A shallow inversion layer that can trap pollutants is 
formed between the two layers.  Imperial County experiences surface inversions almost every 
day of the year.  Strong surface heating usually breaks these inversions, allowing pollutants to 
be more easily dispersed. 

The climatological station closest to the site is the Imperial County Airport (Latitude 
32.834017, Longitude -115.572297) station, which is approximately 2.2 miles south-southwest 
of the Project site (Latitude 32.861883, Longitude -115.570147).5  The annual average 
temperature recorded at this station is 73.4 degrees Fahrenheit (˚F), with the average 
temperature of 88.5˚F during the summer and 58.3˚F during winter.6  Precipitation in the area 
averages approximately 1.97 inches annually, and occurs mostly during the winter and 
infrequently during the summer.7 

                                                 
5  Location information from National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, National Climate Data 

Center, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/normals/norminv.txt (Accessed June 22, 2010). 
6 “Calexico, California.  Period of Record General Climate Summary – Temperature.”  Western Region Climate 

Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ipl.ca.html (Accessed June 22, 2010). 
7  “Calexico, California.  Period of Record General Climate Summary – Precipitation.”  Western Region Climate 

Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ipl.ca.html (Accessed June 22, 2010). 

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/normals/norminv.txt
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ipl.ca.html
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/ipl.ca.html
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3.2 Regulatory Setting  

Federal, state, and local agencies have set ambient air quality standards for certain air pollutants 
through statutory requirements and have established regulations and various plans and policies 
to maintain and improve air quality, as described below. 
 
3.2.1 Pollutants of Concern 
 
Criteria Pollutants 
 
The “criteria” air pollutants of concern are ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate matter, oxides 
of nitrogen, sulfur dioxide, and lead.  For these pollutants, both federal and state ambient air 
quality standards (as maximum concentration levels of pollutants) have been established to 
protect public health and welfare.  Since the proposed Project has no significant sources of 
emissions of sulfur dioxide or lead, they are not discussed in this analysis.  Presented below are 
descriptions of the criteria pollutants of concern and their known health effects. 
 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) serve as integral participants in the process of photochemical smog 
production.  The two major forms of NOx are nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2).8  
NO is a colorless, odorless gas formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when combustion 
takes place under high temperature and/or high pressure.  NO2 is a reddish-brown irritating gas 
formed by the combination of NO and oxygen.  NOx acts as an acute respiratory irritant and 
increases susceptibility to respiratory pathogens. 
 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a non-reactive pollutant produced by incomplete combustion of 
carbon substances (e.g., gasoline or diesel fuel).  The primary adverse health effect associated 
with CO is the interference of normal oxygen transfer to the blood, which may result in tissue 
oxygen deprivation. 
 
Particulate Matter (PM) consists of finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, 
aerosols, fumes and mists.  Two forms of fine particulate are now regulated.  Respirable 
particles, or PM10, include that portion of the particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter 
of 10 micrometers (i.e., 10 millionths of a meter or 0.0004 inch) or less.  Fine particles, or 
PM2.5, have an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers (i.e., 2.5 millionths of a meter or 
0.0001 inch) or less.  Particulate discharge into the atmosphere results primarily from industrial, 
agricultural, construction, and transportation activities.  However, wind action on the arid 
landscape also contributes substantially to the local particulate loading.  Both PM10 and PM2.5 
may adversely affect the human respiratory system, especially in those people who are naturally 
sensitive or susceptible to breathing problems. 
 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) are compounds comprised primarily of atoms of hydrogen and 
carbon.  The major source of ROG is the internal combustion associated with motor vehicle 
usage.  Other sources of ROG include the evaporative emissions associated with the use of 
paints and solvents, the application of asphalt paving, and the use of household consumer 
products such as aerosols.  Adverse effects on human health are not caused directly by ROG, 
                                                 
8  Another form of NOx, nitrous oxide (N2O), is a greenhouse gas and is discussed below. 



 

 
Oasis Growth Partners, LLC 8 September 2012 
Air Quality Analysis for Imperial Holiday Inn  

but rather by reactions of ROG to form secondary pollutants.  ROG are also transformed into 
organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher levels of fine particulate matter and 
lower visibility.  The term “ROG” is used by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for 
air quality analysis and is defined essentially the same as the federal term “volatile organic 
compound” (VOC). 
 
Ozone (O3) is a secondary pollutant produced through a series of photochemical reactions 
involving ROG and NOx.  O3 creation requires ROG and NOx to be available for approximately 
three hours in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight.  The health effects of O3 include eye 
and respiratory irritation, reduction of resistance to lung infection and possible aggravation of 
pulmonary conditions in persons with lung disease.  O3 is also damaging to vegetation and 
untreated rubber. 
 
Greenhouse Gases 
 
Greenhouse gases (GHG) are defined under the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006 (AB 32) as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFC)s, perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  
Associated with each GHG species is a “global warming potential” (GWP), which is defined as 
the ratio of degree of warming to the atmosphere that would result from the emission of one 
mass unit of a given GHG compared with one equivalent mass unit of CO2 over a given period 
of time.  By this definition, the GWP of CO2 is always 1.  The GWPs of methane and nitrous 
oxide are 21 and 310, respectively.9  “Carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e) emissions are 
calculated by weighting each GHG compound’s emissions by its GWP and then summing the 
products. 
 
3.2.2 Applicable Regulations 
 
Federal Regulations 

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), passed in 1970, established the national air pollution control 
program.  The basic elements of the CAA are the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants, hazardous air pollutants standards, state attainment plans, 
motor vehicle emissions standards, stationary source emissions standards and permits, acid rain 
control measures, stratospheric ozone protection, and enforcement provisions. 

The NAAQS are the maximum allowable concentrations of criteria pollutants, over specified 
averaging periods, to protect human health.  The CAA requires that the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) establish NAAQS and reassess, at least every five years, whether 
they are adequate to protect public health, based on current scientific evidence.  The NAAQS 
are divided into primary and secondary standards; the former are set to protect human health 
within an adequate margin of safety, and the latter to protect environmental values, such as 
plant and animal life. 

                                                 
9  California Climate Action Registry.  General Reporting Protocol.  Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, Version 3.1.  Los Angeles, California (January 2009), p. 91. 
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Data collected at permanent monitoring stations are used by the USEPA to classify regions as 
“attainment” or “nonattainment,” depending on whether the regions met the requirements stated 
in the primary NAAQS.  Nonattainment areas are subject to additional restrictions, as required 
by the USEPA. 

The CAA Amendments in 1990 substantially revised the planning provisions for those areas not 
currently meeting NAAQS.  The Amendments identify specific emission reduction goals that 
require both a demonstration of reasonable further progress and attainment, and incorporate 
more stringent sanctions for failure to attain the NAAQS or to meet interim attainment 
milestones.   
 
State Regulations 

The State of California began to set California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) in 1969 
under the mandate of the Mulford-Carrell Act.  There were no attainment deadlines for the 
CAAQS originally.  However, the State Legislature passed the California Clean Air Act 
(California CAA) in 1988 to establish air quality goals, planning mechanisms, regulatory 
strategies, and standards of progress to promote their attainment.  The CARB, which became 
part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) in 1991, is responsible for 
ensuring implementation of California CAA, responding to the federal CAA, and for regulating 
emissions from motor vehicles and consumer products. 

The California CAA requires attainment of CAAQS by the earliest practicable date.  The state 
standards are generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards.  Attainment 
plans are required for air basins in violation of the State O3, PM10, CO, SO2, or NO2 standards.  
Responsibility for achieving state standards is placed on the CARB and local air pollution 
control districts.  District plans for nonattainment areas must be designed to achieve a 5-percent 
annual reduction in emissions.  Preparation of and adherence to attainment plans are the 
responsibility of the local air pollution districts or air quality management districts. 

Table 1 (Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Air Pollutants) lists the NAAQS and 
CAAQS for criteria pollutants. 

3.2.3 Air Quality Plans 
 
Air pollution control in the region is currently guided by two air quality plans.  The first is 
designed to ensure that the County attains the NAAQS for ozone.  When the ozone NAAQS of 
0.080 parts per million was promulgated in 1997, Imperial County was classified as a 
“marginal” nonattainment area.  The County failed to meet the June 15, 2007 deadline for 
attainment and was redesignated as a “moderate” nonattainment area.  Moderate attainment 
areas were to meet the standard as expeditiously as practicable, but no later than June 15, 2010.  
To this end, the ICAPCD began developing the 2008 8-hr Ozone Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP).  This plan sought to reduce emissions of the ozone precursors ROG and NOx through 
a set of control measures.   
 
 

Table 1 - Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Air Pollutants 
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Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

California Standardsa Federal Standards b 
Concentrationc Methodd Primaryc,e Secondary c,f Methodg 

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/m3) 

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 
Gravimetric Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
20 µg/m3 — 

Fine 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM2.5) 

24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 µg/m3 
Same as Primary 

Standard 
Inertial Separation and 
Gravimetric Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
12 µg/m3 Gravimetric or Beta 

Attenuation 15 µg/m3 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

8 Hour 9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) Non-Dispersive 

Infrared Photometry 
(NDIR) 

9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) None 

Non-Dispersive 
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) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 

0.030 ppm 
(57 µg/m3) Gas Phase 

Chemiluminescence 

0.053 ppm 
(100 µg/m3) 

Same as Primary 
Standard Gas Phase 

Chemiluminescence 
1 Hour 0.18 ppm 

(339 µg/m3) 
0.100 ppm 

(189 µg/m3) None 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
— 

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence 

0.030 ppm 
(57 µg/m3) — 

Spectrophotometry 
(Pararosaniline 

Method) 24 Hour 0.04 ppm 
(105 µg/m3) 

0.14 ppm 
(365 µg/m3) — 

3 Hour — — 0.5 ppm 
(1300 µg/m3) 

1 Hour 0.25 ppm 
(655 µg/m3) — — — 

Leadh,i 

30 Day 
Average 1.5 µg/m3 

Atomic Absorption 

— — — 

Calendar 
Quarter — 1.5 µg/m3 

Same as Primary 
Standard 

High Volume Sampler 
and Atomic 
Absorption 

Rolling  
3-Month 
Average i 

— 0.15 µg/m3 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 

8 Hour 

Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer–
visibility of 10 miles or more (0.07 – 30 
miles or more for Lake Tahoe) due to 

particles when relative humidity is less than 
70%.  

Method: Beta Attenuation and 
Transmittance through Filter Tape. 

No 
 
 

Federal 
 
 

Standards 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion Chromatography 
Hydrogen 

Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm 
(42 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence 

Vinyl 
Chlorideh 24 Hour 0.01 ppm 

(26 µg/m3) Gas Chromatography 

Source: California Air Resources Board, “Ambient Air Quality Standards.”  http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf. (February 16, 
2010). 

See footnotes on next page. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf
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a. 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 reduction 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. 

b. 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 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged over 3 
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 
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% of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard.  For NO2, the 1-hour standard is attained 
when the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average does not exceed 0.100 ppm. 

c. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated.  Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference 
temperature of 25oC and a reference pressure of 760 torr.  Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference 
temperature of 25oC and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per 
mole of gas. 

d. Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the CARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of the air 
quality standard may be used. 

e. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. 
f. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 

effects of a pollutant. 
g. Reference method as described by the USEPA.  An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent 

relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by USEPA. 
h. The CARB 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. 

i. National lead standard, rolling 3-month average: final rule signed October 15, 2008. 
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Meanwhile, after reviewing ambient air monitoring data for 2006-2008, the USEPA determined 
that the County had attained the 1997 8-hour standard for ozone.10  As a result, several elements  
of the 2008 AQMP were no longer required, and will not be required unless the 8-hour standard 
is violated again.  Work on the 2008 AQMP was abandoned.11  However, the USEPA did not 
reclassify Imperial County as being in attainment because the County has not met other 
requirements for redesignation and has not submitted a maintenance plan. 
 
The ICAPCD has prepared the 2009 8-Hour Ozone Modified Air Quality Management Plan.12  
The Modified AQMP serves as a comprehensive planning document intended to provide 
guidance to the Air Pollution Control District, the County, and other local agencies on how to 
continue maintaining the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS.13 The Modified AQMP includes the 
following: 

• Development of a baseline (calendar year 2002) emissions inventory for ROG and NOx, 
the main precursors of ozone. 

• A review of currently adopted stationary source control measures, with estimates of their 
reductions in ROG and NOx from the 2002 baseline emission inventory. 

• A determination that the ICAPCD’s rules for control of ROG and NOx emissions meet 
the Clean Air Act’s requirements for reasonably available control technology (RACT). 

• A statement that the District’s New Source Rule (Rule 207) fulfills the requirements of 
the Clean Air Act, including use of a 1:15:1 ratio for using emissions offsets to comply 
with new source emission limits. 

• A list of transportation control measures (TCMs) adopted by the ICAPCD and 
implemented as mitigation measures under CEQA for residential, commercial, and 
industrial projects.  (See Section 5 of this report.) 

• Adoption by reference various State of California-level emission reduction measures, 
which will be implemented by the California Air Resources Board.  While the APCD 
cannot enforce these measures, it can take credit for emission reductions that result from 
them. 

• Annual forecasts of emission from 2005 through 2023, taking into account local 
population and economic growth and implementation of adopted control measures. 

                                                 
10  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  2009.  “Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation 

Plans; California; Determination of Attainment of the 1997 8-Hour Ozone Standard.”  Federal Register 
74(231):63309-63310 (December 3). 

11 Personal communication from Monica Soucier, Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, El Centro, 
California to Michael Rogozen, UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated, Irvine, California (September 14, 
2010).  

12  Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.  2010.  Final 2009 8-Hour Ozone Modified Air Quality 
Management Plan.  (July 13). 

13  Ibid., p. 3. 
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• A discussion of transportation conformity.  The ICAPCD has estimated, and the USEPA 
has approved, the maximum level of transportation-related NOx and VOC emissions 
allowable for compliance with the NAAQS for ozone.  These are 17 and 7 tons per day, 
respectively. 

The other plan is the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM-10 in the Imperial Valley,14 which 
addresses attainment of the federal CAA standards.  The plan focuses on the 24-hour standard 
for the Brawley/El Centro and Calexico areas.  Although, at the time of the plan’s adoption, 
insufficient data were available for demonstrating attainment, the plan includes several fugitive 
dust control measures, which have been adopted by the ICAPCD.  Because the 1993 SIP is the 
only one that has been approved by USEPA, it continues in force.  However, it should be noted 
that on August 11, 2009, the ICAPCD adopted the 2009 State Implementation Plan for 
Particulate Matter Less than 10 Microns in Aerodynamic Diameter.15,16

  The plan demonstrates 
attainment of the federal 24-hour standard of 150 µg/m3

 provided that five exceedances between 
2006 and 2008 are removed from consideration of the region’s attainment status.17  Three 
exceedances were due to entrainment of dust by unusually high winds; these may be excepted 
by the USEPA’s “Exceptional Events Rule,” which recognizes that certain naturally occurring, 
uncontrollable events such as high winds and wildfires, can result in exceedances of federal 
standards.18  The other exceedances during 2006-2008 were, according to the ICAPCD’s 
documentation, due to transport over the border from Mexicali, Mexico. 
 
Region IX of the USEPA has expressed its reservations about the causes for the five 
exceedances, and recommended to the ICAPCD that it delay adoption of the 2009 SIP revision 
until it determines whether the claimed exceptions are valid.19  At a May 29, 2010 hearing 
before the CARB, CARB staff reported that the USEPA had advised the Board on May 24, 
2010 that it would not approve the SIP revision without further consideration.20  CARB staff 
therefore advised the Board to “take no action” on the SIP revision.  The Board voted 
unanimously to follow the Staff’s recommendation.  The SIP revision, which is currently based 
upon 2006-2008 data, will have to be reformulated on the basis of 2011-2013 data.  The delay 
                                                 
14 State Implementation Plan for PM-10 in the Imperial Valley.  Volume I.  Prepared by E.H. Pechan & Associates, 

Inc., Rancho Cordova, California for the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, El Centro, California 
(Adopted September 28, 1993). 

15  2009 State Implementation Plan for Particulate Matter Less than 10 Microns in Aerodynamic Diameter.  
Prepared by Radian Corporation, Los Angeles, California, for Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, El 
Centro, California (August 11, 2009). 

16  Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.  2009.  “Imperial County Adopts its 2009 Particulate Matter 
Less than 10 Microns State Implementation Plan (PM10 SIP) Fact Sheet.”  
(http://www.co.imperial.ca.us/AirPollution/Attainment%20Plans/FINAL%20PM10%20Fact%20Sheet%209-10-
2009.pdf).  Accessed June 6, 2010. 

17  California Air Resources Board.  2010.  “Status Report on Imperial County Air Quality and Approval of the 
State Implementation Plan Revision for PM10.”  (April 26.) 

18  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  2007.  “Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events.”  Federal 
Register 72(55):13560-13581 (March 22). 

19  Jordan, Deborah.  2009.  Letter from Director, Air Division, Region IX, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
San Francisco, California, to Brad Poiriez, Air Pollution Control Officer, Imperial County Air Pollution Control 
District, El Centro, California (August 5). 

20  Testimony by California Air Resources Board Staff at May 29, 2010 meeting of California Air Resources Board 
in LOCATION; video recording at http://www.cal-span.org/cgi-bin/archive.php?owner=CARB&date=2010-05-
27.  Accessed June 6, 2010. 

http://www.co.imperial.ca.us/AirPollution/Attainment%20Plans/FINAL%20PM10%20Fact%20Sheet%209-10-2009.pdf
http://www.co.imperial.ca.us/AirPollution/Attainment%20Plans/FINAL%20PM10%20Fact%20Sheet%209-10-2009.pdf
http://www.cal-span.org/cgi-bin/archive.php?owner=CARB&date=2010-05-27
http://www.cal-span.org/cgi-bin/archive.php?owner=CARB&date=2010-05-27
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by the CARB in adoption of the SIP revision may result in penalties to the District, including 
substitution of a Federal Implementation Plan for the SIP and loss of funding for transportation 
projects.  The CARB and the ICAPCD are attempting to work with the USEPA to avoid this 
outcome.21 
 
3.2.4 Local Regulations 
 
Air Quality 
 
The ICAPCD is the local agency responsible for monitoring air quality, as well as planning, 
implementing and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain NAAQS and CAAQS 
over the entire area of Imperial County.  The ICAPCD has developed programs and rules and 
regulations that govern stationary source, area source, point source, and certain mobile source 
emissions.   
 
Right-to-Farm Ordinance 
 
In recognition of the role of agriculture in the county, Imperial County has adopted a right-to-
farm ordinance.22  A "right-to-farm" ordinance creates a legal presumption that ongoing, 
standard farming practices are not a nuisance to adjoining residences.  It requires a disclosure to 
owners and purchasers of property near agricultural land operations, or areas zoned for 
agricultural purposes.  The disclosure advises persons that discomfort and inconvenience from 
odors, fumes, dust, smoke, and chemicals resulting from conforming and accepted agricultural 

3.3 Regional Air Quality 

Table 2 (Federal and State Attainment Status for Imperial County) shows the area designation 
status of Imperial County for each criteria pollutant for both the NAAQS and the CAAQS.  As 
discussed above, the USEPA has determined that the Imperial County moderate 8-hour ozone 
nonattainment area had attained the NAAQS for O3.  However, the USEPA is not redesignating 
Imperial County as an ozone maintenance area, because the area does not have an approved 
maintenance plan and does not meet other requirements for designation.  (See Section 3.2.3.) 
 

Table 2 - Federal and State Attainment Status for Imperial County 

Pollutants Federal Classification State Classification 
Ozone (O3) Non-Attainment (Moderate) Non-Attainment 
Particulate Matter (PM10) Non-Attainment (Serious) Non-Attainment 
Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

Non-Attainment Unclassified 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Attainment Attainment 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment Attainment 

                                                 
21  Ibid. 
22 County of Imperial Codified Ordinances, Division 2, Title 6: Right to Farm, §62950-62955. 



 

 
Oasis Growth Partners, LLC 15 September 2012 
Air Quality Analysis for Imperial Holiday Inn  

Sources:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “California 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Areas in Blue Borders.”  
Green Book.  [www.epa.gov/air/oaqps/greenbook/ca8.html]. Updated January 6, 2010; U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, “Counties Designated Nonattainment for PM-10.”  Green Book. [www.epa.gov/air/oaqps/mappm10.pdf].  
Accessed April 15, 2010; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Particulate Matter (PM-2.5) 2006 Standard 
Nonattainment Areas as of January 6, 2010.”  Green Book.  [www.epa.gov/air/oaqps/greenbook/rnc.html]; California 
Air Resources Board, “Area Designations Maps/State and National.”  [www.arb.ca.gov/design/adm/adm.htm].  March 
25, 2010.   

 

3.4 Local Air Quality 

A network of ambient air monitoring stations is operated throughout Imperial County.  The 
purpose of the monitoring stations is to measure ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants.  
The nearest ambient monitoring station to the project site (approximately 4.9 miles away) is the 
9th Street Station23 in El Centro, which measures O3, NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5, as well as 
other pollutants not the subject of this analysis.  Ambient pollutant concentrations measured at 
this monitoring station in 2009-2011 are presented in Table 3 (Existing Air Quality Data for the 
Project Area).  During the three-year period, the following ambient air quality standards were 
exceeded at least once: 1-hour and 8-hour CAAQS for O3, and 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5. 

3.5 Sensitive Receptors 

The nearest sensitive land use is the residential neighborhood on the east side of Neckel Road.  
The residence closest to the Project boundary is about 295 feet away.  The only other sensitive 
receptor in the area is the Frank M. Wright Middle School, (885 North Imperial Avenue), which 
is about 2,200 feet south of the Project’s southern boundary. 

                                                 
23  The address for the station is 150 South 9th Street, El Centro, California 92243. 
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Table 3  
Ambient Criteria Pollutant Concentration Data for El Centro[m1] 

 
 

 Air 
Pollutant Standard/Exceedance 

150 S. 9th Street                     
El Centro 

2009 2010 2011 

Carbon  
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Year Coverageb 
National Max. 1-hour Concentration (ppm) 
National Max. 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
State Max. 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
# Days>National 8-hour Std. of >9 ppm 
# Days>California 8-hour Std. of >9 ppm 

92% 
2.5 

3.20 
3.20 

0 
0 

93% 
2.5 

5.61 
5.61 

0 
0 

98% 
NMc 

9.01 
9.01 

0 
0 

Ozone 
(O3) 

Year Coverageb 
State Max. 1-hour Concentration (ppm) 
National Max. 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
State Max. 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 
# Days>National 1-hour Std. of >0.12 ppm 
# Days>California 1-hour Std. of >0.09 ppm 
# Days>National 8-hour Std. of >0.075 ppm  
# Days>California 8-hour Std. of >0.07 ppm 

98% 
0.111 
0..085 
0.086 

0.0 
9 

11 
30 

95% 
0.122 
0.082 
0.082 

0.0 
3 

10 
29 

98% 
0.141 
0.084 
0.084 

7 
18 
12 
21 

Nitrogen  
Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Year Coverage 
# Days>California 1-hour Std. of >0.18 ppm  
State Annual Average (ppm) 

99% 

0.0 
0.008 

74% 
0.0 

0.004 

76% 
0.0 

0.009 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Year Coverage 
State Max. 24-hour Concentration (ppm) 
State Annual Average (ppm) 
# Days>California 24-hour Std. of >0.04 ppm 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

NM 
NM 
NM 
NM 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 

Year Coverage 
National Max. 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
State Max. 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
#Days>National 24-hour Std. of >150 µg/m3 
#Days>California 24-hour Std. of>50 µg/m3 

National Annual Average (µg/m3) 
State Annual Average (µg/m3) 

98% 
243.1 
233.7 
13.1 

104.6 
49.9 
47.9 

88% 
69.4 
70.2 
0.0 
ND 
32.9 
ND 

97% 
81.9 
80.3 
0.0 
ND 
32.6 

ND 

Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

Year Coverage 
National Max. 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
State Max. 24-hour Concentration (µg/m3) 
#Days>National 24-hour Std. of >35 µg/m3 
National Annual Average (µg/m3) 
State Annual Average (µg/m3) 

98% 
37.7 
37.7 

3.1 
8.0 
8.0 

94% 
19.9 
19.9 
0.0 
6.6 
6.6 

99% 
54.4 
54.4 
6.2 
7.5 
7.5 

Lead Not monitored at El Centro 
Sulfates Not monitored at El Centro 
Source: California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (ADAM) online database 
(www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html) accessed June 2010; except for carbon monoxide, where source is U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, “Monitor Values Report – Criteria Pollutants” online database (www.epa.gov/air/data/monvals.html) accessed 
June 2010. 
bCoverage is for the California 8-hour standard. 
cNM = Not monitored at the station. 
dND = There were insufficient (or no) data available to determine the value. 
Note: ppm = parts  per million by volume; μg/m³ = micrograms per cubic meter 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
http://www.epa.gov/air/data/monvals.html
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4.0 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS ANALYSIS  
 
This analysis was prepared in accordance with Appendix G of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, and with the ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  Air 
quality impacts are typically divided into short-term and long-term impacts.  Short-term impacts 
are associated with construction activities, such as site grading, excavation, and building 
construction of a proposed project.  Long-term impacts are associated with the operation of a 
proposed project upon its completion.   

4.1 CEQA Impact Review Criteria 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, implementation of the proposed 
project would result in a potentially significant impact if it were to:  

• 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 that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors); 

• Expose the public (especially schools, day care centers, hospitals, retirement homes, 
convalescence facilities, and residences) to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management 
district (AQMD) or air pollution control district (APCD) may be relied upon to make the 
significance determinations.  As will be discussed in the next section, the ICAPCD has developed 
a CEQA Air Quality Handbook to provide a protocol for air quality analyses that are prepared 
under the requirements of CEQA. 

  
4.2 Imperial County APCD Thresholds of Significance 

Under the ICAPCD guidelines, an air quality evaluation must address the following: 

• Comparison of calculated project emissions with ICAPCD emission thresholds; 

• Consistency with the most recent Clean Air Plan for Imperial County; 

• Comparison of predicted ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from the project to 
state and federal health standards, when applicable; and 

• Evaluation of special conditions that apply to certain projects. 
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Any development with a potential to emit criteria pollutants below significance levels defined 
by the ICAPCD is called a “Tier I project,” and is considered by the ICAPCD to have potential 
adverse impacts on local air quality.  The project proponent should implement a set of 
“standard” operational mitigation measures (enumerated by the ICAPCD) to reduce the air 
quality impact to an insignificant level.  A “Tier II project” is one whose emissions exceed any 
of the thresholds.  Its impact is significant and the project proponent should select and 
implement all feasible “discretionary” mitigation measures (also enumerated by the ICAPCD) 
in addition to the standard mitigation measures.  The standard and discretionary mitigation 
measures for the Project’s operation will be discussed in Section 5.0. 

4.2.1 Construction Impacts 

In general, projects whose operational emissions qualify them as Tier I do not need to quantify 
their construction emissions; instead they adopt the standard mitigation measures for 
construction (See Section 5.0).  As will be discussed in Section 4.2.2, this is a Tier I project.  
However, for the purpose of preparing an initial study/mitigated negative declaration (IS/MND) 
under CEQA, construction emissions were quantified.  The quantification also serves the 
purpose of determining which construction-related mitigation measures to prescribe.  The 
ICAPCD’s thresholds for significance are shown in Table 4 (Thresholds of Significance for 
Construction Activities). 

Table 4 – Thresholds of Significance for Construction Activities24 

Pollutant Threshold 
PM10 150 lbs/day 
ROG 75 lbs/day 
NOx 100 lbs/day 
CO 550 lbs/day 

 
4.2.2 Operational Impacts 

To evaluate long-term air quality impacts due to operation of a proposed project, the ICAPCD 
recommends the significance criteria shown in Table 5 (Thresholds of Significance for Project 
Operations).   
 
4.3 CO “Hotspots” Thresholds 

Exhaust emissions from motor vehicles can potentially cause a direct, localized hotspot impact 
at or near proposed developments or sensitive receptors.  The optimum condition for the 
occurrence of a CO hotspot would be cool and calm weather at a congested major roadway 
intersection with sensitive receptors nearby, and where vehicles are idling or moving at a stop-
and-go pace.   

 
 

                                                 
24 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.  2007. CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  November, p. 19. 
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Table 5 - Thresholds of Significance for Project Operations 

Pollutant Emissions (lb/day) 
Tier I Tier II 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) < 550 ≥ 550 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) < 55 ≥ 55 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) < 55 ≥ 55 
Sulfur Oxides (SOX) < 150 ≥ 150 
Particulate Matter (PM10) < 150 ≥ 150 
Level of Significance Less Than Significant Significant Impact 

Level of Analysis Initial Study Comprehensive Air 
Quality Report 

Environmental Document Negative Declaration 

Mitigated Negative 
Declaration or  
Environmental Impact 
Report 

  
The significance of localized project impacts depends on whether project-related emissions 
result in a violation of State and/or federal CO standards.  A significant impact would occur if 
the CO hotspot analysis of vehicular intersection emissions exposes sensitive receptors to 
concentrations that are in excess of the following thresholds: 

• 20 parts per million (ppm) for 1-hour average, and/or 

• 9 ppm for 8-hour average. 

The ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook does not specify criteria for significance when 
ambient CO levels already exceed a State or federal standard.  For that case, we used the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District’s specification that project impacts are considered 
significant if they increase 1-hour CO concentrations by 1.0 ppm or more or 8-hour CO 
concentrations by 0.45 ppm or more.25 

4.4 Methodology 

Estimated air emissions from the Project’s on-site and off-site Project activities were calculated 
using the CalEEMod™ emissions model26 and by other methods described below. CalEEMod is a 
planning tool for estimating emissions related to land use projects. The model incorporates 
EMFAC2007 emission factors to estimate on-road vehicle emissions; and emission factors and 
assumptions from the CARB’s OFFROAD2007 model to estimate off-road construction equipment 
emissions. Model-predicted project emissions are compared with applicable thresholds to assess 
regional air quality impacts.    

 

                                                 
25  South Coast Air Quality Management District.  1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April. 
26  California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Users Guide, Version 2011.1.  Prepared by ENVIRON 

International Corporation, Emeryville, California, for the South Coast  Air Quality Management District, 
Diamond Bar, California (February 2011). 
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4.5 Air Quality Impacts 

4.5.1 Short-Term Impacts 

Project construction activities will generate short-term air quality impacts.  Construction 
emissions can be distinguished as either on-site or off-site.  On-site air pollutant emissions 
would principally consist of exhaust emissions from off-road heavy-duty construction 
equipment, as well as fugitive particulate matter from earthworking and material handling 
operations.  Off-site emissions would result from workers commuting to and from the job site, 
as well as from trucks hauling construction debris for disposal.  

The proposed project would be developed in several phases.  Construction of the project would 
include clearing and grubbing, initial grading and preparation of the entire project site, and 
building of basic infrastructure to support subsequent development. The hotel and other 
structures would be built in phases, and would be followed by commercial and school facilities.  
Since detailed design information was not available at the time this document was prepared, 
construction-related emission estimates were based on the construction scenario information 
provided by the project applicant.  Estimates of the types and numbers of pieces of equipment 
anticipated in each phase of construction and development were based on equipment 
requirements of similar construction projects.  Pollutant emissions would vary from day to day 
depending on the intensity and type of construction activity.   

Project construction emissions were estimated using the construction module CalEEMod.27 For 
the purpose of this analysis, it was estimated that the construction of the proposed project would 
begin in January 2011 and take 24 months.  A maximum of four and eight pieces of 
construction equipment were assumed to be operating simultaneously in a given day in the site 
grading and building construction phases, respectively.  In addition, eight additional pieces of 
paving equipment were assumed when paving and building construction would occur on the 
same schedule.  The types and numbers of pieces of equipment anticipated in each phase of 
construction and development were estimated based on equipment requirements of similar 
construction projects. Construction-related emission estimates were based on the default 
construction scenario information in CalEEMod. The VOC content limits for coatings, as 
specified in ICAPCD Rule 424, were used to calculate VOC emissions from architectural 
coating operations.  The estimated emissions are presented in Table 6 (Maximum Daily 
Construction Emissions).  Modeling assumptions and output files are provided in Appendix A. 

                                                 
27  California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Users Guide, Version 2011.1 Appendix D Default Tables.  

Prepared by ENVIRON International Corporation, Emeryville, California, for the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, Diamond Bar, California (February 2011). 
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Table 6 - Maximum Daily Construction Emissions 

Construction Activity Maximum Emissions (lbs/day) 
ROG NOx CO PM10 

Maximum Cumulative Emissions 15.99 88.68 64.71 46.77 

Construction Activities 
Paving, 

Building, 
Coating 

 

Building, 
Fine 

Grading 

Building, 
Fine 

Grading 

Building, 
Fine 

Grading 
ICAPCD Significance Thresholds 75 100 550 150 
Significant (Yes or No) No No No No 

Source:  Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1). 

Commercial projects whose emissions are below the ICAPCD’s significance thresholds must 
comply with the latest rules adopted for the control of fugitive dust.  In addition, the ICAPCD 
requires the use of “standard” mitigation measures for construction equipment and fugitive dust, 
as listed in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook.28  The ICAPCD standard mitigation measures for 
the project’s construction are presented in Section 5.1. 

Please note that implementation of required mitigation measures does not exempt the project 
from compliance with ICAPCD rules and regulations.  The project proponent will have to 
comply with all the requirements of the ICAPCD’s rules and regulations, specifically those of 
Regulation VIII.  Regulation VIII applies to any activity or man-made condition capable of 
generating fugitive dust, and requires the use of reasonably available control measures to 
suppress fugitive dust emissions.    

4.5.2 Long-Term Impacts 
 
The project would generate long-term air quality impacts associated with its operation at project 
occupancy.  The primary source of operational emissions would be vehicle exhaust emissions 
generated from project-induced vehicle trips, known as “mobile source emissions.”  Other 
emissions, identified as “area source emissions,” would be generated from energy consumption 
for water and space heating for the proposed hotel, two restaurants, and office building; 
structural maintenance and landscaping activities; and use of consumer products.  

Operational emissions from the proposed project were estimated using the operational (vehicle) 
and area emissions modules of CalEEMod.  The vehicle trip generation rates of the proposed 
land uses were obtained from the project traffic study, including adjustments for internal and 
passby trips.29  In addition, default values generated by CalEEMod, including the expected 
vehicle fleet mix, and vehicle traveling speed and distance assumptions, were used in the model 
run.  CalEEMod’s default values for temperature for Imperial County were used.   

In accordance with the project traffic study, it is assumed that only Phase I of the project would 
be constructed under the near term condition in 2011-2012.  The model-predicted area source 
and mobile source emissions for Phase I are shown in Table 7 (Daily Project Operational 
                                                 
28 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.  2006. CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  November.  Section 7.1.   
29  Lau, S.  2010.  Holiday Inn Hotel Traffic Impact Study.  Draft Report.  Prepared by ADVANTEC Consulting 

Engineers, Diamond Bar, California for City of Imperial, California (September 2). 
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Emissions in 2015).  Note that the estimated emissions do not include emission reductions per 
incorporation of ICAPCD required operational mitigation measures.  Detailed output sheets are 
provided in Appendix A. 

Table 7 - Daily Project Operational Emissions in Phase I (2012) 

Emissions Source Pollutant (lbs/day) 
ROG NOX CO PM10 

Area Source Emissions 1.19 1.31 7.21 0.02 
Mobile Source Emissions  8.68 29.39 60.88 7.99 
Total Operational Emissions 9.87 30.70 68.09 8.01[m2] 
Thresholds for Tier II 55 55 550 150 
Tier I I I I 

Source: UltraSystems. 

As indicated in Table 7, the long-term project operational emissions of ROG, NOx, CO and 
PM10 would be less than significant.  The ICAPCD therefore requires that “standard” mitigation 
measures for commercial facilities be implemented. These are listed in Section 5.2 of this 
document. 

4.5.3 Sensitive Receptors 

Sensitive receptors are persons who are more susceptible to air pollution than the general 
population, such as children, athletes, the elderly, and the chronically ill.  Examples of land uses 
where substantial numbers of sensitive receptors are often found are schools, daycare centers, 
parks, recreational areas, medical facilities, nursing homes, and convalescent care facilities.  
Residential areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents (including 
children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained 
exposure to pollutants.  The sensitive land uses in the project vicinity are residences on the east 
side of State Route 86.  The nearest sensitive receptor is a home about 295 feet away.  The only 
other sensitive receptor in the area is the Frank M. Wright Middle School, (885 North Imperial 
Avenue), which is about 2,200 feet south of the Project’s southern boundary. 

Short-Term Impacts 

Construction of the proposed project would generate short-term and intermittent emissions.  
With the implementation of required standard construction mitigation measures (See Section 
5.1) specified in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the short-term impacts would be considered 
less than significant.  Although sensitive receptors would be exposed to diesel exhaust, which 
has been associated with lung cancer,30 the duration of exposure would not be sufficient to 
result in a significant cancer risk.  Carcinogenic health risk assessments are based upon an 
assumption of 70 years continuous exposure, while the exposure in the present case would be 
intermittent over a maximum of about ten years.  Therefore, no cancer health risk assessment 
was necessary.  Acute noncancer risk assessments are based upon one-hour maximum 

                                                 
30  California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  1998.  

Part B: Health Risk Assessment for Diesel Exhaust.  May. 
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exposures, but acute reference exposure levels (RELs) for diesel exhaust and diesel particulate 
matter have not been established by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.31  

Long-Term Impacts 
 
Operation of the proposed project would not introduce significant sources of stationary source 
emissions.  (See Table 7).  Area source emissions generated on-site by to operation and 
maintenance of the proposed land uses would be minimal, and would not expose adjacent 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

Future hotel guests and restaurant patrons visiting the proposed project site, and workers in the 
proposed office buildings, would be exposed to toxic air contaminants (TACs), including diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) and some pesticides, from surrounding agricultural operations.  
Exposure levels and consequent health risks could not be estimated from available information.  
However, the area is rapidly converting from agricultural use to other uses, and the long-term 
exposures required for carcinogenic effects are unlikely to occur.  

Operation of the proposed project would increase local vehicle traffic, which may contribute to 
off-site air quality impacts.  The traffic increases in nearby intersections may contribute to 
traffic congestion, which may create “pockets” of CO called hotspots.  These pockets have the 
potential to exceed the State 1-hour standard of 20 ppm and/or the 8-hour standard of 9.0 ppm, 
thus affecting sensitive receptors that are close to these roadways or intersections.  CO hotspots 
typically are found at busy intersections, but can also occur along congested major arterials and 
freeways.  They occur mostly in the early morning hours when winds are stagnant and ambient 
CO concentrations are elevated.  In accordance with the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) CO Protocol,32 CO hotspots are evaluated when a project degrades the 
level of service (LOS) at a nearby signalized intersection to “E” or worse.  Typically, hotspots 
analyses are not performed for unsignalized intersections, which have lower traffic volumes 
than those with signals.  This is particularly the case when a hotspots analysis shows no impacts 
for the most congested, signalized intersections. 

According to the project traffic study,33 the only signalized intersections in the study area are 
State Route 86/15th Street and the intersection of Neckel Road with the proposed “A Street.”  
The State Route 86/15th Street intersection is presently at LOS A and will remain so after Phase 
I of the proposed Project is built.  The Neckel Road/“A Street” intersection will begin at LOS A 
and will continue so until after Phase II is built; it will not degrade to LOS E or worse. 

Finally, the intersection of State Route 86 and Neckel Road, which is presently unsignalized, 
would degrade to LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours at Project buildout.  The 
traffic study proposes a mitigation measure consisting of installing signals at the intersection.  
After mitigation, the LOS at Project buildout would be A. 

                                                 
31  California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, “All Acute 

Reference Exposure Levels developed by OEHHA as of May 2000.  
(www.oehha.ca.gov/air/acute_rels/allAcRELs.html). 

32  California Department of Transportation.  1997. Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol.  
33  Lau, S.  2010.  Holiday Inn Hotel Traffic Impact Study.  Draft Report.  Prepared by ADVANTEC Consulting 

Engineers, Diamond Bar, California for City of Imperial, California (September 2). 
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Given the acceptable level of service at the current and proposed signalized intersections, a 
quantitative CO hotspots analysis is not necessary.  Localized CO concentrations will be less 
than significant.   

4.5.4 Objectionable Odors 
 
Construction activities for the proposed project would generate airborne odors associated with 
the operation of construction vehicles (i.e., diesel exhaust), asphalt paving operations, and the 
application of paints and coatings.  These emissions would occur during daytime hours only, 
and would be isolated to the immediate vicinity of the construction site and activity.  Therefore, 
they would not affect a substantial number of people.  When project construction is completed, 
odors from the proposed uses of the proposed project would not significantly differ from odors 
emanating from typical hotels, restaurants, or office buildings. 

Although the general area of the proposed project is developing rapidly, on-site residents would 
be exposed for at least some time to odors from neighboring agricultural operations.  Finally, no 
wastewater treatment plants or other industrial facilities known to cause odors are within 1,000 
feet of the project site. 

4.5.5 Conformity with Air Quality Management Plan 
 
According to the ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, a Tier I project will not be required to 
develop a comprehensive air quality analysis report.34  As a comprehensive air quality analysis 
report is to include a demonstration of compliance with the most recent ozone air quality 
attainment plan (AQAP) and PM10 state implementation plan (SIP),35 a consistency review is 
not required for the proposed Project.  However, as is discussed below, the proposed Project 
will not conflict with currently adopted air quality management plans. 
 
1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan 
 
As discussed in Section 3.2.3, recent changes to the ozone AQAP have not been adopted.  The 
1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan is still in force. The proposed project is consistent with 
several provisions of the 1991 Plan: 
 

• One of the 1991 Plan’s policies is that “urban growth should occur within the urban 
reserve lines of cities…”  The proposed project is within the City of Imperial, and would 
not be a case of “leapfrog development.” 

 
• The Plan also encourages mixed land use to reduce the requirement for automobile trips.  

The proposed project contains a hotel, restaurants, and office buildings.  Workers in the 
office buildings can walk to lunch at the hotel or the restaurants. 

 

                                                 
34  Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.  2006. CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  November, p. 9. 
35  Ibid., p. 13. 
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State Implementation Plan for PM-10 in the Imperial Valley 
 
By complying with Regulation VIII and the mitigation measures for construction emissions, the 
project will be consistent with the PM-10 emission control strategies prescribed by this plan. 
 
4.5.6 Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Project will begin operations in 2012.  No other developments are planned to come on line 
near the Project.  Given this, the traffic study assumed a background growth factor for traffic in 
the area.  As was shown on Section 4.5.2, regional air pollutant emissions from Project 
operations will be less than significant.  Therefore, cumulative impacts will also be less than 
significant. 

 
5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Required mitigation measures for the project’s construction and operation, as specified by the 
ICAPCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, are listed below. 

5.1 Construction Phase 

In accordance with the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the short-term construction impacts would 
be less than significant upon implementation of the following mitigation measures. 

Standard Mitigation Measures for Construction Combustion Equipment: 

• Use of alternative-fueled or catalyst-equipped diesel construction equipment, including 
all off-road and portable diesel-powered equipment. 

• Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
time of idling to 5 minutes as a maximum. 

• Limit, to the extent feasible, the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the 
amount of equipment in use. 

• Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically-driven equivalents (proved that they 
are not run via portable generator set). 

Standard Mitigation Measures for Fugitive PM10 Control 

• All disturbed areas, including bulk material storage which is not being actively utilized, 
shall be effectively stabilized and visible emissions shall be limited to no greater than 
20% opacity for dust emissions by using water, chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants, 
tarps or other suitable material such as vegetative ground cover. 

• All on-site and off-site unpaved roads will be effectively stabilized and visible emissions 
shall be limited to no greater than 20% opacity for dust emissions by paving, chemical 
stabilizers, dust suppressants, and/or watering. 
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• All unpaved traffic areas one acre or more with 75 or more average vehicle trips per day 
will be effectively stabilized and visible emission shall be limited to no greater than 20% 
opacity for dust emissions by paving, chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants, and/or 
watering. 

• Transported bulk materials shall be completely covered unless six inches of freeboard 
space from the top of the container is maintained with no spillage and loss of bulk 
material.  In addition, the cargo compartment of all haul trucks is to be cleaned and/or 
washed at the delivery site after removal of bulk material. 

• All track-out or carry-out will be cleaned at the end of each workday or immediately 
when mud or dirt extends a cumulative distance of 50 linear feet or more onto a paved 
road within an urban area. 

• Bulk material shall be stabilized prior to handling or at points of transfer with 
application of sufficient water, chemical stabilizers or by sheltering or enclosing the 
operation and transfer line. 

Discretionary Mitigation Measures for Fugitive PM10 Control 

The following measures can be used at the City of Imperial’s discretion, but are not required by 
the ICAPCD. 

• Water exposed soil with adequate frequency to keep it moist. 
• Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible and where feasible. 

• Cover or apply water or chemical suppressants to form and maintain a crust on inactive 
storage piles. 

• All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be completed as soon as 
possible.  In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading 
unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

• Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved 
surface at the construction site. 

• Install wheel washers, rumble gates, provide a gravel pad, or pave the area where 
vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets; or wash off trucks and equipment 
leaving the site. 

5.2 Operational Phase 

The ICAPCD requires implementation of all the standard mitigation measures for a project’s 
operation in order to reduce the air quality impact to an insignificant level.36  These are: 

• Provide on-site bicycle lockers and or/racks for hotel, restaurant, and office building 
employees. 

• Provide on-site eating, refrigeration and food vending facilities to reduce lunchtime 
trips. 

                                                 
36 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.  2007.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  November, p. 10.    
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• Provide shower and locker facilities to encourage employees to bike and/or walk to 
work. 

• Comply with Title 24 requirements for reducing facility energy use. 
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Abstract 

This report presents the results of a cultural resource survey for the 25-acre Alliance 
Regional Center property in the city of Imperial, Imperial County.  The purpose of the 
survey was to identify any cultural resources on the project property and determine if 
they would be impacted by project development. 

No cultural resources are recorded on the project property at the South Coastal 
Information Center. A historic cultural resource consisting of a segment of the Dahlia 
Drain was identified during the survey. The Dahlia Drain runs north-south along the 
eastern edge of the project and was constructed between 1940 and 1959. The Dahlia 
Drain is part of the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) network of canals and drains that bring 
water to the farms and cities of the Imperial Valley. A Department of Parks and 
Recreation Primary Record form was filled out for the canal segment, temporarily 
designated 5919-HJP-1, and submitted to the South Coastal Information Center. The 
completion and submittal of the site form is adequate mitigation to reduce any potential 
impacts from development of the property to below the level of significant impacts. 
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1.0 Management Summary 
A cultural resources survey was conducted on the 25-acre Alliance Center property site 
to determine the presence of cultural resources and determine if they would be impacted 
by the project development. The cultural resources survey included a record search of 
the files at the South Coastal Information Center and an on-foot survey of the property. 

The 25-acre property is in the city of Imperial, on the northwest corner of the intersection 
of Neckel Road and State Route 86. The current project consists of the development of 
approximately eight acres in the southeast corner of the 25-acre property, adjacent to 
the intersection of Neckel Road and State Route 86.  The remainder of the property is 
slated for development in the future. 

The record search at the Southeast Information Center found no previously recorded 
prehistoric or historic sites on the property.  The closest recorded site is CA-IMP-8166, 
the Southern Pacific Railway (Imperial and Gulf Branch), located approximately 
1,900 feet east of the project. 

A letter was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento 
on October 29, 2010, requesting a record search of their Sacred Lands Files. Their 
response on November 2, 2010 stated they had no record of the presence of Native 
American cultural resources in the immediate project area. A list of 12 Native American 
contacts was attached to the NAHC letter and contact letters will be sent to each.    

A field survey was conducted on November 1, 2010, by RECON Archaeologist Harry J. 
Price. The entire property is disturbed, having been farmed in the past. No prehistoric 
cultural resources were found during the survey. A segment of the Imperial Irrigation 
District canal system, consisting of a portion of the Dahlia Drain, runs along the eastern 
edge of the property. The drain segment consists of an open dirt trench approximately 
20 feet wide and 12 feet deep. A dirt service road runs along the western edge of the 
drain.  The drain and road are not considered a significant cultural resource. A California 
Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record form was filled out and submitted 
to the South Coastal Information Center documenting the drain segment. A house dating 
from the latter half of the 20th century is located next to Neckel Road. It is not considered 
a significant cultural resource. 

2.0 Introduction 
The Alliance Regional Center project currently proposes the development of 
approximately eight acres in the southeast corner of the 25-acre property, adjacent to 
the intersection of Neckel Road and State Route 86.  The remainder of the property is 
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slated for development in the future.  Plans for the eight-acre area include a 108 room 
hotel, 10,000 square feet of retail, a Starbucks, fast food restaurants, a restaurant, and 
two office buildings.   

3.0 Project Setting 

3.1 Physical Setting 

The proposed project is located on the northwest corner of the intersection of Neckel 
Road and State Route 86.  The assessor’s parcel numbers (APN) are APN 043-020-
023, APN 043-020-065, and APN 043-020-066.  Figures 1, 2, and 3 show the regional 
location of the project and the project vicinity. The site is in the west ¼ of Section 165, 
Township 15 South, Range 14 East, and the eastern ¼ of Section 135, Township 15 
South, Range 13 East, on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series, El 
Centro, California Quadrangle. 

To the north and west of the property are agricultural fields with a few scattered single-
family residences associated with farms. To the south is a moderately dense residential 
area, and downtown Imperial is about ½ mile south of the property.  There are recent 
residential developments to the northeast and southeast, and the lot directly to the east 
has been graded for development, but only a few houses have been built. Dahlia Drain 
runs along the eastern edge of the property, and the Date Canal runs along the southern 
edge. Dalia Drain is an open ditch, and Date Canal is underground. 

The vegetation on the project property consisted of a combination of native and non-
native plants. The most common native plant on-site is quailbush (Atriplex lentiformis), 
with allscale (Atriplex polycarpus) and four-wing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) also 
present. Dominant non-native plants include foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis ssp. 
rubens) and Canary grass (Plahis minor) (UltraSystems Environmental, Inc. 2010). 

The project property is basically flat, with a barely perceptible drop to the north. It is 
currently fallow agricultural fields, with a single family residence in the south-central 
edge of the property (Photographs 1–4).  Some recent brushing and scraping has taken 
place on the southeastern 1/3 of the property. Elevation is within a few feet of 935 feet 
above mean sea level (AMSL) over the entire property.   
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FIGURE 2

Project Location on USGS Map

Map Source: USGS 7.5 minute topographic map series, EL CENTRO & BRAWLEY quadrangles, T15S R13E & T15S R14E
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FIGURE 3

Aerial Photograph of Project Location
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Image Source: USDA FSA NAIP (flown May 2009)
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PHOTOGRAPH 1
Looking Southwest from the Northeast Corner of the Property

Looking Southeast from the Northwest Corner of the Property
PHOTOGRAPH 2
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PHOTOGRAPH 3
Looking South From the Approximate Center of the Property

PHOTOGRAPH 4
Looking West from the Approximate Center of the Property
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3.2 Cultural Setting 

3.2.1 Early Man 
A very early time of human occupation is posited for the Greater Southwest. This time 
period is represented by the Malpais Complex. The term Malpais was first coined by 
Malcolm Rogers to refer to very heavily patinated and weathered artifacts that he 
reasoned were quite old. Rogers later dropped the term and reclassified these materials 
as San Dieguito I (Rogers 1939). The term was later resurrected by Julian Hayden to 
refer to assemblages of very heavily varnished choppers, scrapers, and other core-
based tools typically found on old desert pavement areas. Malpais materials are posited 
to predate the San Dieguito materials (e.g., Begole 1981; Childers 1980; Hayden 1976). 
Other researchers are quite skeptical of this posited time period (e.g., Schaefer 1994). 

3.2.2 Paleoamerican Period 
The Paleoamerican Period is thought to date from around 12,000 years before the 
present (B.P.) to 7,500 B.P., but is poorly documented in southern California. The 
assemblage and site patterning suggests highly mobile groups with a focus on big game 
hunting. The earliest part of the Paleoamerican Period is represented by the Fluted Point 
Tradition. In the far west, the Fluted Point Tradition contains many of the artifact types 
found in the assemblage of the San Dieguito/Lake Mojave Complex, namely flaked 
stone crescents, gravers, perforators, scrapers, and choppers (Moratto 1984:93). 

The San Dieguito-Lake Mojave Complex is thought to have existed during a time of 
greater effective moisture than present in southeastern California (Warren and Crabtree 
1986). The assemblage consists of heavy percussion, core- and flake-based tools: 
domed and keeled choppers, planes, and scrapers. One also finds light-percussion 
flaked spokeshaves, flaked-stone crescentics, leaf-shaped projectile points, and the 
distinctive Lake Mojave and Silver Lake stemmed projectile points. Fluted points are also 
occasionally found on Lake Mojave-San Dieguito surface sites. The assemblage 
suggests subsistence was focused on big game, while the settlement system consisted 
of relatively high residential mobility (Moratto 1984; Warren and Crabtree 1986:184). 

3.2.3 Archaic Period 
The Archaic Period is characterized by two archaeological complexes. The earliest is the 
Pinto Complex (7000 to 4000 B.P.). This was defined by Campbell and Campbell (1935) 
in Pinto Basin, north of Joshua Tree National Monument. The Amargosa or Gypsum 
Complex is found in the late Archaic (4000 to 1500 B.P.). 
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Beginning with the Pinto Complex, there is an apparent shift to a more generalized 
economy and a gradually increased emphasis on the exploitation of plant resources. 
Metates are reasonably abundant for the first time in the cultural sequence. The ground 
stone artifacts associated with this complex are typically thin slabs with smooth, nearly 
flat, highly polished surfaces. However, at the Stahl Site near Little Lake in eastern 
California, basin metates are noted (Warren and Crabtree 1986:187). Projectile points 
are still relatively abundant in the Pinto Complex, suggesting a continued dependence 
on big game hunting. The mixed core-based tool assemblage of the Pinto Complex may 
indicate a range of adaptations to a more diversified set of plant and animal resources 
brought about by a generalized desiccating trend in the west, occasionally punctuated by 
more mesic times.  

The following Gypsum Complex is characterized by the presence of fine, pressure-flaked 
Elko and Humboldt series and Gypsum-type projectile points. The assemblage also 
contains leaf-shaped points; rectangular-based knives; flake scrapers; T-shaped drills; 
and occasional large scraper-planes, choppers, and hammerstones. Manos and basin 
metates become relatively common and the mortar and pestle were introduced late in 
the complex (Warren 1984:416). The fluorescence of tool types and the refinement of 
milling equipment suggest a more generalized and effective adaptation to desert 
conditions in the Greater Southwest. From the Grand Canyon area, southern Nevada, 
and the California deserts, one finds pictographs of mountain sheep and rabbits and 
split-twig figurines suggesting a widespread hunting ritual complex from these times 
(Warren and Crabtree 1986:187-189).  

3.2.4 Late Prehistoric Period 
This period, the local manifestations of which are often called the Patayan Pattern or 
Patayan Complex (1500 to 450 B.P.), is characterized by dramatic cultural change and a 
dramatically expanded population in the Salton Trough. Paddle and anvil pottery was 
introduced, probably from Mexico by way of the Hohokam culture of the middle Gila 
River area (Schroeder 1975, 1979; Rogers 1945). A subsistence shift from hunting and 
gathering of desert and river resources (Patayan I) to floodplain horticulture (Patayan II) 
took place at this time along the Colorado River and perhaps along the Alamo River and 
New River. During this period, the bow and arrow were also introduced (at approximately 
A.D. 700). Burial practices also shifted from inhumations to cremations. Numerous trails 
which appear to date to this period throughout the Colorado Desert suggest the growing 
importance of long and short distance travel for trading expeditions, religious activities, 
visiting, and warfare. Other culture traits generally associated with the Patayan Complex 
include increasingly elaborate kinship systems, rock art, including ground figures, and 
expanded trading networks (Davis 1961; McGuire 1982). Cottonwood Triangular series 
projectile points and Desert Side-notched Series projectile points, signifying the advent 
of the bow and arrow, and Lower Colorado Buffware pottery appear at approximately the 
same time, about A.D. 700 in the Colorado Desert (Waters 1982). Cottonwood Series 
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points may predate the Desert Side-notched Series and the advent of pottery (Warren 
1984:423). Tizon Brownware appears somewhat later at approximately A.D. 1000 in the 
mountains and foothills west of the Salton Basin. 

The settlement system of the early Patayan (Patayan I ca. A.D. 700-1000) on the eastern 
Colorado Desert is characterized by small mobile groups living in dispersed seasonal 
settlements along the Colorado River. The Patayan II (ca. A.D. 1000-1500) economic 
system along the Colorado River was based on floodplain horticulture (Baksh 1994:18; 
Forde 1931:112; Kroeber 1925:736). Based on ethnographic data, it is inferred that 
gathering wild plant resources still contributed more to the native diet than cultigens 
among these horticulturalists (Castetter and Bell 1951:238). Domesticated plants 
included maize (mostly a white variety for making flour), tepari beans, squash, pumpkin, 
and gourds. Some grasses were also planted (Castetter and Bell 1951, Forde 1931:113-
114). 

The dietary staple throughout the Late Prehistoric Period was probably the same as for 
the Ethnographic Period: mesquite (both honey mesquite and screwbean mesquite). 
Palo verde, Palo fierro (ironwood), and grasses were also important to the native people 
(Bee 1983:86; Castetter and Bell 1951, Forde 1931). These various plants also 
constituted the primary foods for the hunting and gathering people who lived in or visited 
the Salton Basin away from the Colorado River. 

During the Patayan I and II a very large freshwater lake, Lake Cahuilla, filled the Salton 
Basin from time to time. What Lake Cahuilla meant in terms of human population 
movements, economic adaptations, and settlement systems is still a matter of debate. 
There are two basic positions. Wilke (1978) developed his model based primarily on 
coprolite evidence from the northern shoreline of Lake Cahuilla. This dietary evidence 
suggested a year-round occupation based on exploiting marsh plants, fish, waterfowl, 
and other lacustrine resources. He argued that the Lake Cahuilla shoreline was relatively 
stable with rich freshwater marsh environments. He argued that this led to relatively 
large, permanent human populations, whose economic focus was on lacustrine 
resources. Weide developed a contrasting model based on a comparison of evaporation 
rates and the fluctuations in the flow of the Colorado River (Weide 1976). He suggested 
that the shoreline must have varied dramatically, and this would have prevented the 
development of productive freshwater marsh environments. He believes that the lake 
was rarely or never stable enough to develop rich lacustrine resources necessary to 
support permanent populations or sedentary village life. 

4.0 Archival Research 
A record search was conducted at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) to 
determine the extent of previous archaeological work in the project area and is included 
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as Confidential Attachment 1. The boundary of the record search was a one-mile radius 
around the project property. No previously recorded prehistoric or historic sites are 
recorded on the project property. The closest recorded site is CA-IMP-8166, the 
Southern Pacific Railway (Imperial and Gulf Branch), located approximately 1,900 feet 
east of the project. The other trinomial site within the record search boundary is CA-IMP-
5979, the Old Imperial Cemetery. It is located approximately 3,500 feet northeast of the 
project. The site form, filled out in 1984, states that the cemetery site had been brushed, 
which had removed all the wooden grave markers. The cover letter and previously 
recorded resources maps are included as Confidential Attachment 1. 

A letter was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento 
on October 29, 2010, requesting a record search of their Sacred Lands Files. A reply 
was received on November 2, 2010. The NAHC files did not indicate the presence of 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The letter is included 
as Attachment 1.  Letters will be sent to the eight groups listed on the contact sheet 
informing them of the project. 

5.0 Methods 
RECON archaeologist Harry J. Price conducted the cultural resources survey on 
November 1, 2010. The property was surveyed in a series of parallel transects. 
Transects were 12-15 meters apart.  This spacing was considered adequate because of 
ground visibility and the disturbed nature of the property.  Ground visibility varied 
considerably over the property.  The southeastern 1/3 of the property had been scraped 
of vegetation, and a small amount of grading had taken place.  Ground visibility in this 
area was 100 percent (Photograph 5). Ground visibility in the southwestern 1/3 of the 
property was mostly 90 percent, with little ground cover in most of the area, but some 
patches of dense saltbush scrub next to the western project boundary that completely 
obscured the ground. Ground visibility in the northern 1/3 of the property was restricted 
by saltbush scrub of varying density (Photograph 6).  A large patch of saltbush, 
approximately 425 feet by 200 feet, in the north-central section was basically 
impenetrable. Only small trails through this area could be surveyed. On the east and 
west of this patch the saltbush was less dense, and there were large areas of bare dirt. 
Ground visibility in these areas probably averaged 75 percent.  Much of the ungraded 
area showed evidence of ponding water in the past. 



PHOTOGRAPH 5
Looking East from the Approximate Center of the Property Showing 

the Excellent Ground Visibility in the Cleared Areas

PHOTOGRAPH 6
View of Typical Ground Cover in Much 

of the Northern Third of the Property
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6.0 Survey Results 
The entire 25 acre parcel has been farmed in the past.  Currently, the property is fallow, 
but faint traces of furrows remain, and there are numerous patches of salts on the 
surface, the results of irrigation. As noted above, the southeastern 1/3 of the property 
had been scraped of vegetation and a small amount of grading had taken place. There is 
a small house and storage shed on the southern edge of the property, approximately 
275 feet west of the intersection of Neckel Road and State Route 86. A north-south row 
of trees extends along a lot line about 85 feet east of the house. 

No previously unrecorded prehistoric cultural resources were found during the survey. A 
historic cultural resource consisting of a segment of the Dahlia Drain was identified 
during the survey. The Dahlia Drain runs north-south along the eastern edge of the 
project. The Dahlia Drain is part of the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) network of canals 
and drains that bring water to the farms and cities of the Imperial Valley. The drain is dirt 
without a concrete lining and is trapezoidal in cross section (Photograph 7).  The top is 
approximately 22 feet wide, the sides slant in at about a 50 degree angle, and it is 
approximately 12 feet deep.  The width at the bottom is unknown, as the canal is 
partially filled with water. There are no headgates or other concrete structures 
associated with the drain on the project property. The drain flows under Neckel Road in 
a culvert. A dirt maintenance road runs along the western edge of the canal.  It is 
approximately 20 feet wide and raised above the adjacent agricultural field about 
three feet.  The drain and service road segments have been given the temporary 
designation 5919-HJP-1.  The Dahlia Drain was constructed sometime between 1940 
and 1959, based on comparison of the USGS El Centro quad maps of those dates, and 
is at least 50 years old.  Because it is a dirt canal, it has been cleared of vegetation on a 
regular basis. The road is probably at least partially constructed of dredging from the 
drain. 

The IID has played a significant role in the development and importance of agriculture in 
the Imperial Valley. The water supplied by the IID has allowed the Imperial Valley to 
become a major factor in the agricultural economy of California. As a result of their 
importance in the development of agriculture, the IID canal system has also played a 
significant role in the development of El Centro and the surrounding agriculture-based 
communities in the valley. The canal system also furnishes the vast majority of the water 
for residential and commercial uses in the Imperial Valley.   

The small, rectangular, wood-frame house on the property measures 24 feet by 32 feet, 
with two additions on the back (north) end. It has a medium pitch front-back gabled roof 
with open eaves and exposed rafters. The roof is covered with composition shingles. 
The house is covered with shiplap wood siding and rests on a concrete foundation 
(whether wall or slab could not be determined). There is a centrally placed door with a 
window on either side on the front façade (Photograph 8). The windows have large,  



PHOTOGRAPH 7
Dahlia Drain Segment on the Eastern Edge of 
the Property, Looking North from Neckel Road
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PHOTOGRAPH 8
Front (South) Façade of the House

PHOTOGRAPH 9
Rear (North) Façade of the House
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diamond-shaped panes set in a fixed wood sash with a wood frame.  The door also has 
large diamond shaped panes in the top half. There is a three-foot-wide concrete porch 
that runs across the entire front, covered by a shed roof. The east facade has 
three wood framed windows of different sizes. The panes of these windows do not 
match the front windows. There are numerous cuts in the siding, some possibly for 
removed or resized windows, and others for unknown purposes. The rear (south) façade 
has a centrally located door and a single window to the left of the door. There is a 
10 foot by 14 foot uncovered slab porch on the left side. An addition extends off the right 
(west) half of the rear (Photograph 9). The addition appears to have been built in 
two phases. The first addition measures approximately 12 feet by 10 feet, with a gabled 
roofline. This addition is covered with shiplap siding similar to the main house and has a 
single wood frame window. The second addition extends off the right (west) side of the 
first addition, and measures approximately 14 feet wide by 21 feet deep. It has a shed 
roof slanting to the west, coming off the ridgeline of the first addition roof. Two walls of 
this addition are covered with shiplap siding, and one is covered with 4 feet by 8 feet 
sheet siding with a pressed tongue and groove pattern. There is a single window in this 
addition on the south façade.  The west façade of the original house has three wood 
frame windows of different sizes.  This façade also has numerous cuts in the siding.  

The house shows up on the 1959 and on the 1940 USGS El Centro quad maps.  
Although the house is over 50 years old, the extent of alterations has severely 
compromised the historic integrity of the original structure, and the house is not 
considered a significant historic resource.   

A sparse scatter of trash is spread across much of the northern 1/3 of the property. 
Material observed dated from the second half of the 20th century and consists of 
household trash such as ceramics, glass, cut bone, and some wood, plastic, and a little 
metal.  The trash deposit does not appear to be a primary deposit associated with the 
house on the property, since the trash appears to begin about 600 feet north of the back 
of the house.  It seems unlikely that the residents of the house would be throwing trash 
in their agricultural fields.  If the trash was deposited before the property was farmed, it 
would most likely be closer to the house and much more concentrated.  Farming 
equipment, although it does spread material, would not spread it as widely or as evenly 
as this trash is spread.  The material seen has been extensively broken up, with few 
pieces more than two square inches in size.  This also does not look like material from a 
primary trash deposit that has been spread by farming.  It seems most likely that the 
trash is a secondary deposit that has been brought in with dirt and spread across the 
northern end of the property. The trash is not considered a significant cultural resource.     
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7.0 Management Considerations  
No prehistoric cultural resources were found during the field survey of the project 
property and there are none listed at the South Coastal Information Center. One historic 
cultural resource, a section of the Dahlia Drain, was found during the survey. The drain 
is part of the IID canal system. Current development plans show the portion of the Dahlia 
Drain within the eight-acre phase 1 development area as being impacted. Although not 
stated, it is assumed the drain will be covered with a concrete roof or the existing ditch 
will be replaced with a culvert. In either case, the existing drain segment will be impacted 
by development.   

The Dahlia drain segment, 5919-HJP-1, does not qualify itself under any of the four 
CEQA criteria for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources.  However, 
the individual elements of the IID canal system do contribute to the importance of the 
system as a whole, and information on these elements contribute to knowledge of the 
system as a whole.  RECON has filled out a California Department of Parks and 
Recreation Primary Site Form for the drain and service road on the property and 
submitted it to the South Coastal Information Center, so the information on these pieces 
of the system will be available in the future. A copy of the form is included as 
Attachment 2. 

While the canals have not been routinely recorded or registered as historic elements of 
the IID canal system, and may not exhibit physical features that qualify as a historical 
resource under CEQA, they are the most important contributing part of the infrastructure 
needed for the successful development of the valley. Only the portions of the overall 
canal system within the project will be affected, and minor impacts are not likely to be 
detrimental to the historic integrity of the entire canal system.  Also, as it is unlikely that 
the IID system will be looked at as a whole in any future project, recordation of the 
individual segments on a project-by-project basis will be the main means of recording 
the IID system. 

RECON recommends no additional cultural resource work for this project.  
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8.0 Certification and Project Staff 
This report was prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
and with policies and procedures of the City of El Centro. To the best of our knowledge, 
the statements and information contained in this report are accurate.  

   
 Harry J. Price Jr., Project Archaeologist 
 

The following individuals participated in the field tasks or preparation of this report. 
Resumes for key personnel are included as Attachment 3.  

Harry Price   Project Archaeologist and Report Author 
Vince Martinez  Graphic Illustrator 
Steven Gaughran  Production Specialist 
Sean Bohac   GIS Specialist 
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State of California ⎯ The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   

PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial   
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page  1  of  3 *Resource Name or #:  5919-HJP-1 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication     Unrestricted *a. County:  Imperial 
and (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 

    *b.  USGS 7.5' Quad:  El Centro Date: 1979 T 15S ; R  14E ;  W ¼ of Sec 165     and  T 
15S ;R  13E   E ¼ of Sec 135;  S.B.   B.M. 
 c.  Address:  1596 South Fourth Street (SR-86) City:  El Centro Zip:   
 d.  UTM:  Zone:  11 ; 0633819mE / 3636613mN (paper)  
 e.  Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) Elevation:  
APN 043-020-023.  The segment of the Dahlia Drain and road begin at the intersectin of Neckel Road and State Route 86, on the 
west side of State Route 86. It extends north from the intersection 1320 feet. Elevation is approximatley 65 feet above mean sea 
level.  

*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)   
The sectin of Dahlia Drain within the project is dirt, without a concrete lining and is trapezoidal in cross section.  The top is 
approximately 22 feet wide, the sides slant in at about a 50 degree angle, and it is approximately 12 feet deep.  The width at the 
bottom is unknown, as the canal is partially filled with water. There are no headgates or other concrete structures associated with 
the drain on the project property. The drain flows under Neckel Road in a culvert. A dirt maintenance road runs along the western 
edge of the canal.  It is approximately 20 feet wide and raised above the adjacent agricultural field about 3 feet.  The drain and 
service road segments have been given the temporary designation 5919-HJP-1.  The Dahlia Drain was constructed sometime 
between 1940 and 1959, based on comparison of the USGS El Centro quad maps of those dates, and is at least 50 years old.  
Because it is a dirt canal, the canal has been cleared of vegetation on a regular basis. The road is probably at least partially 
constructed of dredging from the drain..* 
 
P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)  HP-20  Canal/aqurduct 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building ⌧Structure Object Site District Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: (View, 
date, accession  
 

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: ⌧Historic  

Prehistoric Both 
 

*P7.  Owner and Address:   
Oasis Growth Partners 
2275 Huntington Dr. #534 
San Marino, CA 91108 
 *P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, 
and address)   
H. Price, RECON Environmental 
1927 Fifth Ave. 
San Diego CA 92101 

*P9.  Date Recorded:   
November 2010 
*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe)  
Phase 1 foot survey  
 

*P11.  Report Citation: (Cite survey 
report and other sources, or enter "none.")  
Cultural resource Survey for the 
Alliance Regiional Center, City of 

Imperial Imperial County, California. RECON  Harry J Price. 
 
*Attachments: NONE  ⌧Location Map  Sketch Map  ⌧Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record 

Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record  Photograph Record   Other (List):  

 
 
 
 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 

P5a.   See Continuatin page for photograph 



State of California ⎯ The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#   

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial   
Page 2  of  3  *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder)  5919-HJP-1 
 
*Recorded by:  H. Price *Date: 12/17/08 ⌧ Continuation  Update 
 

 

Photograph 1  
Looking north along 
Dahlia Drain. 
Service road is on 
the left (west) and 
SR 86 is on the right 
(east). 
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Sean Bohac, GISP 
GIS Analyst 

 

 
Experience Summary 
Mr. Bohac has over seven years of geographic information systems 
(GIS) experience. He works closely with RECON biologists, 
archaeologists, and environmental analysts to compile, analyze, 
and synthesize data from various sources including data generated 
from the field using global positioning system (GPS) technology, 
digital engineering drawings, and data created through digitizing 
and other secondary sources.  

Through Mr. Bohac’s project experience working with federal 
agencies, he has demonstrated experience documenting 
geographic and spatial information in a manner consistent with 
those standards published by the Federal Geographic Data 
Committee (FGDC) in "Contents Standards for Digital Geospatial 
Metadata." 

Prior to joining RECON, Mr. Bohac worked with the City of San 
Diego, Metro Wastewater Department where he provided GIS 
technical services to Stormwater Department and led the formation 
of a GIS team for the Department Emergency Operations Center. 
He also contributed datasets to a regional data warehouse 
(SanGIS) used by local and regional government agencies and 
private companies. Mr. Bohac also worked with the City of San 
Diego, GIS Manager, where he utilized ArcMap v3, 8 & 9 with 
Spatial Analyst, Maplex, and ArcIMS to support City-wide projects, 
and was assigned to the Fire Department’s emergency response 
center GIS team for the 2003 Cedar Fire.  

In 2002, Mr. Bohac coordinated with Sen. Barbara Boxer and the 
Sierra Club to provide official maps for California Wild Heritage Act 
(S. 2535) designating proposed wilderness areas and Wild and 
Scenic rivers in San Diego County. 

 

Wetland Weed Plan for Camp Pendleton, San Diego, CA  
Using large-scale field maps and sub-meter accuracy GPS units, 
Mr. Bohac compiled a geodatabase and map set of exotic weeds 
found in all eight of Camp Pendleton’s major wetlands areas. The 
geodatabase delivered was SDS-FIE compliant. He designed map 
symbology for the project to clearly show multiple feature symbols 
in a single map.  

BLM Yuma Draft Resource Management Plan/Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP/DEIS), Yuma, AZ 
Mr. Bohac was responsible for organizing and completing overall 
map and data production for all figures in the RMP.  This included 
compiling and creating new data to represent management 

Highlights 
 GPS mapping and 

GIS analysis 
 ArcGIS 9.3 

Experience: 
8 years 

Education: 
B.S., Biology, The 
Evergreen State College, 
Olympia, WA, 1998 
GIS Certificate Program, 
Mesa College, San Diego, 
CA, 2002 

Permits/Trainings: 
ArcGIS-ArcINFO with 
Spatial Analyst, Maplex, 
Model Builder & 
Geodatabase 

Affiliations: 
San Diego Mountain 
Rescue Team, 2000 – 
2006 (NASAR, MRA) 
San Diego Chapter Sierra 
Club GIS team 
contributing member, 
2001- 2002 
The Nature Conservancy 
Sierra Club 
URISA San Diego 
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decisions, and designing cartographic representations while 
working within BLM mapping standards. He facilitated final data set 
production and delivery. He also developed an automated reporting 
tool in MS Access to help categorize, summarize and produce final 
reports of comments during the Comment Analysis process. 

2005-2007 Gnatcatcher Survey, MCAS Miramar, CA 
As project GIS Analyst, Mr. Bohac worked closely with the lead 
biologist to analyze habitat and determine coastal California 
gnatcatcher use areas on MCAS Miramar. The coastal California 
gnatcatcher has been listed as a Species of Special Concern in 
California and was listed as Threatened by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in 1993 (USFWS 1993). 

Eastern San Diego County Resource Management Plan(RMP) 
and Record of Decision (ROD) El Centro, CA 
Mr. Bohac had a dual role in this RMP and ROD production 
process. During the public comment period, he served as a First 
Reader. He also customized a MS Access database and MS Excel 
worksheet to streamline the comment entry process. His expertise 
in GIS was used to edit and produce final figures and datasets for 
the ROD.  

BLM South Coast Draft Resource Management Plan (DRMP), 
Palm Springs, CA 
Working with environmental planners and soil resource specialists, 
Mr. Bohac designed maps and created spatial data to support and 
inform management decisions.  This included compiling and 
creating new data that spanned broad regions and multiple soil 
surveys. He also utilized topology tools as part of the QA/QC 
process.  

Delmarva Fox Squirrel HCP, Sussex County, DE 
Mr. Bohac is a supporting analyst for this habitat-based, 
programmatic HCP focusing on impacts from development, 
transportation construction, and timber harvests of forest habitat for 
federally listed species, particularly the Delmarva fox squirrel. He 
contributed data through aerial image interpretation. 

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan, San Diego, CA 
Mr. Bohac provided GIS analysis for the Sycamore Landfill Master 
Plan through many development plan iterations. His careful 
attention to detail helped translate changes from engineering 
drawings to data for biological technical reporting. 

Otay Mesa Community Plan Update, San Diego, CA 
Mr. Bohac was responsible for all GIS mapping and analysis for this 
project. His efforts included interpretation and conversion of CAD 
data and all aspects of geographic analysis. The study identified 
environmental resources and constraints in the community plan 
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area. He coordinated with project biologists and other partners to 
complete two drafts of this Plan Update for the City of San Diego. 
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Photovoltaic (PV) Solar Installation Planning, San Diego, CA  
Prior to joining RECON, Mr. Bohac coordinated with the City of San 
Diego and the San Diego Regional Energy Office to estimate the 
PV potential energy for all commercial and industrial building roofs 
within the city. He managed the creation of a database of over 
15,000 building footprints and used GIS tools to estimate the 
potential PV energy value per year for each parcel based on 
existing structures. 

Wastewater Department Ops Center GIS Team Leader, San 
Diego, CA 
Mr. Bohac drew from his experience and efforts in response to 
Hurricane Katrina in 2005 and the San Diego County Cedar Fire in 
2003 to help the Wastewater Department integrate a GIS team into 
their Emergency Operations Center. He guided the development of 
real-time GIS mapping and query capability for a broad range of 
emergencies. He also participated as a GIS analyst in city-wide 
emergency drills. 

GIS Facility Inventory Projects, San Diego, CA 
Mr. Bohac took part in many GIS-based facility inventory projects 
for the city of San Diego. He contributed to city-wide datasets for 
stormwater drain features, fiber-optic cable network, steep canyon 
areas, parking meters, downtown parking zones, and irrigated lands 
vegetation. These projects involved aerial photograph 
interpretation, CADD data conversion and interpretation, as well as 
field reconnaissance. 

Naval Base Point Loma Wetland Delineation, San Diego, CA 
Mr. Bohac used many sources of data creation in this base-wide 
wetland delineation. In completing this project we collected data 
using sub-meter accuracy GPS units, used ‘heads-up’ digitizing on 
aerial photography, imported digital engineering drawings, and used 
pre-existing regional spatial databases. He also designed map 
elements to clearly show many similar features in close proximity.  

 



 

 

Vince Martinez 
Graphic Designer 

Experience Summary 
Mr. Martinez has nine years of experience and specializes in 
creating, editing, and assisting in all in-house graphic and web 
design needs. Using Adobe software, such as InDesign, he creates 
graphic layouts for reports and proposals, large format poster 
artwork for industry and professional conferences, and assists in 
the design of geographical images, maps, and illustrations. Mr. 
Martinez provides media digitization including maps and 
photographs pertaining to projects taken on by RECON. In 
addition, he provides design for the company website and client 
websites consisting of data researched and compiled by RECON. 

Mr. Martinez is experienced in all graphic design programs 
including: Adobe InDesign, Photoshop, Illustrator, Flash, 
Dreamweaver, and Autodesk Viz. He is also experienced in ESRI 
ArcGIS. 

 
Mr. Martinez’s representative experience includes the 
following projects: 

♦ Pima County MSCP/EIS, Pima County AZ 

♦ BLM El Centro Field Office Imperial Sand Dunes Recreation 
Area Management Plan/EIS, El Centro, CA 

♦ Naval Base Point Loma and Naval Base San Diego Integrated 
Natural Resource Management Plans (INRMP) and NEPA EAs, 
CA (for U.S. Navy, Southwest Division) 

♦ Archstone Mission Gorge Redevelopment EIR, San Diego, CA 

♦ Fireman's Fund Campus Redevelopment Project, Commons at 
Mt Burdell, Novato, CA  

♦ Lower Colorado River Cultural Landscape Study and Sears 
Point Ethnography Study, Yuma, AZ 

♦ Hazard Center Redevelopment EIR, Mission Valley, CA 

♦ SDCWA Master Restoration Plan for work within Mission Trails 
Regional Park, San Diego, CA 

♦ Otay Valley Regional Park Trails Project, San Diego, CA 

Experience Highlights 

 Expert in Adobe, 
InDesign 

 Specializes in creating 
professional page 
layouts, graphics, & 
maps, for environmental 
documents 

Experience 
9 years 
Education 
B.A. Art, (emphasis graphic 
design), San Diego State 
University, 2001 
Permits/Trainings 
Adobe CS Software Training 
Professional Affiliations  
American Institute of 
Graphic Arts 
San Diego Asian Film 
Foundation 



 

 

Harry Price 
Archaeologist/Architectural Historian 

Experience Summary 
Mr. Price is an experienced archaeologist in the areas of 
excavation, site mapping, soil profiling, column sampling, surface 
collection, and field reconnaissance. He serves as field crew 
supervisor, conducts field surveys, provides illustration of artifacts, 
and prepares maps of archaeological sites.  

Mr. Price’s archaeological duties include organizing personnel and 
equipment for work in the field, daily assignment of duties to field 
crew, daily field notes on progress and results, site sampling 
strategy (i.e., shovel tests, 1x1-meter units, trenching), placement 
of sample unites, and site mapping. Mr. Price has experience in 
Historic American Building Survey (HABS) and Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation for historic structures.  
He has performed historic building evaluations and archival 
research for many historic structures in the San Diego area and is 
familiar with the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) 
and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility 
requirements. Mr. Price is on the County of San Diego’s Qualified 
Consultants List for the fields of Historic Resources and 
Archaeology.  

 
Historic Building Survey of the Escondido Mutual Water 
District Shop/Warehouse, Escondido, CA 
Archival photographic research on history of a half round metal 
building constructed by the Escondido Water Districts to determine 
its significance under CEQA and City of Escondido Guidelines. 

Historic Building Survey of Four Buildings on South Orange 
Avenue, Escondido, CA 
Project Architectural Historian for this redevelopment project in 
Escondido. Responsible for background research, on-site current 
conditions survey, and buildings evaluation report with mitigation 
recommendations for these four buildings (three residences and an 
outbuilding) built between 1930 and 1960. The evaluation included 
archival, aerial photography and architectural research following 
CEQA and City of Escondido Guidelines. 

Historic Building Survey on West San Ysidro Boulevard, City 
of San Diego, CA 
Building was a single family residence constructed in 1920’s and 
extensively modified.  Evaluation was requested by City of San 
Diego as part of environmental document for multi-family 
residences on the property. 

Highlights 
 Field surveying, 

excavation, and 
monitoring  

 Experience evaluating 
properties for the NRHP 

Experience: 
35 years 

Education: 
B.A., Anthropology, San 
Diego State University, 1976 

Certifications/Trainings: 
County of San Diego 
Approved CEQA 
Consultants List – 
Archaeological and Historic 
Resources 

Qualified Archaeological 
Monitor, City of San Diego 

Archaeological Field 
Training at Bancroft Ranch 
House and San Diego 
Presidio 

Riverside County Cultural 
Sensitivity Training Course, 
Register No. 241 
California BLM Cultural 
Resource Use Permit No. 
CA-08-16 
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Historic American Building Survey (HABS) for the Descanso 
Ranger Station, Engine Garage, San Diego County, CA 
Completed HABS documentation of the wood frame building 
including photography, sketches, and archival research to meet 
HABS level documentation determined necessary before 
destruction of the building. 

Evaluation of Apartment/Day School at 4153 4th Avenue, San 
Diego, CA 
Took photos and performed basic research to determine 
construction dates and original use of three buildings in Hillcrest 
area of San Diego for City staff to use to determine level of 
additional documentation required for redevelopment plan by 
UCSD. 

National Register Evaluation/Documentation of Schwanbeck’s 
Store, Crossroads, CA 
Scope of project was to do a HABS level documentation of store 
remains for archival purposes as the resource was in declining 
condition.  

Cultural Resource Survey of the Borrego Valley Airport 
Improvement sites, Borrego Springs, County of San Diego 
Department of Public Works Environmental Services, CA 
For this County of San Diego project, Mr. Price served as project 
archaeologist responsible for conducting a pedestrian survey, 
technical report, construction monitoring, and monitoring report of 
improvement areas at the airport. 

La Cresta Cultural Resources Test Excavations,  
San Diego, CA 
Project archaeologist responsible for testing and site survey and 
recordation for this project. Testing of the site consisted of ten STP 
and eight soil profiles. The purpose of the STPs was to identify the 
presence or absence of cultural material and thus determine if any 
cultural resources had been disturbed during the flood control 
activities conducted by the County of San Diego Department of 
Public Works. 

Historical Resources Survey for the Mission Gorge Superior 
Mine Reclamation Master Development Plan, City of San 
Diego, CA 
Project Archaeologist responsible for conducting record search, 
directing the field effort, and writing the technical report with 
mitigation recommendations for this 395-acre. redevelopment 
project in Mission Gorge.  Included the relocation and evaluation 
several segments of the Old Mission Flume, a City, State, and 
Federally listed historical resource. 
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Cultural Resources Survey of the Goddard Residence 
Property, Harbison Canyon, County of San Diego, CA 
Cultural resource survey of 17 acre parcel for construction of 
house. Project included testing of small site on property, evaluation 
of remains of old house, recommendations for avoidance of 
resources. 

Cultural Resource Survey of the Alvarado Apartments Project, 
San Diego, CA 
Cultural resources survey of 9.9 acre developed property for 
redevelopment of apartment complex. Project included survey and 
report of negative findings. 

Representative Projects 
♦ Monitoring for the San Dieguito Lagoon Restoration Project, 

Del Mar, City of San Diego, CA 
♦ Monitoring for the Arbor Terrace Project, North Park, City of 

San Diego, CA 
♦ Monitoring for a Portion of the West Clusters Development 

Grading, Black Mountain Ranch, San Diego, CA 
♦ Monitoring for the Veterinary Specialty Hospital Grading, 

Sorrento Valley, San Diego, CA 
♦ Monitoring for AAA Office, Mission Valley, San Diego, CA 
♦ Monitoring for Camino Del Sur and Lusardi Creek Bridge 

Grading, Black Mountain Ranch, San Diego, CA 
♦ Monitoring for the Egyptian Condominiums, San Diego, CA 
♦ Monitoring for Construction at MILCON P-634, MCB Camp 

Pendleton, CA 
♦ 230 kV Transmission Corridor from Imperial Valley Substation 

to the International Border, CA 
♦ Cultural Resources Survey for the Navy SERE Remote 

Training Site, Warner Springs, CA 
♦ Cultural Resources Survey for BLM Dulzura Fuel Break, 

Dulzura, CA 
♦ Cultural Resources Survey of a Portion of the Golf Training 

Area, MCB CampPendleton, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey of the Archstone Mission Gorge 

Development Project, Mission Gorge, City of San Diego, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey of the River Park Equestrian Center, 

Del Mar, City of San Diego, CA 
♦ Cultural Resources Survey for Chula Vista Bayfront Master 

Plan EIR, Chula Vista, CA 
♦ Cultural Resources Survey for Santee Town Center Specific 

Plan Amendment, Santee, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey and Building Evaluation of the 

AMCAL Multi-housing Project, El Centro, CA 
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♦ Evaluation of the Ivey Ranch House at the Ivey Ranch Park, 
Oceanside, CA 

♦ Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) Documentation 
of Six Base End Stations in the White’s Point Reservation, Los 
Angeles County, CA 

♦ Evaluation and Documentation of the Alta Loma Heights Citrus 
Association Packing House, Rancho Cucamonga, CA. 

♦ Cultural Resource Surveys of Portions of Eight County Parks,  
San Diego, CA 

♦ Cultural Resource Evaluation and Determination of National 
NRHP Eligibility for Two Sites on MCB Camp Pendleton, CA 

♦ Data Recovery Excavations for the Western Portion of CA-SDI-
13,727 in Valley Center, CA 

♦ Data Recovery at the Villages of La Costa, Carlsbad, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Significance Testing of CA-SDI-16661 on the 

Holly Springs Property, Carlsbad, CA 
♦ Test Excavations of Site at Highway 94 and Jamacha Junction, 

San Diego, CA 
♦ Dry Lakes Data Recovery at 4-IMP-5620 for the Bureau of 

Land Management, Imperial County, CA 
♦ Testing at 9 Sites in The Villages and The Ranch at Stallions 

Crossing, San Diego, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey of the Proposed Lake Murray, 

Cowles Mountain, and Fortuna Mountain Regional Park, San 
Diego, CA 

♦ Data Recovery of Nine Archaeological Sites at La Costa North 
Lake and Golf Course Complex, Carlsbad, CA 

♦ Data Recovery at Campus Point, San Diego, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey for the Hieatt-Jett Property, 

Carlsbad, CA 
♦ Archaeological Testing of Six Sites at the Proposed North City 

West, Seventh Development Unit, City of San Diego, CA 
♦ Extended Initial Studies at Mira Costa Estates, San Diego, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey for Areas VII and VIII of The El 

Sobrante Landfill Expansion, Riverside County, CA 
♦ Archaeological Field Survey of Saint William of York Property,  

San Diego, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey for the El Corazon Property, 

Oceanside, CA 
♦ Cultural Resource Survey for Los Peñasquitos Canyon 

Preserve, San Diego, CA 
♦ Data Recovery at Ten Archaeological Sites at Westwood 

Valley, San Diego, CA 
♦ Data Recovery at Santee Greens Development, El Cajon, CA 



 

 

Price 5

♦ Excavations at Los Peñasquitos (Johnson Taylor) Ranch 
House, San Diego, CA 

♦ Testing of Archaeological Sites at Travertine Material Site, San 
Diego, CA 

♦ Testing of Sites for a Portion of State Route 52/Interstate 15, 
San Diego, CA 

♦ Cultural Resource Survey of the Shawnee Grantville 
Redevelopment Project, Mission Gorge, City of San Diego, CA 

♦ Cultural Resource Survey of the Sunshine Beradini Fields 
Development Plan Property, San Diego, CA 

♦ Cultural Resource Survey of the Robertson’s Oceanside, 
Concrete Facility, City of Oceanside, CA 

♦ Cultural Resource Survey for the BLM Hauser Mountain Fuel 
Break, San Diego County, CA 

♦ Cultural Resource Survey for the BLM Beauty Mountain Fuel 
Break, San Diego and Riverside Counties, CA 

♦ Archaeological Survey of a Portion of Lake Cahuilla, Target 
101, Naval Air Facility El Centro, CA 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This General Biological Assessment Report describes the occurrence and potential occurrence of 
sensitive biological resources (including sensitive plants, wildlife and habitats) within the 
boundaries of the proposed Holiday Inn Resort Development in the City of Imperial, California.  
 
Baseline biological conditions within the Project footprint, including within the 200 foot buffer 
zones, are documented in this report, including plant and wildlife inventories, disturbance 
factors, and major vegetation communities.  This report addresses potential Project impacts on 
sensitive biological resources and recommends general avoidance and minimization measures to 
mitigate for such impacts.   
 
On-site sensitive biological resources identified during the study include aquatic resources that 
are potentially subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) jurisdiction. No 
sensitive plant and animal species were observed during the field survey.  However, the site 
displays moderate potential to support sensitive wildlife species. Occurrences of sensitive species 
have been recorded less than five miles from the project site.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Project Location 
 
The Oasis Imperial Holiday Inn Project (Project) is located in Section 15, Township 15S, Range 
13E, within the El Centro USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle map (see Figure 1, Regional Overview 
Map). The Project is situated on the northwest corner of the intersection of Neckel Road and 
Highway 86 on a 25-acre commercial lot in the City of Imperial, Imperial County, California 
(see Figure 2, Proposed Project Map). The Project is bordered by Imperial Avenue to the west 
and Neckel Road to the south, with residential and agricultural lands to the north of the project.  

 
Project Description 
 
The Project is the first phase of a series of projects documented in the Alliance Regional Center 
Plan (ARC, 2010). The proposed Project will consist of a four-story hotel building with 
approximately 101 guest rooms, two built-in restaurants, and a retail area. Approximately 393 
parking spaces, associated landscaping, and utility improvements will also be included in this 
project.  
 

METHODS 
 
Literature Review 
 
Prior to conducting the field survey, UltraSystems reviewed available literature to identify any 
special-status plants, wildlife, or habitats known within the vicinity of the project. For this report, 
the project vicinity is defined as a radius within 5 miles from the project site and the project 
study area (PSA) was defined as the area within a 200-foot buffer zone directly adjacent to the 
Project’s construction limits. The project footprint includes both temporary and permanent 
impact areas associated with the Project. 
 
A list of special-status species recorded in the vicinity of the study areas was compiled from the 
CDFG Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2012) and the Biogeographic Information 
Observation System (BIOS) covered on the Newhall, El Centro, Heber, Calexico, Mount Signal, 
Seeley, Holtville West, Brawley, Brawley Northwest, and Alamorio 7.5-minute USGS 
topographic quadrangle maps. Additional special-status plant species that are found on or near 
the property were derived from the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Electronic 
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California database.  Federal Register 
listings, protocols, and species data provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
and CDFG were reviewed to identify any federally- and state-listed species, or critical habitat, 
potentially occurring within the vicinity.  
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Figure 1. Regional Overview



 Biological Assessment Report  

 

5862 Oasis Imperial Holiday Inn Project                                          Page 4                                                    September 2012   

 
Figure 2. Project Location
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Field Survey 
 
A general biological assessment was conducted by UltraSystems biologists Kristie Spiro and 
Joyce Mak on August 13, 2010. Joyce Mak and Elizabeth Kempton conducted a follow-up site 
visit on May 30, 2012 to assess the existing conditions and the potential for sensitive resources to 
be present at the project site and adjacent area(s). The assessment included a 100% pedestrian 
survey of the project site, plus a 200-foot buffer zone where access was possible. A meandering 
search pattern within linear transects was used to obtain maximum coverage. Binoculars were 
used to view plants and wildlife where the pedestrian survey was not possible due to visibility or 
access, such as near private properties. Field notes and photographs were taken on the general 
biological conditions of the site, with particular focus on special-status biological resources, 
including the Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) and its and other habitats suitable to support 
special-status plant and wildlife species.  
 

RESULTS 
General Site Conditions 
 
The 2012 survey was conducted in acceptable weather conditions. Temperatures ranged from 91 
to 99 degrees Fahrenheit, with no precipitation and wind speeds from 0 to 2.0 miles per hour on 
both visits. Thirteen plant species were observed within the project site and buffer zones during 
the 2010 survey (Appendix C, Plant Species Observed). However, since 2010 the PSA has 
mostly been graded; less than 10 percent of the vegetation observed in 2010 remained during the 
2012 survey. Therefore, the plant species identified in the 2010 survey are used herein to 
characterize the site. Nineteen wildlife species or their signs (including tracks, scat, burrows, 
nests, excavations, and vocalizations) for both surveys were recorded within the vicinity 
(Appendix D, Wildlife Species Observed).   
 
Hydrology 
 
A drainage ditch runs parallel to the east border of the Project site and Imperial Highway. A 
metal pipe was observed that allows the water in this drain to flow under Neckel Road. The 
drainage ditch had very little water in it during the August 13, 2010 survey and a considerable 
amount of water during the May 10, 2012 survey, possibly due to the timing of the visit 
(Appendix B, Photograph). A jurisdictional delineation determination was conducted in 
concurrence with this biological assessment during the 2012 survey. Details on the hydrology 
within the PSA are documented in the Jurisdictional Delineation Report.   
 
Vegetation Communities 
 
Two main vegetation communities were observed during the 2010 survey. They include Desert 
Saltbush Scrub, and Disturbed/Developed. Because the PSA has been graded, only the 
Disturbed/Developed vegetation community is now present. However, for purpose of comparing 
2010 and 2012 conditions, the Desert Saltbush Scrub community description will remain in this 
report.  
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Community descriptions for the vegetation communities described below are based on field 
findings (Holland, 1986). The Orange County Habitat Classifications Systems was used to 
describe non-native vegetation occurring within the developed and disturbed lands within 
human-built environments.  
 

1. Desert Saltbush Scrub (36110) 
 

Desert Saltbush Scrub was present within the PSA during the 2010 survey. Desert 
Saltbush Scrub is typically characterized by low, grayish microphyllous shrubs 1 to 3 feet 
in height dominated by saltbush (Atriplex sp.) with some succulent species. Cover in this 
community is often low with much bare ground between the widely spaced shrubs. 
Microhabitat consists of fine-textured, poorly drained soils with high alkalinity and/or 
salinity surrounding playas on slightly higher ground at elevations below 4,000 feet 
above mean sea level (Holland 1986).  

 
Desert Saltbush Scrub is present within the Project site, particularly on its northern 
portion (See Appendix B, Photograph 1).  Quailbush (Atriplex lentiformis) is the 
dominant Saltbush species present onsite. Sub-dominant plant species observed that are 
also typical of this vegetation community include Allscale (Atriplex polycarpa) and Four-
wing Saltbush (Atriplex canescens). 
 

2. Developed/Disturbed (DD) 
 

Developed areas are areas that have been altered by humans and now display man-made 
structures, such as houses, paved roads, buildings, parks, and other maintained areas. 
Disturbed areas are those areas that are either devoid of vegetation (cleared or graded), 
such as dirt roads or those areas that have a high percentage (greater than 25 percent) of 
non-native weedy (ruderal) plant species. Disturbed areas often include ruderal 
vegetation. Ruderal areas, as described by Grey and Bramlet (1992), consist of early 
successional habitats that are dominated by pioneering herbaceous species that readily 
colonize disturbed ground. The soils in ruderal areas are typically characterized as 
heavily compacted or frequently disturbed. Ruderal vegetation is adapted to living in 
compact soils that water does not readily penetrate.  

 
Developed/Disturbed areas observed within the study area include graded areas, a graded 
drainage ditch, paved roads, dirt roads, and residential properties. Non-native weedy 
(ruderal) plant species found within the study area include Foxtail Chess (Bromus 
madritensis ssp. rubens) and Canary Grass (Plahis minor).  The PSA also consist of a few 
planted exotic palm trees and a few landscaping tree species. Other site disturbances 
include trash, erosion, and off-road vehicle use.  

 
Critical Habitat 
 
The Project site is not within federally designated Critical Habitat for any sensitive species.  
There is no critical habitat found within the five mile radius and within the six USGS 
quadrangles search during the literature review of the PSA.  
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Sensitive Species 
 
Sensitive plant and wildlife species include endangered, threatened, proposed threatened or 
endangered, and rare species of the USFWS and CDFG; California Special Concern Species, 
CNPS-listed plants (1B only) and locally listed species.  A review of six USGS quadrangles 
adjacent to and including the Project location determined that 15 sensitive species may have the 
potential to occur within the general vicinity of the Project site. Three sensitive wildlife species, 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), flat-tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii), and Western 
yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus) had a moderate to high potential to occur within the PSA during 
the 2010 visits. However, due to the recent grading activities, the two species, Burrowing owl 
and flat-tailed horned lizard, that were considered to have a moderate to high potential now have 
a low potential to be present in the PSA during the 2012 survey.  For comparison purposes in this 
biological assessment, the Burrowing owl and flat-tailed horned lizard description will remain in 
this report. No sensitive plant species are likely to occur onsite.  The Sensitive Species table in 
Appendix A contains information regarding 15 species known to occur in the general Project 
vicinity.  
 

Sensitive Wildlife 
 

1. Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) 
 
The Burrowing Owl is a CDFG-listed Species of Special Concern.  It is a yearlong 
resident in grass, forb and open shrub stages of pinyon-juniper and ponderosa pine 
habitats and a yearlong resident of open, dry grassland and desert habitats. It is also often 
found along irrigation channels in agricultural areas.  It feeds primarily on insects, small 
mammals, reptiles, other birds, and carrion.  This species uses abandoned rodent burrows 
or other burrows for roosting and nesting cover.  
 
Occurrence Potential:  Imperial County is within the native range for this species.  Recent 
occurrences have been documented within 1.5 miles of the Project vicinity. This species 
may occur in areas with suitable burrows for nesting and where sparse vegetation is 
present. Habitat was present during the 2010 survey however, no Burrowing Owls or 
were observed during the 2010 habitat surveys. However, the 2012 survey found that 
vegetation had decreased dramatically from sparse to almost none. Although there are 
existing empty pipes and piled construction materials present within the PSA that may 
provide nesting sites for this species, each empty pipe hole and pile of construction 
materials was examined during the 2012 survey and no evidence of this species, 
including tracks, bird droppings, or gathering materials that are usually present for their 
nesting activities, was present within the PSA.  Therefore, this species will likely not 
occur within the PSA and no further surveys are warranted at this time.  
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2. Flat-tailed Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii) 
 
The Flat-tailed Horned Lizard is a CDFG listed Species of Special Concern. It is a 
yearlong resident of sandy desert hardpan or gravel flats with sparse vegetation. It 
requires fine windblown sand but seldom occurs on dunes. It feeds primarily on harvester 
ants.   
 
Occurrence Potential:  Imperial County is within the native range for this species.  Recent 
occurrences have been documented within 3.5 miles of the Project vicinity.  This species 
may occur in areas where suitable habitat and prey are present. FTHL was not observed 
during the 2010 survey. Due to the lack of vegetation after recent grading activities, this 
species is not likely to occur within the PSA.   

 
3. Western Yellow Bat (Lasiurus xanthinus) 

 
The Western Yellow Bat is a CDFG-listed Species of Special Concern. It is a yearlong 
resident of valley foothill, desert riparian, desert wash, and palm oasis habitats. It is also 
often found roosting in non-native palm trees.  It feeds on insects, primarily beetles.  
 
Occurrence Potential:  Imperial County is within the documented range for this species.  
This species occurs in areas with suitable roosting and foraging habitat especially from 
the existing landscaping palms that are present within the site.  Recent occurrences were 
documented in the area in 1992 within the Project vicinity.  Additionally, the range of 
this species is believed to be expanding.  
 
 

POTENTIAL BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 
MEASURES  

 
The following is a discussion of potential project-related effects on sensitive biological resources 
and associated recommended minimization and avoidance measures to mitigate for those 
impacts.   
 
Potential Impact 1: Jurisdictional Areas 
 
As stated above, an active drainage flows through the Project site along the eastern edge of the 
parcel. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the CDFG have jurisdiction over 
certain streams, watercourses, and wetlands. Alteration, such as filling, of these jurisdictional 
areas requires a permit from USACE and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. 
Additionally, activities that require a fill to USACE jurisdiction are also subject to certification 
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act.    
 
CDFG regulates all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or 
bank of any river, stream, or lake which supports fish or wildlife resources under Sections 1600–
1603 of the California Fish and Game Code. The CDFG develops Streambed Alteration 
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Agreements for the alteration of any of these areas. CDFG jurisdiction within altered or artificial 
waterways is based upon the value of those waterways to fish and other wildlife. The CDFG 
Legal Advisor (ESD-CDFG 1994) has prepared the following opinion: 
 

Natural waterways that have been subsequently modified and which have the 
potential to contain fish, aquatic insects and riparian vegetation will be treated 
like natural waterways… 
 
Artificial waterways that have acquired the physical attributes of natural stream 
courses and which have been viewed by the community as natural stream courses 
should be treated by [CDFG] as natural waterways… 
 
Artificial waterways without the attributes of natural waterways should generally 
not be subject to Fish and Game Code provisions…. 

 
To address potential permanent, temporary, and indirect impacts on Jurisdictional waterways, 
Mitigation Measure 1 (MM1) should be implemented.  
 
MM 1:  Avoidance of Potential Jurisdictional Areas 

 
Silt netting and a chain link fence should be used along the drainage feature (Potential 
Jurisdictional Area) that borders the eastern part of the Project site. This fence would guard 
against any inadvertent effects to a Potential Jurisdictional Area including, but not limited to, 
the introduction of fill, machine fuel, and construction debris.  
 
A formal jurisdictional delineation and report was conducted in concurrence with this 
biological assessment during the 2012 survey to determine the jurisdictional status of aquatic 
features observed within the Project site.  

 
Potential Impact 2: Nesting Birds and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 
 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects the majority of migratory birds breeding in the 
U.S., regardless of their official federal listing status (Threatened or Endangered).  The 
provisions of this international act govern the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and 
importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests.  The law applies to the disturbance or 
removal of active nests occupied by migratory birds during their breeding season. It is 
specifically a violation of the MBTA to directly kill or destroy an occupied nest of any bird 
species covered by the Act. 
 
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC, Section 3503) protects the nest and eggs of native non-
game birds.  Under this law, it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any such birds or to take, 
possess, or destroy the nests or eggs of any such bird.  The Code (Section 86) defines "take" as 
"hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill." 
 



 Biological Assessment Report  

5862 Oasis Imperial Holiday Inn Project                                   Page 10                                                 September 2012 

The existing stands of Desert Saltbush Scrub vegetation on site have a high potential for nesting 
birds to occupy them during the breeding season (February 15 to August 31).  Ground-nesting 
birds may nest on-site within the large non-vegetated areas in and adjacent to the Project.   
 
Project implementation and construction-related activities, including, but not limited to, 
tree/vegetation removal, materials lay-down, and machine/equipment noise, may result in the 
disturbance of nesting MBTA/CDFG-protected species that could occur within Project site.  
Trimming or removal of vegetation could destroy or disturb active nests.  Equipment noise, 
vibration, lighting, and other human-related disturbance, could disrupt normal activities of birds 
found on or immediately adjacent to the Project site. 
 
To prevent direct and/or indirect impacts to MBTA/CDFG-protected species, Mitigation 
Measure 3 (MM 3) should be implemented. 
 
MM 2: Pre-Construction Survey for Nesting Birds 

 
To avoid impacts on nesting birds, construction activities should take place between 
September 1 and February 14, to avoid the nesting season of federally and State protected 
migratory birds.  However, if construction occurs between February 15 and August 31, the 
following should be implemented: 
 

• A pre-construction survey (within three days prior to work in the areas) shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the presence or absence of active 
nests within, or adjacent to, the Project site to avoid the nesting of breeding migratory 
birds.  

 
• If no nesting birds are found within or adjacent to the project work area during the 

pre-construction survey period, construction activities may proceed as scheduled.  If 
an active nest is found within or adjacent to the project work area during construction, 
a “No Construction” Buffer Zone shall be established around the active nest (usually 
a minimum radius of 200 feet for passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors) to 
minimize project impacts on the nesting activity.  The onsite Project 
biologist/biological monitor will determine and flag the appropriate buffer size 
required, based on the specific situation, tolerances of the species, and the nest 
locations. Project activities may resume in the buffer area when the Project 
biologist/biological monitor has determined that the nest(s) is no longer active.  Also, 
a biological monitor should be present during vegetation removal in the nesting 
season to minimize impacts on nesting birds. 

 
If listed Endangered or Threatened species are found within 500 feet of the Project Work 
Area, the USFWS and CDFG, as appropriate, will be consulted at the time they are first 
observed. 
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APPENDIX A:  OCCURRENCE POTENTIAL TABLE 

 

Species name Status 
Designation Habitat Requirements Probability of Occurrence within 

Study Area 

Wildlife 

 Incilius alvarius 
Sonoran Desert 

Toad 
 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

 
Inhabits grasslands, arid desert lowlands, mountain 
canyons with oaks and sycamores, and pinyon-oak-
juniper mountain forests. Found in washes, river 
bottoms, springs, reservoirs, canals, irrigation 
ditches, streams, temporary pools, and away from 
water. From sea level to 5,700 ft. (1,760 m.) 
 

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. Out of known 

range for this species. Last documented 
1912 approximately 7 miles from site. 

Lithobates pipiens 
Aka Rana pipiens 
Northern Leopard 

Frog 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

Inhabits grassland, wet meadows, potholes, forests, 
woodland, brushlands, springs, canals, bogs, 
marshes, reservoirs. Generally prefers permanent 
water with abundant aquatic vegetation. Eats 
invertebrates, leeches, fish, amphibians, snakes, and 
small birds. 

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. Out of known 

range for this species. Last documented 
1929 approximately 3.5 miles from site. 

Lithobates 
yavapaiensis 

Aka Rana 
yavapaiensis 

Lowland Leopard 
Frog 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

A habitat generalist - throughout most of its range, 
this frog is found in streams, river side channels, 
springs, ponds, stock ponds in desert scrub, 
grassland, woodland, and Pinyon Juniper. This frog 
eats anything it can overtake and capture. 
 

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor, no water on site. 
Last documented in 1909 approximately 

5 miles from site. 

Phrynosoma mcallii 
Flat-tailed Horned 

Lizard 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

Typical habitat is sandy desert hardpan or gravel 
flats with scattered sparse vegetation of low species 
diversity. Eats mostly Harvester ants. Most common 
in areas with a high density of harvester ants and 
fine windblown sand, but rarely occurs on dunes. 
From below sea level to around 820 feet. in 
elevation. 

LOW 
Habitat may be suitable. Prey may be 
present onsite. Last documented 3.5 

miles from site. 

Uma notata 
Colorado Desert 

Fringe-toed Lizard 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

Sparsely-vegetated arid areas with fine wind-blown 
sand, including dunes, flats with sandy hummocks 
formed around the bases of vegetation, washes, and 
the banks of rivers. Needs fine, loose sand for 
burrowing. Eats small invertebrates such as ants, 
beetles, and grasshoppers, along with occasional 
blossoms, leaves, and seeds. 

NOT EXPECTED  
Habitat suitability is poor.    

Athene cunicularia 
Burrowing Owl 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

Occurs in open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, 
deserts and scrublands with low-growing vegetation.  
Subterranean nester, dependent upon burrowing 
mammals, particularly the California ground 
squirrel. 

LOW 
Suitable habitat present. Last 

documented 1.5 miles from site in 2003. 

Buteo regalis  
Ferruginous Hawk 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

Inhabits open grasslands, sagebrush flats, desert 
scrub, low foothills, and fringes of pinyon-juniper 
habitats. Eats mostly lagomorphs, ground squirrels, 
and mice. Population trends may follow lagomorph 
population cycles. Variable nesting habits.  

NOT EXPECTED/LOW 
Not expected during summer. Low 

potential for presence in winter. Habitat 
suitability poor. 
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Dendroica petechia 
brewsteri 

Yellow Warbler 

Fed: 
CA: SC  
Other: 

Migratory form breeds in California (April-October). 
Prefers wet deciduous thickets, lowland/foothill 
riparian areas, and old fields. Feeds on insects and 
fruit. 

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. No riparian 

habitat onsite. 

Empidonax traillii 
extimus 

Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher 

Fed: FE 
CA:  

Other: 

 
Occurs at low elevations. Breeds primarily in dense 
woodlands along streams and rivers. This species 
prefers willow and cottonwood thickets but will 
occasionally nest in tamarisk thickets along moving 
water. Insectivore. 
 

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. No water on site. 

 

 Laterallus 
jamaicensis 

coturniculus  
California Black 

Rail 

Fed: 
CA: ST 
Other: 

Found in freshwater marshes and wet meadows. 
These birds are ground nesters and prefer shallow 
water. They feed primarily on insects and seeds.   

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. No marsh habitat 

on site. 

Melanerpes 
uropygialis     

Gila Woodpecker 

Fed: 
CA: SE 
Other: 

Characteristic bird of the saguaro cactus forests. 
Excavates nest holes in saguaro cactus. Omnivorous 
bark forager will eat insects, seeds, lizards and bird 
eggs. 

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. Nest sites not 

present on site. 

   Rallus longirostris 
yumanensis  

Yuma Clapper Rail 

Fed: FE 
CA: ST 
Other: 

 

Inhabits salt marshes and mangrove swamps. Feeds 
on crustaceans, fish, insects, seeds, bird eggs and 
slugs. Western subspecies is endangered, Eastern 
form is abundant.  

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. No marsh habitat 

on site. 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

Western Mastiff Bat 

Fed:  
CA: SC 
Other: 

Occurs in a variety of arid habitat including conifer 
and deciduous woodlands, coastal sage scrub, 
grassland, and chaparral.  Roots in crevices, 
structures, trees and tunnels. Insectivorous. 

LOW 
Habitat suitability poor. No suitable 

roosts on site; may use site as foraging 
habitat. 

Lasiurus xanthinus 
Western Yellow Bat 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

 
Uncommon in California, known only in Los 
Angeles and San Bernardino counties south to the 
Mexican border. This species has been recorded 
below 2000 feet in valley foothill riparian, desert 
riparian, desert wash, and palm oasis habitats. This 
species occurs year-round in California. Data 
suggests that this species may be increasing in range 
and abundance in the U.S. This species is not known 
to occur on bridges. Insectivorous. 
 

MODERATE 
Documented in the project area in 1992. 

No suitable roosts on site; may use site as 
foraging habitat. 

 

 
Nyctinomops 

macrotis 
Big Free-tailed Bat 

 
 

Fed: 
CA: SC 
Other: 

This species has a low potential to occur on bridges. 
Occurs in rugged rocky upland habitats in the 
southwest. Has been found in urban area roosting in 
buildings and trees.  Primarily roots in rocky 
crevices and cracks and forages on large moths. 
Often found foraging near areas with water. 

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. No suitable 

roosting or foraging sites.  
 

Plants 

Abronia villosa var 
aurita 

Chaparral Sand 
Verbena 

Fed: 
CA: 

Other: 
CNPS 1B.1 

Occurs in Chaparral, Coastal scrub and Desert 
dunes. Bloom period is January-September. Plant is 
rare in California and elsewhere.  

NOT EXPECTED 
Habitat suitability poor. Last documented 

1949 approximately 7 miles from site. 
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Pholisma sonorae 
Sand Food 

Fed: 
CA: 

Other: 
CNPS 1B.2 

Occurs in Desert dunes. Bloom period is Apr-Jun. 
Plant is rare in California and elsewhere. 

NOT EXPECTED 
No suitable habitat. Last documented 
1915 approximately 7 miles from site. 

Key 
Probability to Occur Onsite 
Present: Observed on the site during surveys described here, or recorded on-site by other qualified biologists. 
High: Observed in similar habitat in regions, reported sightings in surrounding region or habitat on the site is a type often utilized by the 
species and the site is within the known range of the species. 
Moderate: Reported sightings in surrounding region, or site is within the known range of the species and habitat on the site is a type 
occasionally used by the species. 
Low: Site is within the known range of the species but habitat on the site is of poor quality or low suitability. 
Not Expected: A focused study failed to detect the species, or, no suitable habitat is present. 
Status Designation 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
END  Federal Endangered 
THR  Federal Threatened 

California Native Plant Society  
1A  Plants presumed extinct in California. 
1B  Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, and 
elsewhere. 
 

California Department of Fish and 
Game  
END  California Endangered 
THR  California Threatened 
SC  State Species of Special Concern 
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APPENDIX B: SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 

2010 PHOTOS 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Photo 2. Southwest Portion of Parcel: Disturbed 
areas show signs of off-road vehicle use. Photograph 
taken facing southwest. 

Photo 3.  West Border of Parcel: Ornamental plantings 
line a small ditch on the border of the property. 
Photograph taken facing northwest.  

Photo 4. Southwest Portion of Parcel: Telephone poles 
that border the property may provide nesting locations 
for raptors.  Photograph facing northeast. 

Photo 1.  Southeast Portion of Parcel: Vegetation is 
sparse and primarily consists of saltbush and non-native 
weedy species. Photograph taken facing northwest. 
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Photo 5. Potential Jurisdictional Area: This drainage 
ditch runs along the east edge of the Project Site parallel 
to Imperial Highway.  Photograph taken facing east. 

Photo 6. Potential Jurisdictional Area: The drainage 
pipe in this photograph runs under Neckel Road. 
Photograph facing southeast.   
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2012 PHOTOS 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Photo 8. Southern Portion of Parcel: Graded barren 
areas with the partially-built building within the PSA.  
Photograph taken facing north. 

Photo 7. Southwest Portion of Parcel: Fencing that is 
situated on the south border of the property.  Photograph 
taken facing west. 

Photo 10. Northern Portion of Parcel: Graded barren 
areas with the partially-built building within the PSA.    
Photograph taken facing south. 

Photo 9. Southeast Portion of Parcel: Graded barren 
areas within the PSA facing residential area across the 
Imperial Hwy.  Photograph taken facing northeast. 
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Photo 11. Southwest Portion of Parcel: Landscaping 
palms and trees that border the property may provide 
nesting locations for avian species and roosting habitat for 
bats.   Photograph taken facing northwest. 

Photo 12. Potential Jurisdictional Area: The drainage 
pipe in this photograph runs under Neckel Road. 
Photograph taken facing southeast.   
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APPENDIX C: PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED 
 

Plant Species Observed August 13, 2010 and May 30, 2012 
Holiday Inn Project Site  

Scientific Name Common Name 
ANGIOSPERMS (DICOTYLEDONS)   
ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY 
Helianthus annuus Common Sunflower 
Pluchea sericea Arrow Weed 
CHENOPODIACEAE GOOSEFOOT FAMILY 
Atriplex sp. Saltbush 
Atriplex canescens ssp. linearis Four-wing Saltbush 
Atriplex lentiformis Quailbush 
Atriplex polycarpa Allscale 
Bassia hyssopifolia* Five-hooked Bassia 
Salsola tragus* Russian Thistle 
FABACEAE LEGUME FAMILY 
Parkinsonia aculeate Jerusalem Thorn 
MALVACEAE MALLOW FAMILY 
Malvella leprosa  Alkali Mallow 
ANGIOSPERMS (MONOCOTYLEDONS)   
ARECACEAE PALM FAMILY 
Washingtonia sp. Palm   
POACEAE GRASS FAMILY 
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens* Foxtail Chess 
Phalaris canariensis* Canary Grass 
*Non-Native Species  
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APPENDIX D:  WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED 
 

Wildlife Species Observed August 13, 2010 and May 30, 2012 
Holiday Inn Project Site  

Scientific Name Common Name 
BIRDS 
Columb livia rock pigeon 
Corvus cryptoleucus common raven 
Egretta thula snowy egret* 
Mimus polyglottos northern mockingbird** 
Passer domesticus house sparrow 
Phainopepla nitens phainopepla* 
Quiscalus mexicanus Great-tailed Grackle** 
Streptopelia decaocto Eurasian collared dove** 
Sturnus vulgaris European starling 
Zenaida asiatica white-winged dove 
Zenaida macroura mourning dove 
FISH 
Gambusia affinis western mosquito fish** 
MAMMALS 
Canis latrans coyote* 
Sylvilagus audubonii desert cottontail* 
REPTILES 
Sceloporus occidentalis Western fence lizard  
INSECTS 
Lasius niger black garden ant* 
Arachnida sp. Arachnid* 
Apis sp. Bee*  
Coleoptera sp. Beetle  
*Species observed in 2010 only 
**Species observed in 2012 only 
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INTRODUCTION 

This Jurisdictional Delineation Report was prepared to identify potential government-regulated waters 
within the boundary of the Imperial Holiday Inn Project (Project) area, including Waters of the United 
States (WoUS) and Waters of the State of California (WoS). Also provided are impact analyses based on 
the current design specifications, and recommendations concerning applicable permits that may be 
required prior to construction. All conclusions reported herein may be subject to modifications, and are 
considered tentative until verified by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
 

Project Location 

The Imperial Holiday Inn Project is located in the City of Imperial, Imperial County, California on a 25-
acre parcel (Figure 1, Project Location). The proposed project is located at the northwest corner of the 
intersection of Neckel Road and Highway 86, less than 2 miles north of the Imperial County Airport. It is 
3.6 miles west of Old Highway111, 2.6 miles east of County Highway S30, and 7.9 miles south of 
Highway 78 (Figure 2, Regional Overview). The proposed project is in Section 15, Township 15S, Range 
13E, within the El Centro USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle map. The parcel is zoned for commercial use and 
is located at the northernmost portion of the incorporated portion of the city; lands immediately to the 
north are zoned for agricultural use.  
 

Project Background 

The proposed project is a four-story hotel building that will consist of about 101 guest rooms, two built-in 
restaurants, and a retail area (Appendix A, Site Plan). Other features of the project include 393 parking 
spaces, and associated landscaping and utility improvements. It is the first of a series of projects included 
in the Alliance Regional Center Plan.1  
 

Regulatory Framework 

 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act—USACE Jurisdiction 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States 
(WoUS) (33 USC §1251 et. seq.). Discharges to the WoUS, including federal wetlands, (i.e. wetlands 
subject to federal jurisdiction under the CWA) are regulated pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA), codified at 33 USC §1344. The discharge of dredged or fill material to WoUS requires permits 
pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) nationwide, 
regional, or standard individual permit, depending on the proposed discharge. If a Section 404 or other 
federal permit that authorizes the discharge of pollutants to WoUS is required, then certification pursuant 
to Section 401 of the CWA is required from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  

In general, WoUS are water bodies that are either navigable themselves, or connected or have a 
“significant nexus” with traditionally navigable waters (TNW). This includes “reasonably permanent 
waters” (RPWs) and their tributaries if they have a potential to impact TNWs. Briefly stated, TNWs flow 
into the ocean or are tied to interstate or foreign commerce with certain limitations and exceptions as 
defined in 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §328.3(a)(1), and 40 CFR §230.3(s)(1). RPWs are those 
“non-navigable tributaries of TNWs… where the tributaries typically flow year-round or have continuous 
flow at least seasonally (i.e., typically three months).”  The USACE will assert jurisdiction over WoUS, 
including wetlands “adjacent” to TNWs or wetlands that have a “continuous 
                                                      
1  Oasis Growth Partners, L.L.C. 2010. 
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Figure 1. Project Location 



Jurisdictional Delineation Report 

Imperial Holiday Inn Page 3 September 2012 
 

 

Figure 2. Regional Overview 



Jurisdictional Delineation Report 

Imperial Holiday Inn Page 4 September 2012 
 

 

surface connection to RPWs.”2 The USACE will also assert jurisdiction of wetlands under the “significant 
nexus” standard.3  In the absence of wetlands, the limits of USACE jurisdiction in non-tidal waters extend 
to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) or, when adjacent wetlands are present, beyond the OHWM to 
the limit of the adjacent wetlands.4  

The agencies may assert jurisdiction over the following types of waters when they have a significant 
nexus with a TNW: 

1. Non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent, 

2. Wetlands adjacent to non-navigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent, and 

3. Wetlands adjacent to, but not directly abutting, a relatively permanent tributary 
(e.g., separated from it by uplands, a berm, dike or similar feature).  

As described below, the agencies would assess the flow characteristics and functions of the tributary 
itself, together with the functions performed by any wetlands adjacent to that tributary, to determine 
whether collectively they have a significant nexus with traditional navigable waters.5  

Wetlands are areas that are (USACE 1987, Part II, page 9): 

“inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to 
support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.”  

Three indicators of wetland conditions must be present to meet the criteria for this definition: hydrophytic 
vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. The methodology, limitations and exceptions are covered 
in two USACE publications: the Wetland Delineation Manual,6 and the Arid West Regional Supplement,7 
with the 1987 manual taking precedence if the permit applicant is harmed by the 2008 definition.8  

A WoUS under 33 CFR §328.3(a)(4) (as of the date of this document) includes: 

“All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under the 
definition;” and 328.3(a)(7) “Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves 
wetlands) identified in paragraphs (a)(l)-(6) of this section. Waste treatment systems, including 
treatment ponds or lagoons designed to meet the requirements of CWA (other than cooling ponds 
as defined in 40 CFR 123.11(m) which also meet the criteria of this definition) are not waters of 
the United States.” 

                                                      
2  EPA 2008, pp. 6-7. 
3  “Clean Water Act Jurisdiction Following the U.S. Supreme Court’s Decision in Rapanos v. United States & Carabell v. 

United States,” 
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/upload/2008_12_3_wetlands_CWA_Jurisdiction_Following_Rapanos1202
08.pdf 

4  33 CFR §328.4(1) and §328.4(2). 
5  EPA 2008, p. 8. 
6  USACE 1987. 
7  USACE 2008. 
8  EPA 2008. 
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Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne—RWQCB Jurisdiction 

Section 401 of the CWA requires that applicants for a federal permit for activities that involve a discharge 
to Waters of the United States provide the federal permitting agency a certification from the state in 
which the discharge is proposed, showing that the discharge would comply with the applicable provisions 
under the Federal Clean Water Act. Therefore, in California, before the USACE would issue a Section 
404 permit, applicants must apply for and receive a Section 401 water quality certification or waiver from 
the RWQCB. 

The RWQCB regulates actions that would involve “discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, 
within any region that could affect the water of the state,”9 pursuant to provisions of the state Porter-
Cologne Act. Waters of the State of California (WoS) are defined as “any surface water or groundwater, 
including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.”10 

Under Section 401 of the CWA, the RWQCB regulates, at the state level, all activities that are regulated 
at the federal level by the USACE. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, the RWQCB regulates all such 
activities, as well as dredging, filling, or discharging materials into waters of the state that are not 
regulated by the USACE because of a lack of connectivity with a navigable water body or lack of an 
Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM). 

Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code—CDFG Jurisdiction  

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) exercises jurisdiction over rivers, streams, and 
lakes pursuant to Fish and Game Code §1600 et seq. Project proponents are required to notify CDFG 
prior to any project that would substantially divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow, bed, channel, or 
bank of any river, stream, or lake in California. A “stream” is defined as a body of water that flows at 
least periodically, or intermittently, through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other 
aquatic life (14 Cal. Code Reg. §1.72).  Based on this definition, a watercourse with surface or subsurface 
flows that supports or has supported riparian vegetation is a stream and is subject to CDFG jurisdiction. 
CDFG has interpreted the term "streambed" to encompass all portions of the bed, banks, and channel of 
any stream, including intermittent and ephemeral streams, extending laterally to the upland edge of 
riparian vegetation. Altered or artificial channels valuable to fish and wildlife are subject to CDFG 
jurisdiction. The CDFG also has jurisdiction over dry washes that carry water ephemerally during storm 
events. Preliminary notification and project review generally occur during the environmental process. 

When an existing fish or wildlife resource may be substantially adversely affected, CDFG is required to 
propose reasonable project changes to protect the resource. These modifications are formalized in a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement that becomes part of the plans, specifications, and bid documents for the 
project. 

                                                      
9  California Water Code 13260[a]. 
10  California Water Code 13050[e]. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Literature Search 

Prior to visiting the site, records (maps, databases, reports) that would aid in the identification of potential 
wetlands and/or jurisdictional waters were reviewed. Maps reviewed included the USGS 7.5’ El Centro 
Topographic Quadrangle, aerial photos and regional maps,11 National Wetlands Inventory,12 and the 
NRCS Web Soil Survey.13 To detect known occurrences of wetland indicator or special-status species, 
additional databases were queried including the California Natural Diversity Database,14 Calflora,15 
California Native Plant Link Exchange,16 Online CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants, 8th 
Edition,17 and the Consortium of California Herbaria.18 Additionally the Draft Biological Resources 
Technical Report19 and the Morning Star Mitigated Negative Declaration20 was also reviewed to assess 
vegetation associations and dominant plants present at the site and existing conditions for biological 
resources. 
 

Field Investigation 

On May 30, 2012, the project site was visited and assessed for potential wetland areas by UltraSystems’ 
biologists Dr. Elizabeth Kempton and Mrs. Joyce Mak. Habitat areas with the potential to be wetlands 
were evaluated using USACE manuals: Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual,21 and the 
Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region22 
Dominant vegetation was identified using taxonomic keys in the Jepson Manual, Second Edition,23 which 
were cross-referenced to taxonomic names used in the National Wetlands Plant List.24 Munsell Soil Color 
Charts25 were used to assist with soil identification. Drainages were examined for the presence of a bed, 
bank, ordinary high water mark, and a number of other features in accordance with the USACE manuals. 
A standard field form was used to record data in the field (Appendix B: Standard Field Form). 
 

Impact Analysis 

Impacts to jurisdictional drainages and the resources associated with those drainages were accurately 
calculated utilizing Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software. The areas of impacts (temporary 
and permanent) were calculated based on spatial overlap of the shapefiles of (1) the most recent Project 
design plans, and (2) the boundary of jurisdictional limits and associated resources. The acreages of 
temporary and permanent impacts correspond to the temporary and permanent disturbance areas delimited 
in the most recent Project design plans. Final acreages of impact areas were exported in tabular format 
from GIS software based on the final project design. 

                                                      
11  Google Earth 2012. 
12  USFWS 2012. 
13  NRCS 2012b. 
14  CNDDB 2012. 
15  Calflora 2012. 
16  CNPLX 2012. 
17  CNPS 2012. 
18  CCH 2012. 
19  UltraSystems 2010. 
20  Holt Group 2005. 
21  USACE 1987. 
22  USACE 2008. 
23  Baldwin et al. 2012 
24  USACE 2012. 
25  Kollmorgen Corporation 1975. 
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RESULTS 

Vegetation 

Vegetation present within the project site and vicinity is primarily that of chenopod-saltbush scrub. At the 
time of the jurisdictional delineation the entire project site had been graded and most of the vegetation 
had been removed; please refer to the Biological Assessment26 for a description of the vegetation and a 
list of plants that depict the environmental baseline. Plants within potential wetlands within the site were 
avoided by initial grading activities, and were characterized on field forms (Appendix B). 

Soils 

According to the (U.S. Department of Agriculture) National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil 
Survey 27 two soil types are expected to occur within the Project area, as shown in Table 1, Project Area 
Soils. Although soils identified within the project site are not classified as hydric by the NRCS 28, the 
USACE criteria for wetland soils were met (Appendix B).  
 

Table 1: Project Area Soils 

Soil Map Unit Name Rating 

Holtville Silty Clay, Wet Not Hydric 

Imperial-Glenbar Silty Clay Loams, Wet, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes Not Hydric 
 

Hydrology 

The project is located in the Brawley Watershed, which primarily receives water from storm water drains 
and associated irrigation delivered to the Imperial Valley basin for agricultural uses.  
 
Within the boundary of the project there is one man-made ditch/drainage that exhibits hydrological 
characteristics (Figure 3, Jurisdictional Delineation). The drain is named Dahlia Drain No. 8 and is 
managed by the Imperial Irrigation District (IID). Water conveyed through Dahlia Drain No. 8 is mostly 
storm water. Via a series of IID channels, Dahlia Drain No. 8 ultimately discharges to the New River 
and/or the Alamo River. Hydrology was categorized for this drainage as described in Appendix B.  
 
Nearby water features that were outside of the project boundary were excluded from analysis in this 
report, as they are not within the anticipated impact are of the project. These include another irrigation 
channel managed by the IID (called Dahlia Lateral 8) and two irrigation ponds located immediately north 
of the project boundary (Figure 3). 
 

Jurisdictional Determination 

The Imperial Holiday Inn Project area contains one drainage, called Dahlia Drain No. 8, which meets all 
of the USACE criteria for a wetland (i.e., vegetation, soils, hydrology; Appendix B, Standard Field 
Form). Based on the requirements of applicable laws (see Regulatory Framework), the jurisdictional 
limits of this drainage area comprise approximately 0.40 acre, as shown in Figure 3, Jurisdictional 
Delineation, and in Table 2, Summary of Jurisdictional Areas. The limits for all jurisdictional areas are  

                                                      
26  UltraSystems 2010. 
27  NRCS 2012b. 
28  NRCS 2012a. 
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Figure 3. Jurisdictional Delineation 
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Table 2: Summary of Jurisdictional Areas 

Drainage USACE 
Jurisdictional 
Areas (acres) 

CDFG 
Jurisdictional 
Areas (acres) 

Colorado River 
RWQCB 

Jurisdictional 
Areas (acres) 

Dahlia Drain 8 (Permanent Impacts) 0.40 0.40 0.40 
Dahlia Drain 8 (Temporary Impacts) 0 0 0 
Total 0.40 0.40 0.40 

 

the same, as the area immediately adjacent to the drainage is graded, and therefore does not support 
riparian-wetland vegetation. 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND POTENTIAL PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS 

The proposed Imperial Holiday Inn Project will result in permanent impacts; no temporary impacts are 
anticipated at this time. Permanent impacts are anticipated based on the current project plans, which show 
that landscaping may be installed within the drainage. Temporary impacts may include temporary 
removal of native vegetation (i.e., if followed by restoration) or ground disturbances due to adjacent 
activities. The following is a description of the expected acreages of temporary and permanent impacts to 
drainages per applicable jurisdiction.  
 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

Section 404 Permit 

There are an estimated 0 acres of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of permanent impacts to WoUS, 
subject to USACE jurisdiction. Impacts to these areas will require the submittal of an application to the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers to receive a Section 404 Permit under the Clean Water Act. 
 

Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board 

401 Water Quality Certification 

There are an estimated 0 acres of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of permanent impacts to WoUS subject 
to the Colorado River Regional Quality Board’s jurisdiction. Impacts to these areas will require the 
submittal of an application to the Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board to receive a 401 
Water Quality Certification under the Clean Water Act. 
 
Waste Discharge Requirement Permit  

The project plans show a combined impact of 0 acres of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of permanent 
impacts to WoS. These impacts will require submittal of an application for Waste Discharge Requirement 
Permit under the Porter-Cologne Act from the Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
 

California Department of Fish and Game 

1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 

There are an estimated 0 acres of temporary impacts and 0.40 acre of permanent impacts to WoS, subject 
to state jurisdiction. Impacts to these areas will require submittal of a Notification for a 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game.
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US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site:                                                                                             City/County:                                                           Sampling Date:                              

Applicant/Owner:                                                                                                                                     State:                     Sampling Point:                               

Investigator(s):                                                                                         Section, Township, Range:                                                                                         

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):                                                            Local relief (concave, convex, none):                                        Slope (%):                  

Subregion (LRR):                                                                       Lat:                                               Long:                                                 Datum:                        

Soil Map Unit Name:                                                                                                                                        NWI classification:                                               

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes               No               (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes               No              

Are Vegetation            , Soil             , or Hydrology              naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No               
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No               
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No               

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No                

Remarks: 
 
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:                               (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:                              (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species                        x 1 =                       
FACW species                        x 2 =                       
FAC species                        x 3 =                       
FACU species                        x 4 =                       
UPL species                        x 5 =                       
Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                              
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  
       Dominance Test is >50% 
       Prevalence Index is �3.01 
       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                           )                           % Cover    Species?    Status    
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
3.                                                                                                                                               
4.                                                                                                                                               
5.                                                                                                                                               
6.                                                                                                                                               
7.                                                                                                                                               
8.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                           ) 
1.                                                                                                                                               
2.                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                = Total Cover 

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                            % Cover of Biotic Crust                         

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
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US Army Corps of Engineers                      Arid West – Version 2.0 

SOIL                                                      Sampling Point:                        

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Redox (S5)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
       Black Histic (A3)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 
       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 
       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 
       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)        Redox Dark Surface (F6)  
       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  
       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Vernal Pools (F9)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
       Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)                 unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:                                                                
     Depth (inches):                                                 

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                 No              

Remarks: 
 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                         Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)      
       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       High Water Table (A2)        Biotic Crust (B12)        Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
       Saturation (A3)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 
       Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)        Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
       Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
       Surface Soil Cracks (B6)        Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Water Table Present?  Yes             No             Depth (inches):                           
Saturation Present?    Yes             No             Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
 
Remarks: 
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ULTRASYSTEMS ENVIRONMENTAL 
16431 SCIENTIFIC WAY • IRVINE • CALIFORNIA • 92618 

PHONE (949) 788-4900 • FAX (949) 788-4901 
w w w . u l t r a s y s t e m s . c o m  

MEMORANDUM 
Date: September 24, 2012 

To:  Daniel Chiu, Oasis Growth Partners, LLCARC-1 Limited Partnership 

From: Benjamin Wong, UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated 

Subject:  Climate Change Analysis for Holiday Inn Hotel and Resort, Imperial, California   

 
Oasis Growth Partners, LLC  (San Marino, California) is proposing to develop the “Alliance 
Regional Center” on a 25-acre site at the northwest corner of the intersection of Neckel Road and 
State Route 86 (North Imperial Avenue) in Imperial, California.1  The project will include a 
Holiday Inn hotel, two restaurants, and an office building. 

Planned elements of Phase I of the Alliance Regional Center2 Project will develop 8 acres.  The 
project will include development of a 108-room, 4-story hotel, a fast food restaurant with a 
drive-through, a quality restaurant, and one 10,000-square foot office building. In addition, the 
project’s utility lines will be connected with existing utility lines across State Route 86 by jack-
and-bore tunneling beneath the roadway. A new lift station will also be built, at an as yet 
undetermined location on the site.  Access to the Phase I development will be via a new north-
south street (called “A Street”), which will form a tee intersection with Neckel Road.  
UltraSystems assumed that construction would start in January 2011 and that the Project would 
be operational by December 1, 2012.   

UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated (UltraSystems) recently prepared an air quality 
technical study3 to support clearance of the project under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA).  CEQA’s guidelines were recently changed to require evaluation of climate 
changes impacts resulting from new projects.  These evaluations are to be prepared 
independently of air quality studies.   

UltraSystems was contracted by Oasis Growth Partners, LLCARC-1 Limited Partnership to 
prepare a technical study upon which the CEQA document’s climate change section(s) can be 
based.  In particular, our assignment was to:  

                                                 
1 “Alliance Regional Center.”  ARC Booklet EN 20100525.  Oasis Growth Partners, LLC, San Marino, 

California. 
2 Phase II is outside the scope of this report. 
3  Rogozen, M. and L. Luu, 2012.  Air Quality Analysis for Holiday Inn Hotel & Resort, City of Imperial, 

California.  Prepared by UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated for Oasis Growth Partners, LLCARC-I 
Limited Partnership, San Marino, California (September). 
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• Calculate annual emissions of the principal greenhouse gases, which are carbon dioxide 
(CO2), methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O), from the start of construction to the final 
build-out year.  From the individual species data, calculate carbon dioxide equivalent 
(CO2e) emissions (defined below) for each year.   

• Review local and regional climate action plans (if any) to determine whether the project 
will further or conflict with them, or with state laws such as the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). 

• Recommend mitigation measures (beyond those integral to project design) for 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the project. 

• Prepare this report. 
 

CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES 

If the earth had no atmosphere, almost all of the energy received from the sun would be re-
radiated out into space.  Our atmosphere helps retain a major portion of the solar radiation 
through “the greenhouse effect.”  Short-wavelength solar radiation passes through the 
atmosphere and is absorbed by the earth’s surface.  The earth re-radiates the heat up into the 
atmosphere, at a longer wavelength.  GHGs in the atmosphere absorb the longer-wavelength heat 
and then radiate it back downward.  In general, as concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere 
increase, global temperatures increase.  
 
For many centuries, atmospheric GHG concentrations were relatively stable.  As combustion of 
fossil fuels for industrial activities and transportation increased, concentrations of CO2 in the 
atmosphere increased dramatically.  The result has been an observed increase in average global 
temperature.  The current consensus among scientists is that continued increases in atmospheric 
GHG will not only raise the average global temperature, but will also lead to changes in climate.  
While air temperatures will mainly rise, temperatures may decrease in some areas.  Rainfall 
distribution and storm patterns will be affected.  As polar ice melts, sea levels may rise, 
inundating coastal areas. 
 
GHGs are defined under the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) as CO2, 
CH4, N2O, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  
Associated with each GHG species is a “global warming potential” (GWP), which is defined as 
the ratio of degree of warming to the atmosphere that would result from the emission of one 
mass unit of a given GHG compared with one equivalent mass unit of CO2 over a given period of 
time.  By this definition, the GWP of CO2 is always 1.  The GWPs of methane and N2O are 21 
and 310, respectively.4,5  “Carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e) emissions are calculated by 
weighting each GHG compound’s emissions by its GWP and then summing the products. 

                                                 
4  California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol.  Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, Version 3.1 (January 2009).  
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REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Federal Climate Change Regulation 

The federal government has been involved in climate change issues at least since 1978 when 
Congress passed the National Climate Program Act (92 Stat. 601), under authority of which the 
National Research Council prepared a report predicting that additional increases in atmospheric 
CO2 would lead to non-negligible changes in climate.  At the “Earth Summit” in 1992 in Rio de 
Janeiro, President George H.W. Bush signed the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC), a nonbinding agreement among 154 nations to reduce atmospheric 
concentrations of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases.  The treaty was ratified by the U.S. 
Senate.  However, when the UNFCCC signatories met in 1997 in Kyoto, Japan, and adopted a 
protocol that assigned mandatory targets for industrialized nations to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, the U.S. Senate expressed its opposition to the treaty.  The Kyoto Protocol was not 
submitted to the Senate for ratification. 

In Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. [549 U.S. 497 (2007)], the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled that CO2 was an air pollutant under the Clean Air Act, and that 
consequently, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) had the authority to regulate 
its emissions.  The Court also held that the Administrator must determine whether emissions of 
greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles cause or contribute to air pollution which may 
reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare, or whether the science is too 
uncertain to make a reasoned decision.  On April 24, 2009, the USEPA published its intention to 
find that  (1) the current and projected concentrations of the mix of six key greenhouse gases—
CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs and SF6—in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare 
of current and future generations, and that (2) the combined emissions of GHG from new motor 
vehicles and motor vehicle engines contribute to the atmospheric concentrations of these key 
greenhouse gases and hence to the threat of climate change (74 Fed.  Reg. 18886).  These 
findings are required for subsequent regulations that would control GHG emissions from motor 
vehicles. 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
5  These values were reported by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in 1995.  Some GWP values 

have been updated since 1995 on the basis of improved calculation methods.  The 1995 values continue to be 
used by international convention to maintain consistency in GHG reporting. 
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California Climate Change Regulation 

Executive Order S-3-05 (GHG Emissions Reductions).  Executive Order #S-3-05, 
signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005, calls for a reduction in 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and for an 80% reduction in GHG emissions to 
below 1990 levels by 2050.  

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).  In September 2006, 
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (Health and Safety Code § 38500 et seq.), into law.  AB 32 was 
intended to effectively end the scientific debate in California over the existence and 
consequences of global warming.  In general, AB 32 directs the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) to do the following: 

• On or before June 30, 2007, publicly make available a list of discrete early action 
GHG emission reduction measures that can be implemented prior to the adoption of 
the statewide GHG limit and the measures required to achieve compliance with the 
statewide limit; 

• By January 1, 2008, determine the statewide levels of GHG emissions in 1990, and 
adopt a statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to the 1990 level (an 
approximately 25% reduction in existing statewide GHG emissions); 

• 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, to become operative on January 1, 2012, at the latest.  The emission 
reduction measures may include direct emission reduction measures, alternative 
compliance mechanisms, and potential monetary and non-monetary incentives that 
reduce GHG emissions from any sources or categories of sources as CARB finds 
necessary to achieve the statewide GHG emissions limit; and 

• Monitor compliance with and enforce any emission reduction measure adopted 
pursuant to AB 32. 

On December 11, 2008, the CARB approved the Climate Change Scoping Plan6 pursuant 
to AB 32.  The Scoping Plan recommends a wide range of measures for reducing GHG 
emissions, including (but not limited to): 

• Expanding and strengthening of existing energy efficiency programs; 

• Achieving a statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent; 

• Developing a GHG emissions cap-and-trade program; 

                                                 
6 California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Scoping Plan, a Framework for Change, Pursuant to AB32, 

the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (December 11, 2008).  
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• Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout 
the state, and pursuing policies and incentives to meet those targets; 

• Implementing existing state laws and policies, including California’s clean car 
standards, goods movement measures and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard; and 

• Targeted fees to fund the state’s long-term commitment to administering AB 32. 

Executive Order S-01-07 (Low Carbon Fuel Standard).  Executive Order #S-01-07 
(January 18, 2007) establishes a statewide goal to reduce the carbon intensity of 
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10% by 2020 through establishment of a Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard.  Carbon intensity is the amount of CO2e per unit of fuel energy 
emitted from each stage of producing, transporting and using the fuel in a motor vehicle.  
On April 23, 2009 the Air Resources Board adopted a regulation to implement the 
standard. 

Senate Bill 97.  Senate Bill 97 was signed by the governor on August 24, 2007.  The bill 
required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), by July 1, 2009, to prepare, develop 
and transmit to the resources agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG 
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA, including, but not 
limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy consumption.  On April 13, 
2009 OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its proposed amendments to 
the State CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions.  The Resources Agency 
adopted those guidelines on December 30, 2009, and they became effective on March 18, 
2010.  The amendments treat GHG emissions as a separate category of impacts; i.e. they 
are not to be addressed as part of an analysis of air quality impacts.  

Section 15064.4, which was added to the CEQA Guidelines, specifies how the 
significance of impacts from GHGs is to be determined.  First, the lead agency should 
“make a good faith effort” to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG 
emissions resulting from a project.  After that, the lead agency should consider the 
following factors when assessing the impacts of the GHG emissions on the environment: 

• The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions, relative to 
the existing environmental setting; 

• Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 
determines applies to the project; and 

• 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 GHG 
emissions. 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) asked the CARB to make 
recommendations for GHG-related thresholds of significance.  On October 24, 2008, the 
CARB issued a preliminary draft staff proposal for Recommended Approaches for Setting 
Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California 
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Environmental Quality Act.7  After holding two public workshops and receiving 
comments on the proposal, CARB staff decided not to proceed with threshold 
development.8  Quantitative significance thresholds, if any, are to be set by local 
agencies. 

Senate Bill 375.  Senate Bill 375 requires coordination of land use and transportation 
planning to reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources.  Regional transportation 
plans, which are developed by metropolitan transportation organizations such as the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), are to include “sustainable 
community strategies” to reduce GHG emissions.  
 
Title 24.  The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings 
(Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations) were established in 1978 in 
response to a legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption.  The 
standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of 
new energy efficiency technologies and methods.  Compliance with Title 24 will result in 
decreases in GHG emissions.  The California Energy Commission adopted the 2008 
changes to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards on April 23, 2008 with an aim to 
promote the objectives listed below.9 

 
• Provide California with an adequate, reasonably-priced and environmentally-sound 

supply of energy. 

• Respond to Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which 
mandates that California must reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020. 

• Pursue California energy policy that energy efficiency is the resource of first choice 
for meeting California's energy needs. 

• Act on the findings of California's Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) that 
Standards are the most cost effective means to achieve energy efficiency, expects the 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards to continue to be upgraded over time to reduce 
electricity and peak demand, and recognizes the role of the Standards in reducing 
energy related to meeting California's water needs and in reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

• Meet the West Coast Governors' Global Warming Initiative commitment to include 
aggressive energy efficiency measures into updates of state building codes. 

                                                 
7  California Air Resources Board.  Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal.  Recommended Approaches for Setting 

Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act.  
Planning and Technical Support Division, Sacramento, California (October 24, 2008). 

8  Personal communication from Douglas Ito, California Air Resources Board, Sacramento, California, to Michael 
Rogozen, UltraSystems Environmental Inc., Irvine, California.  March 29, 2010. 

9   “2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.”  California Energy Commission, Sacramento, California.  
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/index.html).  These became effective January 1, 2010. 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/index.html
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• Meet the Executive Order in the Green Building Initiative to improve the energy 
efficiency of nonresidential buildings through aggressive standards. 

The provisions of Title 24, Part 6 apply to all buildings for which an application for a 
building permit or renewal of an existing permit is required by law.  They regulate design 
and construction of the building envelope, space-conditioning and water-heating systems, 
indoor and outdoor lighting systems of buildings, and signs located either indoors or 
outdoors.  Title 24, Part 6 specifies mandatory, prescriptive and performance measures, 
all designed to optimize energy use in buildings and decrease overall consumption of 
energy to construct and operate residential and nonresidential buildings.10  Mandatory 
measures establish requirements for manufacturing, construction and installation of 
certain systems; equipment and building components that are installed in buildings.  

 

Local and Regional Climate Action Plans 

Imperial County, the City of Imperial and the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District do 
not have formal plans or guidelines for reducing GHG emissions.  In addition, there are no local 
quantitative thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. 
 

PROJECT GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION INVENTORY    

Because greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are a global concern, a GHG emission inventory in 
principle would include all emissions related in any way, directly or indirectly, to the project.  To 
be comprehensive, for example, the inventory would include the GHG emissions generated 
during the cultivation, harvesting, cutting and transportation of the wood going into the buildings 
to be constructed.  Because of the great uncertainty over the meaning of different levels of GHG 
emissions, compiling a comprehensive inventory is likely to be an inefficient use of resources.  
Instead, our approach has been to limit the analysis to those GHG emission sources over which 
the project has at least some control, and therefore the power to reduce them.  The main two 
categories of GHG emissions analyzed were construction emissions and operational emissions.  
The following is a summary of the methods and results. 

Construction Emissions 

Emissions of CO2 during construction were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator 
ModelTM (CalEEModTM), Version 2011.1.1.  These emissions include GHG emissions from 
internal combustion engines from off-road construction equipment, as well as on-road vehicles 
(worker, vendor, and delivery trips). Construction equipment emissions were based on 
CalEEMod’s default values for horsepower and load factors, which are from the CARB’s 
OFFROAD2007 model. Table 1 (Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions During Construction) 

                                                 
10  2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, California Energy 
Commission, (December 2008). 
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summarizes the results.  CalEEMod model printouts are in Appendix A.  The year of highest 
construction-related GHG emissions would be 2012. 

Table 1 – Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions During Construction  

Year GHG Emissions 
Tonnes/Year11 

2012 (Total) 325.02 

2012 (Amortized) 10.83 
Note: Construction GHG emissions are amortized over 30 
years. 

 
Operational Emissions 

Operation of the project at Phase I buildout (in 2012) will result in both direct and indirect 
emissions of GHG.  Direct emissions result from on-site combustion processes, such as the use 
of gas stoves in the proposed restaurants, and from use of motor vehicles by office building 
commuters and hotel guests.  The principal indirect source of GHG is use of electricity by the 
hotel, the restaurants, and the office buildings; these emissions are indirect because they occur 
where the electricity is generated, rather than where it is used.  The generation sites may be far 
from the Imperial area.  Because climate change is a global problem, the off-site sources need to 
be taken into account. 

Emissions of CO2 during operations were estimated using CalEEMod, and include motor vehicle 
trips, solid waste, water, wastewater, space heating, and electricity consumption. Table 2 
(Annual GHG Emissions, 2012) summarizes the amortized construction GHG emissions in 
addition to the operational emissions. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

UltraSystems used the factors from Section 15064.4(b) of the recently amended CEQA 
Guidelines to assess the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the 
environment. 

                                                 
11 A tonne, also called a “metric ton,” is defined as 1,000 kilograms, which is equivalent to 2,205 pounds. 
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Table 2 – Annual GHG Emissions, 2012 

Annual Emissions in 2015 (tonnes) 
Emission Source CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Constructiona 10.81 0.00 0.00 10.83 

Operations Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Energy 1,880.50 0.04 0.20 1,887.35 
Mobile 870.87 0.06 0.00 872.10 
Waste 12.00 0.71 0.00 2.90 
Water 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01 

Totals 2,796.72 0.89 0.20 2,798.19 
Note: Proposed project is operational in 2012.  
a Amortized over 30 years per SCAQMD Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold. 
 

Source:  UltraSystems Environmental Inc. with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1.1) 
 

Increase in Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As seen in Table 2, the project will generate about 2,800 tonnes per year of GHG emissions.  
How much of an increase in GHG emissions this represents is uncertain.  Some of the emissions 
from commercial energy use (e.g. restaurant patronage) would occur elsewhere if the project is 
not built.  Because climate change is a global issue, it does not matter where the emissions occur.  
Whether there would be a net increase in mobile source GHG emissions is also uncertain.  We 
make the conservative assumption that the entire 2,800 tonnes per year are a net increase. 

Comparison to a Significance Threshold 

As of this writing, the lead agency (City of Imperial) has not adopted quantitative thresholds of 
significance for GHG emissions from residential and commercial projects.  It is therefore not 
possible to compare the project’s emissions to a lead agency threshold. 

Compliance with Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans 

There are currently no regional or local climate action plans or general or specific plan 
provisions to reduce GHG emissions in the study area.  The only applicable plan is the set of 
regulations to be developed under AB 32, which has a target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020.  The potential significance of emissions from the Holiday Inn project therefore 
depends upon the extent to which the project furthers or hinders implementation of AB 32. 

The project’s Phase I buildout will be complete by 2012.  Essentially all the 2,800 tonnes per 
year of GHG emissions forecast for 2012 will also occur by and in 2020, including the amortized 
construction GHG emissions. Because increases in GHG must be offset for net emissions to 
decrease to 1990 levels by 2020, the project’s GHG emissions are potentially significant. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

The emissions estimates presented above assume no special architectural design features or 
operating characteristics, beyond those required by Title 24, which would reduce GHG 
emissions.  The following is a list of project design features that will reduce GHG emissions 
beyond “business as usual” levels. 

• On-site bicycle lockers and/or racks.  Bicycle use produces no GHG emissions.  
Providing infrastructure that promotes bicycle use will encourage bike travel and help in 
reducing the use of automobiles. 

 
• Street tree planting.  Trees help in counteracting CO2 emissions by absorbing CO2 from 

the air.  Trees also help in lowering air temperature by providing shade and transpiring 
water, thereby reducing building cooling loads during summers.  

 
• Shade tree planting in parking lots to decrease cooling loads on cars, thereby reducing 

fuel consumption.    
 
• Public transit accessibility with transit turnouts and direct pedestrian access and 

bus stop improvements such as shelters, route information, benches and lighting.  
Transit oriented development along with a pedestrian friendly environment will 
encourage the use of transit and help in reducing the use of automobiles.  On the basis of 
passenger miles travelled, public transportation is more fuel efficient than use of private 
vehicles.   

 
• Pedestrian signalization and signage to improve pedestrian safety.  Providing 

infrastructure that facilitates a pedestrian friendly environment will encourage pedestrian 
travel and help in reducing the use of automobiles. 

 
• Roof material with a solar reflectance value meeting the EPA/DOE Energy Star® 

rating to reduce summer cooling needs.  The roof of a building acts as a large open 
space that directly absorbs solar heat and transfers this heat to the interior of the building.  
Hence, a roofing material with good solar reflectance decreases the amount of heat 
absorbed by the roof and helps in maintaining low interior temperatures, thereby reducing 
energy required to operate the HVAC system for cooling the building.   

 
• Built-in energy efficient appliances, where applicable.  Energy efficient appliances 

using advanced technology use 10 to 50 percent less energy than standard appliances.  
Decreased energy use in buildings greatly helps in reducing GHG emissions produced 
during energy generation, distribution and consumption. 

 
• Double-paned windows and low E-glass.  See discussion above. 
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• Low energy parking lot and street lights (i.e. low-pressure sodium vapor).  Using 
energy efficient lighting will reduce consumption of electricity for lighting. 

 
• Energy efficient interior lighting.  A building's interior lighting system is both a 

dominant consumer of electrical energy and a major source of internal heat.  In 
commercial buildings it normally accounts for more than 30% of the total electrical 
energy consumed.  Using energy efficient lighting not only reduces consumption of 
electricity for lighting but also reduces cooling loads since less waste heat needs to be 
removed by the air conditioning system. 

 
• High efficiency gas/electric space heating.  Using energy efficient equipment will 

reduce consumption of electricity for heating. 
 
• Pedestrian and bicycle access from nearby residential neighborhoods.  The proposed 

project is a mixed used development with a variety of basic amenities such as schools, 
parks and retail spaces, within close proximity to residential land.  Additionally, every 
effort has been made to provide a well planned infrastructure to promote a pedestrian and 
bicycle-friendly environment.  All these measures will greatly help to promote pedestrian 
and bicycle travel for short everyday commuting trips in and around the project area, 
thereby reducing the use of automobiles. 
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Land Use - Square feet are assumed values in proposal. Unit amount is an assumed value in proposal.

Project Characteristics -

Construction Phase - Construction schedule provided by client

Imperial County, Annual

5862 Imperial County Holiday Inn

1.1 Land Usage

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 0 1000sqft

Hotel 108 Room

Strip Mall 0 1000sqft

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 0 1000sqft

Fast Food Restaurant w/o Drive Thru 0 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

15

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

3.4

12

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Imperial Irrigation District

Date: 9/7/2012CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Off-road Equipment - aa

Grading - CalEEMod default values

Architectural Coating - non-residential VOC's obtained from Frazee Paint

Off-road Equipment - Equipment Type using Appendix D and made up schedule

Values from Appendix D

Off-road Equipment - Values obtained from CalEEMod Appendix D

Off-road Equipment - Values from CalEEMod Appendix D

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2012 0.60 3.32 2.38 0.00 0.07 0.24 0.31 0.03 0.24 0.27 0.00 324.15 324.15 0.04 0.00 325.02

Total 0.60 3.32 2.38 0.00 0.07 0.24 0.31 0.03 0.24 0.27 0.00 324.15 324.15 0.04 0.00 325.02

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2012 0.60 3.32 2.38 0.00 15.86 0.24 16.10 1.61 0.24 1.85 0.00 324.15 324.15 0.04 0.00 325.02

Total 0.60 3.32 2.38 0.00 15.86 0.24 16.10 1.61 0.24 1.85 0.00 324.15 324.15 0.04 0.00 325.02

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.00 0.00 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

Mobile 1.30 4.96 10.21 0.01 236.12 0.14 236.25 23.50 0.14 23.64 0.00 870.87 870.87 0.06 0.00 872.10

Area 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.05 0.42 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 1,880.05 1,880.05 0.04 0.02 1,887.35

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.54 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

Total 1.80 5.38 10.57 0.01 236.12 0.14 236.28 23.50 0.14 23.67 12.00 2,773.46 2,785.46 0.89 0.02 2,811.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.00 0.00 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

Mobile 1.30 4.96 10.21 0.01 236.12 0.14 236.25 23.50 0.14 23.64 0.00 870.87 870.87 0.06 0.00 872.10

Area 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.05 0.42 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 1,880.05 1,880.05 0.04 0.02 1,887.35

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.54 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

Total 1.80 5.38 10.57 0.01 236.12 0.14 236.28 23.50 0.14 23.67 12.00 2,773.46 2,785.46 0.89 0.02 2,811.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 0.07 0.52 0.32 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 47.52 47.52 0.01 0.00 47.64

Fugitive Dust 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.07 0.52 0.32 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.00 47.52 47.52 0.01 0.00 47.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.78 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.88

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.78 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.88

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.2 Grading - 2012

Off-Road 0.07 0.52 0.32 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 47.52 47.52 0.01 0.00 47.64

Fugitive Dust 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.07 0.52 0.32 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.00 47.52 47.52 0.01 0.00 47.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.18 0.00 9.83 0.00 9.83 0.98 0.00 0.98 0.00 11.04 11.04 0.00 0.00 11.07

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.02 0.02 0.18 0.00 9.83 0.00 9.83 0.98 0.00 0.98 0.00 11.04 11.04 0.00 0.00 11.07

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Construction - 2012

Off-Road 0.32 2.14 1.40 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.00 209.16 209.16 0.03 0.00 209.72

Total 0.32 2.14 1.40 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.00 209.16 209.16 0.03 0.00 209.72

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.04 11.04 0.00 0.00 11.07

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.02 0.02 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.04 11.04 0.00 0.00 11.07

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Construction - 2012

Off-Road 0.32 2.14 1.40 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.00 209.16 209.16 0.03 0.00 209.72

Total 0.32 2.14 1.40 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.00 209.16 209.16 0.03 0.00 209.72

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site



10 of 25

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 3.28 0.00 3.28 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.00 3.68 3.68 0.00 0.00 3.69

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 3.28 0.00 3.28 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.00 3.68 3.68 0.00 0.00 3.69

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Paving - 2012

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.09 0.56 0.34 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 43.25 43.25 0.01 0.00 43.41

Total 0.09 0.56 0.34 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 43.25 43.25 0.01 0.00 43.41

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2012

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.09 0.56 0.34 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 43.25 43.25 0.01 0.00 43.41

Total 0.09 0.56 0.34 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 43.25 43.25 0.01 0.00 43.41

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.68 3.68 0.00 0.00 3.69

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.68 3.68 0.00 0.00 3.69

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2012

Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56

Archit. Coating 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 1.08 0.00 1.08 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00 5.13 5.13 0.00 0.00 5.13

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.83 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.93 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.94

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 1.91 0.00 1.91 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.00 6.06 6.06 0.00 0.00 6.07

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.13 5.13 0.00 0.00 5.13

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.93 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.94

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.06 6.06 0.00 0.00 6.07

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2012

Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56

Archit. Coating 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 1.30 4.96 10.21 0.01 236.12 0.14 236.25 23.50 0.14 23.64 0.00 870.87 870.87 0.06 0.00 872.10

Mitigated 1.30 4.96 10.21 0.01 236.12 0.14 236.25 23.50 0.14 23.64 0.00 870.87 870.87 0.06 0.00 872.10

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Hotel 882.36 884.52 642.60 1,266,731 1,266,731

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food Restaurant w/o Drive Thru 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 882.36 884.52 642.60 1,266,731 1,266,731

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
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Strip Mall 6.70 5.00 8.90 16.60 64.40 19.00

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 6.70 5.00 8.90 8.50 72.50 19.00

Hotel 6.70 5.00 8.90 19.40 61.60 19.00

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 6.70 5.00 8.90 2.20 78.80 19.00

Fast Food Restaurant w/o Drive Thru 6.70 5.00 8.90 1.50 79.50 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,417.77 1,417.77 0.03 0.01 1,422.26

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.05 0.42 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 462.28 462.28 0.01 0.01 465.09

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,417.77 1,417.77 0.03 0.01 1,422.26

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.05 0.42 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 462.28 462.28 0.01 0.01 465.09

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Hotel 5.032e+006 0.03 0.25 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 268.53 268.53 0.01 0.00 270.16

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.38755e+006 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 74.04 74.04 0.00 0.00 74.50

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

1.38755e+006 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 74.04 74.04 0.00 0.00 74.50

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

832530 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.43 44.43 0.00 0.00 44.70

Strip Mall 23200 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 1.25

Total 0.05 0.43 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 462.28 462.28 0.01 0.00 465.11

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Hotel 5.032e+006 0.03 0.25 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 268.53 268.53 0.01 0.00 270.16

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.38755e+006 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 74.04 74.04 0.00 0.00 74.50

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

1.38755e+006 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 74.04 74.04 0.00 0.00 74.50

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

832530 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.43 44.43 0.00 0.00 44.70

Strip Mall 23200 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 1.25

Total 0.05 0.43 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 462.28 462.28 0.01 0.00 465.11

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Hotel 1.6216e+006 934.80 0.02 0.01 937.76

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

262000 151.04 0.00 0.00 151.51

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

262000 151.04 0.00 0.00 151.51

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

157200 90.62 0.00 0.00 90.91

Strip Mall 156600 90.28 0.00 0.00 90.56

Total 1,417.78 0.02 0.01 1,422.25

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Hotel 1.6216e+006 934.80 0.02 0.01 937.76

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

262000 151.04 0.00 0.00 151.51

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

262000 151.04 0.00 0.00 151.51

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

157200 90.62 0.00 0.00 90.91

Strip Mall 156600 90.28 0.00 0.00 90.56

Total 1,417.78 0.02 0.01 1,422.25

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Hotel 2.73961 / 
0.304401

22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

Mitigated 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Hotel 2.73961 / 
0.304401

22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 22.54 0.08 0.00 25.01

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Hotel 59.13 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

Mitigated 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Hotel 59.13 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant w/o 

Drive Thru

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 12.00 0.71 0.00 26.90

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Oasis Growth Partners, LLC  (San Marino, California) is proposing to develop the “Alliance 
Regional Center” on a 25-acre site at the northwest corner of the intersection of Neckel Road and 
State Highway 86 (North Imperial Avenue) in Imperial, California.1 The project will include a 
Holiday Inn hotel, two restaurants, and an office building. Figure 1 (Regional Location) shows 
the site in relation to the surrounding area.  The immediate vicinity of the project is shown in 
Figure 2 (Project Vicinity). 

The objective of this report is to assess the impacts of noise from and on the project.  The 
following analysis provides a discussion of the fundamentals of sound; an examination of 
federal, state, and local noise guidelines and policies; a review of existing conditions; an 
evaluation of potential noise impacts associated with the proposed project; and the mitigation for 
all identified significant or potentially significant impacts. 
 

                                                 
1 “Alliance Regional Center.”  ARC Booklet EN 20100525.  Oasis Growth Partners, LLC, San Marino, California. 
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Source: Google Earth, 2010 Figure 1.  Regional Location 
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Source: Google Earth, 2010 

Figure 2.  Project Vicinity  
Holiday Inn 
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

2.1 Characteristics of Sound 

Sound is a pressure wave transmitted through the air.  It is described in terms of loudness or 
amplitude (measured in decibels), frequency or pitch (measured in hertz [Hz] or cycles per 
second), and duration (measured in seconds or minutes).  The decibel (dB) scale is a logarithmic 
scale that describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound.  The 
pitch of the sound is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration.  Because the human ear is 
not equally sensitive to all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale is used to 
relate noise to human sensitivity.  The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this 
compensation by discriminating against upper and lower frequencies in a manner approximating 
the sensitivity of the human ear.  The scale is based on a reference pressure level of 20 
micropascals (zero dBA).  The scale ranges from zero (for the average least perceptible sound) to 
about 130 (for the average human pain level). 

The normal range of conversation is between 34 and 66 dBA.  Between 70 and 90 dBA, sound is 
distracting and presents an obstacle to conversation, thinking, or learning.  Above 90 dBA, sound 
can cause permanent hearing loss.  Examples of various sound levels in different environments 
are shown in Table 1 (Typical Sound Levels). 

Table 1 - Typical Sound Levels 

Common Sounds A-Weighted Sound 
Level in Decibels Subjective Impression 

Oxygen Torch 120 Pain Threshold Rock Band 110 
Pile Driver at 50 feet 100 Very Loud Ambulance Siren at 100 feet 90 

Garbage disposal 80  
Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 70 Moderately Loud 
Air Conditioner at 100 feet 60  

Quiet Urban Daytime 50  
Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 Quiet 

Bedroom at Night 30  
Recording Studio 20 Just Audible 

 10 
Threshold of Hearing  0 

Sources:  Aviation Planning Associates.  1978.  Calculations of Maximum A-weighted Sound Levels (dBA) Resulting 
from Civil Aircraft Operations. 
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A noise environment consists of a base of steady “background” noise that is the sum of many 
distant and indistinguishable noise sources.  Superimposed on this background noise is the sound 
from individual local sources.  These can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to 
virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a major highway. 

To the human ear, a sound 10 dBA higher than another is judged to be twice as loud; 20 dBA 
higher is four times as loud; and so forth.  According to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA), a difference of more than 3 dBA is a perceptible change in environmental 
noise, while a 5 dBA difference typically causes a change in community reaction, and an 
increase of 10 dBA is perceived by people as doubling of loudness.4   

2.2 Noise Measurement Scales 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze adverse effects of community noise on 
people.  Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of 
noise on people depends largely upon the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as 
the time of day when the noise occurs.  Those that are applicable to this analysis are as follows: 

• Leq, the equivalent noise level, is an average of sound level over a defined time period 
(such as 1 minute, 15 minutes, 1 hour or 24 hours).  Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise 
and that of a steady noise are the same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear 
during exposure.   

• L90 is a noise level that is exceeded 90 percent of the time at a given location; it is often 
used as a measure of “background” noise. 

• CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, is a 24-hour average Leq with a 5 dBA 
“penalty” added to noise during the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and a 10 dBA 
penalty added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noise 
sensitivity in the evening and nighttime.  The logarithmic effect of these additions is that 
a 60 dBA 24-hour Leq would result in a calculation of 66.7 dBA CNEL. 

• Ldn, the day-night average noise, is a 24-hour average Leq with an additional 10 dBA 
“penalty” added to noise that occurs between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.  The Ldn metric yields 
similar values (within 1 dBA) as do the CNEL metric.  As a matter of practice, Ldn and 
CNEL values are considered to be equivalent and are treated as such in this assessment. 

2.3 Noise Attenuation 

The noise level from a particular source generally declines as the distance to the receptor 
increases.  Other factors such as the weather and reflecting or shielding also intensify or reduce 
the noise level at any given location.  Typically, a single row of buildings between the receptor 
and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA.  The U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) has stated that exterior noise levels can normally be reduced by 15 
dBA inside buildings constructed with no special noise insulation.5  The USEPA estimates that 

                                                 
4  Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate 

Margin of Safety.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  (March 1974). 
 
5  Noise Guidebook.  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (1985). 
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residences in “warm” climates provide at least 12 dBA of exterior-to-interior noise attenuation 
with windows open and 24 dBA with windows closed.6  

Noise from traffic on roads depends on the volume and speed of traffic, and the distance from the 
traffic.  A commonly used rule of thumb for traffic noise is that for every doubling of distance 
from the road, atmospheric spreading over “hard” or “soft” sites reduces the noise level by about 
3 or 4.5 dBA, respectively.  For a stationary source, the noise is reduced by at least 6 dBA for 
each doubling of distance.  Further, because of the logarithmic nature of the decibel scale, a 
doubling of traffic on any given roadway or doubling a stationary source would cause a noise 
increase of approximately 3 dBA. 

3.0 PROJECT SETTING 

3.1 Project Description 

The proposed project site is located on a 25-acre, commercially zoned site at the northwest 
corner of Neckel Road and State Route 86 in the City of Imperial. The land adjacent to the 
project site on the north is in agricultural use. A development consisting of residences, a school 
and a park (the “Morningstar” project) is planned for an area immediately to the west that is also 
currently in agriculture. Across State Route 86 on the east is a residential neighborhood. An 
approximately 6-foot-high wall is between the highway and the residential neighborhood.  
Another residential neighborhood is at the southeast corner of Neckel Road and State Route 86.  
The land immediately south of the Project, across Neckel Road, is vacant. To the west of the 
vacant parcel, also along the south side of Neckel Road, are residential homes. 

Planned elements of Phase I of the Alliance Regional Center7 are shown in Figure 3 (Site Plan).  
Phase I of the Project will develop 8 acres. The project will include development of a 108-room, 
4-story hotel, a fast food restaurant with a drive-through, a quality restaurant, and one 10,000-
square foot office building. In addition, tunneling will occur below State Route 86 to extend 
utility lines as well as adding a new lift station. Access to the Phase I development will be via a 
new north-south street (called “A Street”), which will form a tee intersection with Neckel Road. 
UltraSystems assumed that construction would start in January 2012 and that the Project would 
be operational by December 1, 2012.   

 

3.2 Sensitive Land Uses  

The nearest sensitive land use is the residential neighborhood on the east side of Neckel Road.  
The residence closest to the Project boundary is about 295 feet away. The nearest non-residential 
sensitive receptor in the area is the Frank M. Wright Middle School, (885 North Imperial 
Avenue), which is about 2,200 feet south of the Project’s southern boundary. 

                                                 
6  Protective Noise Levels.  Condensed Version of EPA Levels Document.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Washington, DC, EPA-550/9-79-100 (November 1978). 
7 Phase II is outside the scope of this report. 
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Figure 3 – Site Plan 
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3.3 Existing Noise Environment 

The main source of noise near the proposed site is automobile and truck traffic on surrounding 
roads. State Route 86 (Imperial Avenue) is classified as a principal arterial in the City of 
Imperial Circulation Element.8 It is currently a four-lane divided highway, providing two travel 
lanes per direction (north and south). The speed limit varies between 50 and 65 miles per hour in 
the vicinity of the Project. Neckel Road is an undivided two-lane road between State Route 86 
and La Brucherie Road. The speed limit is not posted.9 

The City of Imperial General Plan, Noise Element contains calculated estimates of noise 
contours on either side of State Route 86 throughout the city.10 When the level of service (LOS) 
of the highway is C, the approximate distances to the CNEL contours are as shown in Table 2 
(Estimated Noise Exposures from State Route 86 Traffic). 

Table 2 – Estimated Noise Exposures from State Route 86 Traffic 

CNEL 
(dBA) 

Distance from Centerline to 
CNEL Contour 

(feet) 
60 500 
65 230 
70 115 
75 70 

 

A BNSF Railroad branch line runs north-south, at about 1900 feet east of the Project site. The 
City of Imperial General Plan, Noise Element estimates that the CNEL at 2,000 feet is about 51 
dBA.11 This level is lower than the CNEL due to State Route 86, and would not be noticeable at 
the Project site.  

The proposed hotel site is approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the northwestern terminus of 
Runway 14-32 of the Imperial County Airport, which is owned and operated by Imperial County, 
and is the only airport in the County that has scheduled commercial airline service (County of 
Imperial, 1996).12 The site lies outside the airport’s 55-dBA CNEL contour.13 

                                                 
8  The City of Imperial General Plan, Circulation Element designates SR 86 both as a “major arterial” (p. 35) and as 

a “Freeway” (p. 49).   
9  Holiday Inn Hotel Traffic Impact Study.  Draft Report.  Prepared by ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers, Inc., 

Diamond Bar, California for the City of Imperial, California (September 2, 2010). 
10 City of Imperial General Plan, Noise Element, p. 261.  
11 Ibid., p. 242.  
12  Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, Imperial County Airports.  Imperial County Land Use Commission and 

Imperial County Planning/Building Department.  (Revised June 19, 1996), p. 4-35. 
13  Ibid., Figure 4S. 
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3.4 Ambient Noise Monitoring 

On August 30, 2010 UltraSystems conducted ambient noise sampling at three locations in the 
general project area. Two samples were taken at each measurement site, one during the day and 
one during the night. In doing so, data was collected that represented a fuller spectrum of noise 
occurrences. The sites are numbered 1, 2 and 3, with a letter suffix of A or B to indicate day or 
night, respectively. The sampling locations were chosen to provide an exposure baseline for 
evaluation of construction and operational impacts. Two of the sampling sites were close to 
residences that are located near the proposed project. Table 3 (Characteristics of Ambient Noise 
Measurement Locations) lists the measurement sites, sampling dates and times, and why each 
site was chosen. These locations are shown in Figure 4 (Ambient Noise Measurement 
Locations). 

 
Table 3 – Characteristics of Ambient Noise Measurement Locations 

Site Sampling Location Date Time 
Interval Purpose of Selection 

1A Northeast corner of Neckel Road 
and State Route 86, 10 feet from 
corner 

08-30-10 1656-1711 
Residences near project site 

1B 08-30-10 1859-1914 

2A Southeast corner of Ralph Road 
and State Route 86, 25 feet from 
corner 

08-30-10 1730-1745 
Residences near project site 

2B 08-30-10 1934-1949 

3A Northwest corner of Neckel 
Road and State Route 86, 15 feet 
from corner. 

08-30-10 1806-1821 
Project site 

3B 08-30-10 1958-2027 
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Figure 4 
Ambient Noise Measurement Locations 
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A Quest SoundPro Model DL-1-1/3 sound level meter was used in the “slow” mode at each site 
to obtain a 15-minute average sound level (Leq), as well as other metrics. The meter’s 
microphone was maintained 5 feet above ground. All measurement locations were unobstructed 
by sound walls or buildings that could attenuate the readings. This allowed unmitigated 
exposures to be characterized. Noise meter output records are found in Appendix A. 
 
Table 4 (Measured Ambient Noise Levels) shows the results of the ambient noise sampling. The 
15-minute Leq values for all the sites around the project ranged from about 67 to 75 dBA, with 
maxima ranging from about 78 to 87 dBA. This relatively high maximum value occurred due to 
large trucks passing by on State Route 86. The L90 values, which approximate the noise levels 
without major noise sources, such as individual trucks, were about 51 to 59 dBA. Site number 1 
is near the closest residence to the proposed Project. Its 15-minute Leq

 during the day was 74.9 
dBA. 
 

Table 4 – Measured Ambient Noise Levels 

Site 

Measurement Results (dBA) 

15-Minute 
Leq 

Lmax L90 

1A 74.9 85.9 56.7 
1B 72.6 86.5 51.4 
2A 73.5 82.1 58.4 
2B 69.3 81.6 51.9 
3A 69.0 78.2 57.7 
3B 67.4 81.3 51.4 

 

4.0 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 

To limit population exposure to noise levels that are physically and/or psychologically damaging 
or intrusive, the federal government, the State of California, various county governments, and 
most municipalities in the State have established noise policies, standards and ordinances. 
 

4.1 Federal 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development has set a goal of 45 dBA Ldn as a 
desirable maximum interior standard for residential units developed under HUD funding (HUD, 
1985). While HUD does not specify acceptable exterior noise levels, standard construction of 
residential dwellings constructed under Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations typically 
provide 20 dBA of acoustical attenuation with the windows closed and 10 dBA with the 
windows open.  Based on this assumption, the exterior Ldn or CNEL should not exceed 65 dBA 
under normal conditions. 
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4.2 State of California 

The California Department of Health Services (DHS) Office of Noise Control has studied the 
correlation of noise levels with effects on various land uses. (The Office of Noise Control no 
longer exists.) The most current guidelines prepared by the state noise officer are contained in 
the “General Plan Guidelines” issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research in 
2003.12 These guidelines establish four categories for judging the severity of noise intrusion on 
specified land uses: 

• Normally Acceptable: Is generally acceptable, with no mitigation necessary. 

• Conditionally Acceptable: May require some mitigation, as established through a noise 
study. 

• Normally Unacceptable:  Requires substantial mitigation. 

• Clearly unacceptable:  Probably cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

 
The types of land uses addressed by the state standards, and the acceptable noise categories for 
each are presented in Table 5 (Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Sources). There is 
some overlap between categories, which indicates that some judgment is required in determining 
the applicability of the numbers in every situation. 
 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations requires performing acoustical studies before 
constructing dwelling units in areas that exceed 60 dBA Ldn. In addition, the California Noise 
Insulation Standards identify an interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for new multi-family 
residential units. (Local governments frequently extend this requirement to single-family 
housing.) 
 

4.3 Local Standards 

4.3.1 City of Imperial 

The primary regulatory documents that establish noise standards in the City of Imperial are the 
City’s General Plan Noise Element and the Zoning Ordinance.13   

Sensitive Receptors 

The City of Imperial General Plan Noise Element does not explicitly define sensitive noise 
receptors. However, in setting acceptable noise exposure levels14 it implicitly defines several 
types of “noise-sensitive uses.” These include residences, schools, churches, hospitals, nursing 
homes, parks and recreation areas.   

                                                 
12 State of California, General Plan Guidelines.  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento, 

California (2003). 
13 City of Imperial Zoning Ordinance, §24.03.130. 
14  City of Imperial General Plan, Noise Element, p. 252. 
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Table 5 - Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Sources 

Land Use Category Noise Exposure (dBA, CNEL) 

  55 60 65 70 75 80  

Residential – Low-Density Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 
Homes 

       

       

       

       

Residential – Multiple Family 
       

       

       

       

Transient Lodging – Motel, Hotels 
       

       

       

       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes 
 

       

       

       

       

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 
       

       

       

       

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 
       

       

       

       

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 
       

       

        

        

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

       

       

       

       

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional 
       

         

       

       

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 
       

       

       

       

 Normally Acceptable:  Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any 
buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation 
requirements. 

 

 Conditionally Acceptable:  New construction or development should be undertaken only after a 
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features 
included in the design.  Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply 
system or air conditioning will normally suffice.   

 

 Normally Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If 
new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 
requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

 

 Clearly Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.   
 

Source:  State of California, 2003. 
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Construction Noise 

Neither the City of Imperial General Plan Noise Element nor the Zoning Ordinance limits 
construction noise levels. However, Policy 5 of the Noise Element requires that the City adopt an 
ordinance to prohibit construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7 a.m. 

Operation Noise 
 
Table 6 (City of Imperial Noise Standards) lists the acceptable outdoor and indoor noise 
exposure levels prescribed by the General Plan Noise Element and the Zoning Ordinance. 

Table 6 – City of Imperial Noise Standards 
 

Type of Receptor 
Acceptable Exposure Level 

dBA CNEL 

Outdoor Indoor 
Rural Residential 
Single-Family Residential 60 45a 

Multiple-Family Residential 65 45a 

Schools 
Libraries 
Churches 
Hospitals 
Nursing Homes 
Parks and Recreation 

70 40 

aThis standard applies only if acceptable outdoor noise levels cannot be attained by noise mitigation measures. 
 

The General Plan Noise Element also includes provisions for reducing potential exposure to 
noise. These include the following:15 
 

• Setbacks beyond the acceptable noise levels; 

• Location of uses that are compatible with higher noise levels to act as buffers for noise-
sensitive uses; 

• Clustering of commercial, office, or multi-family uses to reduce interior open space noise 
levels; 

• Noise-minimizing architectural design features, including: 

 Appropriate entrance and window locations 

 Appropriate patio and balcony locations 

 Building projections and height 

 Internal arrangement of rooms 

                                                 
15  Ibid., pp. 256-257. 
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 Location of air conditioning units at ground level; and 
 

• Noise-reducing construction techniques, including: 

 Acoustical wall design 

 Use of dense building materials 

 Acoustical windows (double glazed, double paned, thick and non-operable 
windows) 

 Noise-tight doors, ceilings and floors 
 
Where other attenuation measures fail to reduce adverse noise levels, the General Plan Noise 
Element prescribes noise barrier walls and berms. 
 

4.3.2 Right-to-Farm Ordinance 

In recognition of the role of agriculture in the county, Imperial County has adopted a right-to-
farm ordinance.16 A "right-to-farm" ordinance creates a legal presumption that ongoing, standard 
farming practices are not a nuisance to adjoining residences.  It requires a disclosure to land 
owners near agricultural land operations, or areas zoned for agricultural purposes.  The 
disclosure advises persons that discomfort and inconvenience from machinery resulting from 
conforming and accepted agricultural operations are a normal and necessary aspect of living in 
the agricultural areas of the county.  
 

4.4 Thresholds of Significance 

There are two criteria for judging noise impacts. First, noise levels generated by the proposed 
project must comply with all relevant federal, state, and local standards and regulations.  Noise 
impacts on the surrounding community are limited by local noise ordinances, which are 
implemented through investigations in response to nuisance complaints. It is assumed that all 
existing regulations for the construction and operation of the proposed project would be 
enforced. In addition, the proposed project should not produce noise levels that are incompatible 
with adjacent noise sensitive land uses as defined in the General Plan. 

The second measure of impact used in this analysis is the significant increase in noise levels 
above existing ambient noise levels as a result of the introduction of a new noise source. An 
increase in noise level due to a new noise source has a potential to adversely impact people. 

Based on the applicable noise regulations stated above, the proposed project would have a 
significant noise impact if it would: 

• Conflict with applicable noise restrictions or standards imposed by regulatory agencies. 

                                                 
16 County of Imperial Codified Ordinances, Division 2, Title 6: Right to Farm, §62950-62955. 
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• Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; 
a “substantial noise increase” is defined as a 5-dBA CNEL increase at noise-sensitive 
receptors where applicable standards are not currently exceeded, or a 3-dBA CNEL 
increase at noise-sensitive receptors where applicable standards currently are exceeded. 

• Result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
due to construction activities; a “substantial temporary noise increase” is defined as 
exposure to a noise level of 75 dBA or greater for 8 hours within a 24-hour period at the 
property line of property used for residential purposes. 

• Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above levels 
existing without the project at sensitive receptor locations. 

• Contribute to a significant cumulative noise impact. 

5.0 PROJECT IMPACTS 

Noise impacts associated with land use development projects include short-term and long-term 
impacts. Construction activities, especially heavy equipment operation, would create noise 
effects on and adjacent to the construction site. Noise impacts could be significant when one 
phase is under construction adjacent to a completed and occupied phase. 

Long-term noise impacts include project-generated on-site and off-site operational noise sources.  
On-site (stationary) noise sources would include operation of mechanical equipment and other 
industrial processes, landscape and building maintenance, and other commercial and industrial 
activities.  Off-site noise would be attributable to project-induced traffic, which would cause an 
incremental increase in noise levels within and near the project vicinity. 

This section also evaluates potential groundborne vibration that would be generated from the 
construction or operation of the proposed project.    

5.1 Short-Term Noise Impacts 

Construction of a development project could generate noise levels in excess of standards adopted 
in local ordinances. Noise impacts from construction activities would be a function of the noise 
generated by the operation of construction equipment, the location of equipment, and the timing 
and duration of the noise-generating activities. The types and number of pieces of equipment to 
be used in construction were assumed to be the default equipment complement generated by the 
CalEEMod model used for the air quality assessment.17 Table 7 (Construction Equipment Noise 
Characteristics) lists the equipment expected to be used. For each equipment type, the table 
shows an average noise emission level (in dB at 50 feet) and a “usage factor,” which is an 
estimated percentage of operating time that the equipment would be producing noise at the stated 
level.18 The aforementioned CalEEMod model identified the date intervals during which each 
                                                 
17  Rogozen, M. M. Lindsay, and L. Luu.  2012.  Revised Air Quality Analysis for Holiday Inn Hotel & Resort, City 

Of Imperial, California.  Prepared by UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated for Oasis Growth Partners, 
LLCARC-I Limited Partnership, San Marino, California (September). 

18  Equipment noise emissions and usage factors are from Knauer, H. et al., 2006.  FHWA Highway Construction 
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type of equipment would be used. Noise exposures at a hypothetical, 50-foot-distant receptor 
were calculated for each month of construction. The maximum exposure would occur during 
paving, which will occur during the last three months. 

Table 7 – Construction Equipment Noise Characteristics 

Equipment Type 
Maximum 

Sound Level 
(dBA @ 50 feet) 

Usage 
Factor 

(%) 
Air Compressors 78 40 
Excavator 81 40 
Flatbed Boom Truck 75 20 
Forklift 65 50 
Paver 85 50 
Paving Equipment 85 50 
Pickup Trucks 75 40 
Portable Generators 81 50 
Road Grader 85 40 
Roller 85 20 
Rubber Tired Dozer 82 50 
Tractor 84 40 
Water Truck 74 40 

 

Using the construction equipment noise emission characteristics given in Table 7, and methods 
suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),19 UltraSystems estimated composite 
hourly Leq values at two sensitive receiver points. Table 8 (Estimated Construction Noise 
Exposures) summarizes maximum noise that would be anticipated from Project construction. 

 
Table 8 - Estimated Construction Noise Exposures 

Sensitive Receiver Distance 
(Feet) 

Maximum One-
Hour Leq (dBA)  

Nearest Residence 295 73.4 

Frank M. Wright Middle School 1,925 57.1 

 
                                                                                                                                                             

Noise Handbook.  U.S. Department of Transportation, Research and Innovative Technology, Administration, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, FHWA-HEP-06-015 (August 2006), except where otherwise noted. 

19 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06.  U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Federal Transit Administration (May 2006). 
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Please note that these estimated construction noise levels represent a conservative (worst-case) 
scenario, in which the loudest type of construction equipment would be operating on the same 
schedule and in the same area on the construction site. These worst-case values would not be 
continuous, nor would they be typical of noise levels throughout the construction period. 

Impact to Existing Sensitive Receptors 

The existing sensitive receptors nearest the project site are residential dwellings to the east and 
the Frank M. Wright Middle School to the south. In accordance with Policy 5 of the General 
Plan, Noise Element the construction activities would be exempted from the noise limits 
provided that the associated construction activities do not occur between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m.  
Furthermore, neither sensitive receptor would be exposed to a noise level of 75 dBA or greater 
for 8 hours within a 24-hour period. The only other significance criterion is whether the project 
would “result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above levels 
existing without the project at sensitive receptor locations.” The existing exposure at the nearest 
residential receptor can be characterized by the measurement that UltraSystems made at Location 
1.  (See Table 4.) During the day, the ambient noise level was 74.9 dBA. Noise from 
construction would increase the exposure at Location 1 by a maximum of 0.6 dBA, which is not 
noticeable to the human ear. Impacts from construction are less than significant, and no 
mitigation is necessary. 

5.2 Long-Term Noise Impacts 

5.2.1 Noise from On-Site Sources 

The commercial land uses on the project site (hotel, restaurants and office buildings) would 
generate noises associated mainly with traffic entry and egress. These noise-generating activities 
are frequently sited adjacent to residential neighborhoods, and would not be considered 
significant noise sources. 

5.2.2 Roadway Noise 

The principal noise source in the project area is traffic on local roadways. The project may 
contribute to a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity due to project-
generated vehicle traffic on neighborhood roadways and at intersections. A noise impact would 
occur if the project contributes to a permanent increase in ambient noise levels affecting sensitive 
receptors along roadways that would carry project-generated traffic. 
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To quantify project off-site noise impacts, peak-hour traffic noise levels were estimated using the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model®, Version 2.5 (TNM).  This 
model is widely accepted, and is required by the FHWA for analyses of new transportation 
projects.  The model calculates the Leq noise level for a particular combination of site-specific 
road configurations, traffic volumes, distances, speeds and noise barriers. 

For purposes of analysis, the average peak-hour volumes were calculated by UltraSystems using 
the baseline and projected average daily traffic trips (ADT) from the project traffic study20 and 
input into the model to estimate existing and future traffic noise levels on roadway segments in 
the project vicinity where sensitive receptors are or would be located. Current roadway 
characteristics, such as the number of lanes, were determined from field observations, aerial 
photographs of the project site, and the project traffic study. For roadway segments in the project 
vicinity, the vehicle classification mix (percentages of automobiles, light-duty trucks and heavy-
duty trucks) was obtained from the CalEEMod emissions model used for the project’s air quality 
report.21 An at-grade source/receiver configuration was assumed for all studied roadway 
segments. Noise levels were estimated at measured distances of sensitive receptors from the edge 
of the roadway. 

Traffic noise impacts were modeled for four cases: 

• Current traffic levels; 

• Traffic levels at build-out without the proposed project, but with normal growth in the 
area; and 

• Traffic levels in the build-out year with the proposed project and normal growth in the 
area. 

• Traffic levels in the horizon year (2035) with the proposed project and normal growth in 
the area. 

The projected worst-case peak hour noise levels are summarized in Table 9 (Projected Peak 
Hour Noise Levels). Note that the values predicted take into account the effect of existing noise 
barriers that may affect ambient noise levels, but do not consider any potential future roadway 
improvements or changes in speed limits on these roadway segments. Noise modeling output 
files are attached in Appendix B. 

                                                 
20 Lau, S.  2010.  Holiday Inn Hotel Traffic Impact Study.  Draft Report.  Prepared by ADVANTEC Consulting 

Engineers, Diamond Bar, California for City of Imperial, California (September 2). 
21 Rogozen, M. and M. Lindsay, 2010.  Draft Air Quality Analysis for Holiday Inn Hotel & Resort, City Of 

Imperial, California.  Prepared by UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated for Oasis Growth Partners, 
LLCARC-I Limited Partnership, San Marino, California (October). 



  NOISE STUDY   

 

Oasis Growth Partners, LLC 20 September 2012 
Noise Analysis for Imperial Holiday Inn 

Table 9 - Projected Peak Hour Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

 Sound Level at Receptor Nearest the Roadway 
dBA (Peak Hour Leq) 

Existing Future 
No Project 

Future 
with Project 

in 2012 

Future 
with Project 

in 2035 

Project 
Impact in 

2035 

State Route 86      

Ralph Road to Neckel Road 63.8 63.9 60.4 62.6 
 

-1.2 

Neckel Road to E. 15th Street 62.9 63.1 59.9 61.3 -1.6 

Neckel Road      
State Route 86 to Canon Drive 70.5 70.3 67.1 68.1 -2.4 

La Brucherie Road to State 
Route 86 65.9 66.2 67.5 68.8 2.9 

 
As shown in Table 9, the proposed project would not result in peak hour noise level increases 
greater than 5 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptors off of Neckel Road and State Route 86, 
between the year 2035 and existing noise levels. However, future noise levels for 2035 will be 
greater than existing noise levels off of Neckel Road between La Brucherie Road and State 
Route 86. Mitigation measures are presented in Section 7.2.  

Noise modeling output files are attached in Appendix B. 

5.3 Vibration Impacts 

Vibration is sound radiated through the ground.  Groundborne noise is the rumbling sound 
caused by the vibration of building interior surfaces.  The ground motion caused by vibration is 
measured as peak particle velocity (PPV) in inches per second and is referenced as vibration 
decibels (VdB).  Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction 
equipment and traffic on rough roads. 

The American National Standards Institute (ANSI) indicates that vibration levels in critical care 
areas, such as hospital surgical rooms and laboratories, should not exceed 0.2 inch per second of 
PPV.22  The FTA also uses a PPV of 0.2 inch per second as a vibration damage threshold for 
fragile buildings and a PPV of 0.12 inch per second for extremely fragile historic buildings.  The 
FTA criteria for infrequent groundborne vibration events (less than 30 events per day) that may 
cause annoyance are 80 VdB for residences and buildings where people normally sleep, and 83 
VdB for institutional land uses with primarily daytime use.23 

                                                 
22 American National Standards Institute (ANSI).  1983. “Guide to the Evaluation of Human Exposure to Vibration 

in Buildings”, ANSI S.329-1983.  
23  Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06.  U.S. Department of Transportation, 
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5.3.1 Construction Vibration 

It is expected that groundborne vibration from project construction activities would cause only 
intermittent, localized intrusion.  The proposed project’s construction activities most likely to 
cause vibration impacts are: 

• Heavy Construction Equipment:  Although all heavy, mobile construction 
equipment has the potential of causing at least some perceptible vibration while 
operating close to buildings, the vibration is usually short-term and is not of 
sufficient magnitude to cause building damage.  It is not expected that heavy 
equipment such as large bulldozers would operate close enough to any sensitive 
receptors to cause vibration impact. 

• Trucks:  Trucks hauling building materials to construction sites can be sources 
of vibration intrusion if the haul routes pass through residential neighborhoods 
on streets with bumps or potholes.  Repairing the bumps and potholes almost 
always eliminates the problem.   

The FTA has published standard vibration levels for construction equipment operations, at a 
distance of 25 feet.24  The calculated vibration levels expressed in VdB and PPV for construction 
equipment at distances of 50, 100, and 150 feet are listed in Table 10 (Vibration Levels of 
Construction Equipment). 

Table 10 - Vibration Levels of Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
PPV  

at 50 ft 
(in/sec) 

Vibration 
Decibels 
at 50 ft 
(VdB) 

PPV  
at 100 ft 
(in/sec) 

Vibration 
Decibels 
at 100 ft 
(VdB) 

PPV  
at 150 ft 
(in/sec) 

Vibration 
Decibels 
at 150 ft 
(VdB) 

Large Bulldozer 0.0315 78 0.0111 69 0.0061 64 

Loaded Truck 0.0269 77 0.0095 68 0.0052 63 

Jackhammer 0.0124 70 0.0044 61 0.0024 56 

Small Bulldozer 0.0011 49 0.0004 40 0.0002 35 
Source: Calculated by UltraSystems from FTA data. 

As shown in Table 10, the vibration level of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet is 
less than the FTA damage threshold of 0.12 inch per second PPV for fragile historic buildings.  
In addition, since it is not expected that heavy equipment such as large bulldozers would operate 
close enough to any sensitive land uses, construction activities would not generate groundborne 
vibrations that cause human annoyance.  Therefore, groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
impacts from the project’s construction activities are not expected to be significant. 

                                                                                                                                                             
Federal Transit Administration (May 2006). 

24 Ibid., p. 12-12.  
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5.3.2 Operational Vibration 

Operation of the proposed project would not involve significant sources of groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise.  Thus, operation of the proposed project would result in no 
impact. 

5.4 Noise Exposure for Hotel Guests 

To estimate the impacts of future traffic noise on guests at the proposed Holiday Inn, peak-hour 
Leq levels at the hotel’s exterior wall closest to State Route 86 and  Neckel Road were modeled 
using TNM. The results are summarized in Table 11 and Table 12 (Noise Exposure for Hotel 
Guests). 

Table 11 – Noise Exposure for Hotel Guests along State Route 86 

Floor 
Projected Noise Level (dBA CNEL)  

2010 
(Existing) 

2012 
(No Project) 

2012 
(With Project) 

2035  
(With Project) 

Ground 74.3 74.4 65.9 68.2 

Second 73.6 73.7 65.2 67.5 

Third 74.0 74.0 65.6 67.9 

Fourth 73.8 73.9 65.5 67.7 

 

Table 12 – Noise Exposure for Hotel Guests along Neckel Road 

Floor 
Projected Noise Level (dBA CNEL)  

2010 
(Existing) 

2012 
(No Project) 

2012 
(With Project) 

2035  
(With Project) 

Ground 62.7 62.9 64.2 65.6 

Second 62.1 62.3 63.6 65.1 

Third 61.6 61.8 63.1 64.6 

Fourth 61.5 61.7 63.0 64.5 

 

 

As shown in Table 11, traffic noise exposure at the hotel exterior facing State Route 86 would be 
about 65 dBA in 2012 and 67 dBA in 2035. As shown in Table 12, traffic noise exposure at the 
hotel exterior facing Neckel Road would be roughly 63 dBA for 2012 and 64 dBA for 2035. 
According to the State of California guidelines in Table 5, these levels are considered 
“conditionally acceptable,” for hotels.  
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6.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The project traffic study assumed that there would be no other planned future projects in the 
project vicinity during the buildout year; instead it used a growth factor to project 2010 traffic 
levels to 2012 and to 2035. Therefore, predicted future noise levels at the studied intersections 
are equivalent to the cumulative traffic noise effects of these projects, and the cumulative 
impacts are less than significant.   

7.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 

7.1 Construction 

Construction noise impacts will be less than significant.  Therefore no mitigation measures are 
necessary.  However, the following optional measures would reduce noise impacts from 
construction of the proposed project: 
 

M1 The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment, fixed or 
mobile, is properly operating (tuned-up) and that mufflers are working 
adequately. 

M2 The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment is located 
so that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers. 

M3 The construction contractor shall ensure that stockpiling and vehicle-staging areas 
are located as far as practical from noise-sensitive receptors during construction 
activities.   

M4 The developer shall route heavily loaded trucks away from neighboring 
residential dwelling units.   

M5 Two weeks prior to the construction, the construction contractor shall provide 
notification in writing to adjacent residences if they would be located within 150 
feet of the active construction activity. 

7.2 Off-Site Impacts of Project Operations. 

The following mitigation measure will reduce noise exposures along the south side of Neckel 
Road between La Brucherie Road and State Route 86 to less than significant levels. 
 

M6 Construct a 6-foot high soundwall on the south side of Neckel Road wherever 
residential properties would otherwise be exposed to project-induced traffic. 

7.3 Impacts on Hotel Guests. 

The final site design and design of the hotel must ensure that interior exposures in guest rooms 
are below 45 dBA CNEL.  The following mitigation measures should be considered in final 
project design. 
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M7 Use acoustical (soundproof) glass for guest room windows and sliding doors (if 
applicable); the windows and door would each consist of two panes of glass, 
separated by at least 2 inches of air space. 

M8 Use dense building materials and/or increase exterior wall thickness on the 
highway side of the hotel. 

M9 Design an air gap between the exterior and interior panels so that sound is not 
transmitted directly from the exterior wall to the interior wall of the guest room. 

M10 Use sound-absorbing carpeting, furniture, and other room furnishings. 

M11 Design a central heating and cooling system instead of using wall-penetrating 
individual room units. 

M12 Use compressible neoprene weather-stripping rather than felt or other fibrous 
types for sound insulation. 

8.0 IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Mitigation measures M1 through M5 will ensure that exposures during construction remain less 
than significant.  

Mitigation measure M6 will ensure that project-generated traffic would not result in a significant 
increase in ambient noise levels existing with the proposed project at project build-out. 

Mitigation measures M7 through M12 should be considered in the detailed design of the hotel to 
ensure that hotel guests are not exposed to significant noise levels. 

  



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX G 
 

Traffic Impact Analysis 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  

   

 

THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 



Holiday Inn Hotel 
Traffic Impact Study 

 
Draft Report 

 
 

 
 

Prepared for: 
 

City of Imperial  
 

Prepared by: 

 
ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 

 
September 2, 2010 

 

Project Site



Holiday Inn Hotel, City of Imperial - Traffic Impact Study 

ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 
 i September 10 

 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REPORT 

September 2, 2010 
 
 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

1.  Executive Summary ............................................................................................................. 1 
2.  Introduction, Project Description & Methodology .............................................................. 3 

2.1  Introduction ................................................................................................................... 3 
2.2  Project Description ........................................................................................................ 5 
2.3  Methodology ................................................................................................................. 7 

3.  Existing Conditions (Year 2010) ......................................................................................... 9 
3.1  Existing Roadway System ............................................................................................. 9 
3.2  Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes .......................................................................... 11 
3.3  Existing Level of Service Condition ........................................................................... 11 

4  Project Trip Calculation ..................................................................................................... 14 
4.1  Trip Generation ........................................................................................................... 14 

5  Project Phase I - Opening Year 2012 ................................................................................. 18 
5.1 Opening Year 2012 - without Project Condition ............................................................. 18 
5.2 Opening Year 2012 - with Phase I Project Condition ...................................................... 21 
5.3 Opening Year 2017 - with No Project Conditions ........................................................... 22 
5.4 Opening Year 2017 - with Phase I & II Project Conditions ............................................ 23 
5.5 Opening Year 2017 - with Phase I & II & Morningstar Project Conditions ................... 24 

6.  Future Year 2035 Conditions ............................................................................................. 26 
6.1  Future Year 2035 without Project ............................................................................... 26 
6.2  Future Year 2035 with Project Conditions .................................................................. 29 
6.3  Future Year 2035 with Project & Morningstar Project Conditions ............................ 32 

7.  Level of Service Summary ................................................................................................. 34 
8.  Mitigation Measures .......................................................................................................... 35 
Appendix A: Counts ................................................................................................................... A 

Appendix B: SYNCHRO Output Files ........................................................................................ B 
 



Holiday Inn Hotel, City of Imperial - Traffic Impact Study 

ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 
 ii September 10 

 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 2.1  Vicinity Map .......................................................................................................... 4 
Figure 2.2   Site Plan ................................................................................................................. 6 
Figure 3.1  Existing Lane Configurations .............................................................................. 10 
Figure 3.2   Existing Year 2010 AM & PM Traffic Volumes ................................................. 12 
Figure 4.1  Project Trip Distributions .................................................................................... 16 
Figure 4.2  Project Trip Assignments ..................................................................................... 17 
Figure 5.1   Opening Year 2012 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes ...................... 20 
Figure 5.2   Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Traffic Volumes ................................. 22 
Figure 6.1  Future Year 2035 without Project Volumes ........................................................ 28 
Figure 6.2  Future Year 2035 with Project Volumes ............................................................. 31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Holiday Inn Hotel, City of Imperial - Traffic Impact Study 

ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 
 iii September 10 

LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1.1  Level of Service Summary ..................................................................................... 2 
Table 1.2  Level of Service Summary - Mitigation Measure .................................................. 2 
Table 2.1  HCM Level of Service Definitions ........................................................................ 8 
Table 3.1  Existing Year 2010 - Level of Service Conditions – AM Peak ........................... 13 
Table 3.2  Existing Year 2010 - Level of Service Conditions – PM Peak............................ 13 
Table 4.1  Project Trip Generation - AM .............................................................................. 14 
Table 4.2  Project Trip Generation - PM .............................................................................. 15 
Table 5.1  Opening Year 2012 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - AM ............. 19 
Table 5.2  Opening Year 2012 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - PM ............. 19 
Table 5.3  Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes & 
LOS 21 
Table 5.4  Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes & 
LOS 21 
Table 5.5  Opening Year 2017 without Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes & LOS 22 
Table 5.6  Opening Year 2017 without Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes & LOS . 22 
Table 5.7  Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes 
& LOS 23 
Table 5.8  Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes 
& LOS 23 
Table 5.9  Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II & Cumulative Project Conditions - AM 
Traffic Volumes & LOS ............................................................................................................ 25 
Table 5.10  Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II & Cumulative Project Conditions - PM 
Traffic Volumes & LOS ............................................................................................................ 25 
Table 6.1  Future Year 2035 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - AM ................ 26 
Table 6.2  Future Year 2035 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - PM ................. 27 
Table 6.3  Future Year 2035 with Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes & LOS ........ 30 
Table 6.4  Future Year 2035 with Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes & LOS ......... 30 
Table 6.5  Future Year 2035 with Project + Cumulative Project Conditions - AM Traffic 
Volumes & LOS ........................................................................................................................ 33 
Table 6.6  Future Year 2035 with Project + Cumulative Project Conditions - PM Traffic 
Volumes & LOS ........................................................................................................................ 33 
Table 7.1  Level of Service Summary ................................................................................... 34 
Table 8.1  Level of Service Summary - Mitigation Measures .............................................. 35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RELEASE VERSION: 
 

Release Date Version Prepared 
by: 

Reviewed 
by: 

08/31/2010 1. Draft issue SCL SCL 
 



Holiday Inn Hotel, City of Imperial - Traffic Impact Study 

ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 
 1 September 10 

1. Executive Summary 
 
ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers (ADVANTEC) prepared this report to document the traffic 
study findings for the proposed Holiday inn Hotel with commercial uses on the northwest corner 
of SR-86 and Neckel Road intersection in the City of Imperial.  

The following sections evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed hotel project during the 
weekday morning and evening peak hour operations at the following study intersections: 

 SR-86 and Larsen Road (Stop-Controlled) 
 SR-86 and Ralph Road (Stop-Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and La Brucherie Road (Stop-Controlled) 
 SR-86 and Neckel Road (Stop-Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and Canon Drive (Stop-Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and Dogwood Road (Stop-Controlled), and 
 SR-86 and 15th St, (Signalized) 

In addition, following driveway was evaluated in this traffic impact study: 
 Neckel Road and 'A' Street (for future conditions only) 

The scope and methodologies used for this traffic study were developed in consultation with the 
City of Imperial staff. Tasks undertaken for this traffic analysis include definition of study 
approach, determination of existing and future traffic conditions, assignment of traffic to be 
routed due to the proposed project, and evaluation of the impact of the proposed project at the 
study intersections. This report follows the approach and methodology provided in Caltrans 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002). 

The study scenarios included: 

 Existing Year (2010) 
 Opening Year (2012) Without Project  
 Opening Year (2012) With Project Phase I 
 Opening Year (2017) Without Project 
 Opening Year (2017) With Project Phases I + II  
 Opening Year (2017) With Project Phases I + II + Morningstar Project (Cumulative) 
 Horizon Year (2035) Without Project 
 Horizon Year (2035) With Project (Phase I + II) 
 Horizon Year (2035) With Project (Phase I + II) + Morningstar Project (Cumulative) 

 
The proposed project contains six land uses: retail (or gas station with convenience market), 
restaurants, fast food restaurants, coffee shop with drive-through, hotel and office buildings. 
Land use quantities include an 108 room hotel building, 10,000 square feet of retail (or gas 
station with convenience market), 3,000 square feet of Starbucks Coffee shop and drive-through, 
5,000 square feet of restaurant, 5,000  square feet of fast food restaurant and two 20,000 square 
feet office buildings. A proposed street ("A" Street) will provide access to/from the project from 
Neckel Road. 

Findings are summarized in Table 1.1 and Table 1.2. 
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Findings:  Table 1.1 shows a summary of the LOS service for each studied scenario.  
 

Table 1.1 Level of Service Summary 

 
Recommendations:  Table 1.2 shows a summary of the LOS improvements with mitigation measures. the LOS improvements with 
mitigation measures by implementing signals at the following intersections, while maintaining existing lane configurations at the 
intersections. With implementing signalization at the two intersections, LOS will improve significantly from LOS F to LOS B or 
better.    

Table 1.2 Level of Service Summary - Mitigation Measure 
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2. Introduction, Project Description & Methodology 

2.1 Introduction 

Oasis Growth partners, LLC (Developer) retained ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers to prepare 
a traffic impact study to evaluate the traffic impacts of the proposed Holiday Inn Hotel project 
with commercial uses (in the City of Imperial) on the City's transportation network. The study 
was conducted with compliance to the latest edition of Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002). 

For this traffic analysis, seven studied locations were identified in consultation with the City of 
Imperial and Caltrans District 11 staff. One of the seven studied locations are controlled by 
traffic signals. The remaining six locations are operating as 2 way stop controlled intersections: 

 SR-86 and Larsen Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 SR-86 and Ralph Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and La Brucherie Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 SR-86 and Neckel Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and Canon Drive (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and Dogwood Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 SR-86 and 15th St (Signalized) 

In addition, following is the future project access intersection that was included and evaluated in 
this traffic impact study: 

 Neckel Road and 'A' Street (for opening and future year only) 

The study scenarios for traffic impact analysis included: 
 Existing Year (2010) 
 Opening Year (2012) Without Project  
 Opening Year (2012) With Project Phase I 
 Opening Year (2017) Without Project 
 Opening Year (2017) With Project Phases I + II  
 Opening Year (2017) With Project Phases I + II + Morningstar Project (Cumulative) 
 Horizon Year (2035) Without Project 
 Horizon Year (2035) With Project (Phase I + II) 
 Horizon Year (2035) With Project (Phase I + II) + Morningstar Project (Cumulative) 

 
 Figure 2.1 illustrated the project vicinity map. 
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2.2 Project Description 

The proposed project is located on the northwest corner of SR-86 and Neckel Road, 
approximately 1.0 miles north of County Highway S28, in the City of Imperial. Figure 2.2 
shows the project site plan. Two 30-foot-wide driveways are proposed which would provide 
access to/from Neckel Road through a proposed "A" Street.  
 
The development project would be grouped into six primary areas: retail (or gas station with 
convenience market), restaurant, fast food restaurant, coffee shop and hotel land uses. Land use 
quantities include a 108 room hotel building, 10,000 square feet of retail (or gas station with 
convenience market), 3,000 square feet of Starbucks Coffee shop & drive-through, and 5,000 
square feet of restaurant, 5,000 square feet of fast food restaurant and two office buildings with 
20,000 square feet each. Since the 10,000 square feet of retail may also be converted into a gas 
station with convenience market, therefore ADVANTEC has conducted an evaluation of project 
trips generated by retail and gas station (with convenience market and an average of 8 gas pumps) 
using the latest ITE generation.  It is determined that the land use of 'gas station with 
convenience market' was used and assumed for the analysis due to a higher project trips 
generated.  
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 Figure 2.2 Proposed Project Site Plan 
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2.3 Methodology 
ADVANTEC prepared this report based on the discussions with City of Imperial staff in 
determining the approach and methodology to be applied in this study.  
 
Study Scenarios 
SYNCHRO 7.0 software was used to evaluate Level of Service (LOS) at all study intersections 
and proposed project access intersection (A Street) for both AM and PM peak periods for each of 
the following scenarios:  
 Existing Year (2010) 
 Opening Year (2012) Without Project  
 Opening Year (2012) With Project Phase I 
 Opening Year (2017) Without Project 
 Opening Year (2017) With Project Phases I + II  
 Horizon Year (2035) Without Project 
 Horizon Year (2035) With Project (Phase I + II) 

Level of Service Methodology 
The Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology was used to determine the level 
of service for signalized and unsignalized intersections.  
 
LOS quantitatively measures traffic conditions and drivers and passengers perception of these 
conditions. Level of service (LOS) values range from LOS A to LOS F. LOS A indicates 
excellent operating conditions with little delay to motorists, whereas LOS F represents congested 
conditions with excessive vehicle delay. LOS D is typically recognized as the minimum 
satisfactory service level in urban areas and . However, the minimum acceptable level of service 
for a signalized intersection is LOS 'C' for State Highway signalized intersection as per the 
Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002).   
 
LOS ratings are based on Average Delay per Vehicle( sec) as shown in Table 2.1.  
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Table 2.1 HCM Level of Service Definitions  

 

Level of 
Service 

Control Delay Per Vehicle (sec) 

Definition 

Signalized 
Intersection  

Average 
Delay per 

vehicle(sec) 

Two-Way or All-
Way Stop 
Controlled 

Intersection 
Average Delay 

per Vehicle (sec)

A <10 <10 
EXCELLENT. No vehicle wait is longer than 
one red light, and no approach phase is fully 
used. 

B >10 and <20 >10 and <15 
VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase 
is fully utilized; many drivers begin to feel 
somewhat restricted within groups of vehicles 

C >20 and <35 >15 and <25 
GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have to wait 
through more than one red light; backups may 
develop behind turning vehicles. 

D >35 and <55 >25 and <35 

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during 
portions of the rush hours, but enough lower 
volume periods occur to permit clearing of 
developing lines, preventing excessive 
backups. 

E >55 and <80 >35 and <50 

POOR. Represents the most vehicles 
intersection approaches can accommodate; may 
be long lines of waiting vehicles through 
several signal cycles. 

F 
>80 or a V/C 
ratio equal to 
greater than 1 

>50 

FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations or 
on cross streets may restrict or prevent 
movement of vehicles out of the intersection 
approaches.  Potentially very long delays  

 
Level of Service Analysis and Impacts 
Weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic impacts at the seven study locations were quantitatively 
assessed based on the LOS methodology discussed above. As defined by the Caltrans Guide for 
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), significant impacts of the proposed 
hotel project with commercial land uses at study intersections must be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance if feasible. 
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3. Existing Conditions (Year 2010) 
This section describes the existing transportation network and presents the results of the Existing 
(2010) without Project scenario. 

3.1 Existing Roadway System 
The discussion presented here is the description of the roadways in the project study area. Figure 
3.1 depicts the lane geometries and traffic control at the study intersections. The following are 
the roadway characteristics that form the study intersections. 
 
State Route 86 (Imperial Avenue) - is classified as a Principal Arterial on the City of El Centro 
Circulation Element. It is currently constructed as a four-lane divided highway, providing two 
travel lanes per direction. This facility runs north-south within the project area and curbside 
parking is prohibited along both sides of the roadway. Bike lanes are provided along the roadway, 
however there are no bus stops available. The speed limit varies between 50 mph and 65 mph in 
the vicinity of project. 

Larsen Road - Larsen Road is a east-west street providing one travel lane in each direction and 
quick access (stop-controlled) to SR-86. 

Ralph Road - is an unclassified road. Ralph Road is currently constructed as an undivided two-
laneroad east of SR 86. There are no bike lanes or bus stops provided and parking is not 
permitted along the roadway. The speed limit is not posted.. The west-leg of the intersection is 
currently a dirt road.  

Neckel Road - is an unclassified road. Neckel Road is currently constructed as an undivided 
two-lane road between SR 86 and La Brucherie Road. There are no bike lanes or bus stops 
provided and parking is not permitted along the roadway. The speed limit is not posted. 

15th Street - 15th Street is a east-west residential street providing one travel lane in each 
direction and providing signalized access to SR-86. 

La Brucherie Road - In the project vicinity, La Brucherie Road is a north-south street providing 
one travel lane in each direction.  

Canon Drive - Canon Drive is a north-south residential street providing one travel lane in each 
direction. 

Dogwood Road - Dogwood Road is a north-south road parallel to SR-86 and provides one travel 
lane in each direction. 
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3.2 Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
In order to define existing traffic conditions at the study intersections, peak hour turning 
movement counts were collected at the study intersections on a weekday during the hours of 7:00 
AM to 9:00 AM, and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on Tuesday, July 13, 2010, intersections are listed as 
follows: 

 SR-86 and Larsen Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 SR-86 and Ralph Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and La Brucherie Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 SR-86 and Neckel Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and Canon Drive (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 Neckel Road and Dogwood Road (2 Way Stop Controlled) 
 SR-86 and 15th St (Signalized) 

 
 
In addition, one day 24-hour ADT counts were also collected on the same day at the following 
four locations in consultation with the City staff: 

i. Neckel Road - Between SR-86 and La Brucherie Road 
ii. Neckel Road - Between SR-86 and Canal Road 

iii. SR-86 - Between Neckel Road and 15th Street, and 
iv. SR-86 - Between Neckel Road and Ralph Road 

 
Figure 3.2 illustrates existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes. The detailed peak hour 
raw data traffic counts are provided in Appendix A.  
 

3.3 Existing Level of Service Condition 
Utilizing the traffic counts summarized in Figure 3.2, vehicle delay and corresponding level of 
service (LOS) was calculated for all of the study intersections utilizing the Highway Capacity 
manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodologies for signalized and unsignalized intersections. Table 
3.1 and Table 3.2 summarizes the vehicle delay, and LOS values for each study intersection 
under existing condition scenario. The SYNCHRO traffic analysis output files for existing 
conditions are provided in Appendix B of this report. 
 
 





Hotel Mix Land Use Traffic Impact Study - Imperial, CA 
 

ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 
 13 September 10 

 
Table 3.1 Existing Year 2010 - Level of Service Conditions – AM Peak  

Existing 2010 Traffic Volumes ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  375  2  2  438  8  6  1  1  10  4  1  16.0  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  358  34  17  428  0  0  0  0  93  0  11  19.1  C 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  15  8  1  5  5  4  25  3  8  29  1  9.4  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  6  370  20  12  483  13  6  14  11  59  21  17  21.4  C 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  17  4  8  26  13  64  20  19  7  1  15  6  9.6  A 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  12  98  0  0  173  1  13  0  47  0  0  0  10.0  A 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  352  32  8  505  14  16  22  17  84  10  33  6.7  A 

*unsignalized intersections 
 
 

Table 3.1 Existing Year 2010 - Level of Service Conditions – PM Peak  
Existing 2010 Traffic Volumes ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  540  3  2  532  9  3  0  3  8  1  5  17.4  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  515  62  2  527  0  0  0  0  54  0  5  22.6  C 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  4  12  2  8  3  1  18  2  18  28  0  9.3  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  14  559  84  22  516  22  9  18  5  29  11  8  29.6  D 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  5  8  9  13  17  47  88  25  18  7  25  19  10.4  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  24  173  0  0  169  15  6  0  24  0  0  0  10.0  A 

SR‐86 and 15th St  15  578  103  19  499  20  23  33  13  99  19  55  8.8  A 

*unsignalized intersections 
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4 Project Trip Calculation 

4.1 Trip Generation 
The proposed project generates vehicle trips impacting the transportation network. The study 
calculates individual project trips by each land use using the latest edition of Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook, Seventh Edition (2003).  The 
project generates 128 (72 in, 56 out) AM and 165 (94 in, 71 out) PM peak hour trips.   
 
The project consists of two separate phases.  Phase I consists of Holiday Inn Hotel, fast food 
restaurant, restaurant and two office buildings. Phase II of the project consists of a gas station 
with convenience market and a starbucks coffee shop with drive through service. Trip 
generation results are summarized in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2.   

 
Table 4.1 Project Trip Generation - AM 

Project Trip Generations ‐ AM 
Land 
Use 
Code 

AM 
Trips 

IN (%) 
OUT 
(%) 

# IN 
trips 

# OUT 
trips 

Hotel (101 rooms)*‐ Phase I   310  96  58  42  55  40 

Convenience Market with Gas 
Pumps (8 pumps) ‐ Phase II 

853  133  50  50  66  66 

Restaurant (5,000 sq ft) ‐ Phase I  932  58  52  48  30  28 

Fast Food Restaurant with No 
drive through (5,000 sq ft) ‐ 
Phase I 

933  219  60  40  132  88 

Starbucks Coffee with drive 
through (3,000 sq ft) ‐ Phase II 

937  332  51  49  169  163 

Office Building (40,000 sq ft) ‐ 
Phase I 

710  90  88  12  79  11 

Total Trips    927         927 

* note: using 78% of occupancy  = 108 x 0.78 = 84; used fitted curved equation: T = 0.78(X) ‐ 
29.8 on Page 572 of ITE 8th edition 
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Table 4.2 Project Trip Generation - PM 

Trip Generations ‐ PM 
Land 
Use 
Code 

PM 
Trips 

IN (%) 
OUT 
(%) 

# IN 
trips 

# OUT 
trips 

Hotel (101 rooms)*‐ Phase I   310  59  49  51  29  30 

Convenience Market with Gas 
Pumps (8 pumps) ‐ Phase II 

853  153  50  50  76  76 

Restaurant (5,000 sq ft) ‐ Phase I  932  56  59  41  33  23 

Fast Food Restaurant with No 
drive through (5,000 sq ft) ‐ 
Phase I 

933  131  51  49  67  64 

Starbucks Coffee with drive 
through (3,000 sq ft) ‐ Phase II 

937  129  50  50  64  64 

Office Building (40,000 sq ft) ‐ 
Phase I 

710  124  17  83  21  103 

Total Trips    650         650 

* note: using 78% of occupancy  = 108 x 0.78 = 84; used average rate of 0.70 on page 573 of 8th 
edition ITE trip generation 

 
 
Figure 4.1 shows the project trip distributions and Figure 4.2 shows project trip assignments. 
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5 Project Phase I - Opening Year 2012 

5.1 Opening Year 2012 - without Project Condition 
ADVANTEC has consulted with the City of Imperial and Caltrans District 11 staff on ambient 
growth rate assumption.  Opening year traffic volumes were calculated using an annual growth 
rate of 2% on City streets and 1.5% for north and south direction along SR-86 within project 
studied area.  Table 5.1 and Table 5.2 show the opening year 2012 traffic volumes for AM and 
PM peak periods respectively. 
 
According to Table 5.1 and Table 5.2, intersections LOS have operated at LOS C or better 
during AM peak, and LOS D or better during PM Peak.  The resulting LOS D at Neckel 
Road/SR-86 was due to side street delays on Neckel Road. However, the traffic volumes are 
minimal and not warranted for signalization, therefore no mitigation was provided.  
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Table 5.1 Opening Year 2012 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - AM 
2012 Phase 1 Opening Year Without Project  ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  386  2  2  451  8  6  1  1  10  4  1  16.4  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  369  35  18  441  0  0  0  0  97  0  11  20.1  C 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie 
Rd* 

3  16  8  1  5  5  4  26  3  8  30  1  9.4  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  6  381  21  12  498  13  6  15  11  61  22  18  22.6  C 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  18  4  8  27  14  67  21  20  7  1  16  6  9.7  A 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  12  102  0  0  180  1  14  0  49  0  0  0  10.1  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  363  33  8  520  14  17  23  18  87  10  34  6.8  A 

* unsignalized 
N/S on SR‐86 traffic volumes using 1.5% ambient growth  

 
 

Table 5.2 Opening Year 2012 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - PM 
2012 Phase 1 Opening Year Without Project  ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  556  3  2  548  9  3  0  3  8  1  5  17.9  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  531  64  2  543  0  0  0  0  56  0  5  23.9  C 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie 
Rd* 

3  4  12  2  8  3  1  19  2  19  29  0  9.3  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  14  576  87  23  532  23  9  19  5  30  11  8  31.9  D 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  5  8  9  14  18  49  92  26  19  7  26  20  10.5  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  25  180  0  0  176  16  6  0  25  0  0  0  10.0  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  15  595  106  20  514  21  24  34  14  103  20  57  9.0  A 

* unsignalized 
N/S on SR‐86 traffic volumes using 1.5% ambient growth  
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5.2 Opening Year 2012 - with Phase I Project Condition 
Opening year of the project phase I was assumed to be year 2012.  This scenario analyzes the 
studied intersections with Phase I project volumes. These volumes are calculated by adding the 
trip assignments to the base 2012 turning movement volumes.   
 
Tables 5.3 and Table 5.4 show AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes and it is to be 
concluded that intersections have operated at LOS C or better during AM peak, and LOS D or 
better during PM peak, all intersections but SR-86/Neckel Road, has operated at LOS F.  The 
resulting LOS F was due to side street delays on Neckel Road.  With the already planned 
signalized of the intersection, LOS would improve from LOS F (as unsignalized) to LOS A (if 
signalized).  
 
Table 5.3 Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes 
& LOS 

2012 Opening Year with  Phase 1  Project ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL NT  NR SL  ST  SR EL  ET ER  WL  WT WR  Delay  LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  414 2  2  507 8  6  1  1  10  4  1  17.7  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  397 35  18  497 0  0  0  0  97  0  11  22.4  C 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  16  8  1  5  5  4  95 3  8  71  1  9.9  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  154 381 21  12  498 69 34 36 97  61  51  18  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  18  4  8  27  14  67 21 41 7  1  45  6  10.1  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  12  102 0  0  180 1  14 21 49  0  29  0  11.5  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  511 33  8  606 14 17 23 18  87  10  34  6.6  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  131 0  41 69 38 0  0  40  229 9.5  A 

* unsignalized 
 
Table 5.4 Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes 
& LOS 
 

2012 Opening Year with  Phase 1  Project ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR EL  ET ER  WL  WT WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  603 3  2  576 9  3  0  3  8  1  5  19.5  C  

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  578 64  2  571 0  0  0  0  56  0  5  26.9  D 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  4  12  2  8  3  1  57 2  19  79  0  9.8  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  89  576 87  23  532 51 56 41 112  30  26  8  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  5  8  9  14  18  49 92 48 19  7  41  20  10.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  25  180 0  0  176 16 6  22 25  0  15  0  12.6  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  15  670 106 20  621 21 24 34 14  103  20  57  9.1  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  172 0  50 38 42 0  0  47  114 9.8  A 

* unsignalized 
 

Figure 5.2 shows opening year 2012 with Phase I project traffic volumes. 
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5.2 Opening Year 2012 - with Phase I Project Condition 
Opening year of the project phase I was assumed to be year 2012.  This scenario analyzes the 
studied intersections with Phase I project volumes. These volumes are calculated by adding the 
trip assignments to the base 2012 turning movement volumes.   
 
Tables 5.3 and Table 5.4 show AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes and it is to be 
concluded that intersections have operated at LOS D or better during AM and PM peak, all 
intersections but SR-86/Neckel Road, has operated at LOS F.  The resulting LOS F was due to 
side street delays on Neckel Road.  With the already planned signalized of the intersection, 
LOS would improve from LOS F (as unsignalized) to LOS A (if signalized).  
 
Table 5.3 Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes 
& LOS 

2012 Opening Year with  Phase 1  Project ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL NT  NR SL  ST  SR EL  ET ER  WL  WT WR  Delay  LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  414 2  2  507 8  6  1  1  10  4  1  17.7  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  397 35  18  497 0  0  0  0  97  0  11  22.4  C 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  16  8  1  5  5  4  95 3  8  71  1  9.9  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  154 381 21  12  498 69 34 36 97  61  51  18  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  18  4  8  27  14  67 21 41 7  1  45  6  10.1  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  12  102 0  0  180 1  14 21 49  0  29  0  11.5  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  511 33  8  606 14 17 23 18  87  10  34  6.6  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  131 0  41 69 38 0  0  40  229 9.5  A 

* unsignalized 
 
Table 5.4 Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes 
& LOS 
 

2012 Opening Year with  Phase 1  Project ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR EL  ET ER  WL  WT WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  603 3  2  576 9  3  0  3  8  1  5  19.5  C  

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  578 64  2  571 0  0  0  0  56  0  5  26.9  D 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  4  12  2  8  3  1  57 2  19  79  0  9.8  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  89  576 87  23  532 51 56 41 112  30  26  8  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  5  8  9  14  18  49 92 48 19  7  41  20  10.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  25  180 0  0  176 16 6  22 25  0  15  0  12.6  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  15  670 106 20  621 21 24 34 14  103  20  57  9.1  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  172 0  50 38 42 0  0  47  114 9.8  A 

* unsignalized 
 

Figure 5.2 Opening Year 2012 with Phase I Project Traffic Volumes 
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 5.3 Opening Year 2017 - with No Project Conditions 
Opening year of the project phase II was assumed to be year 2017.  This scenario analyzes the 
studied intersections without  project volumes.  
 
Tables 5.5 and Table 5.6 show AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes and it is to be 
concluded that intersections have operated at LOS C or better during AM peak, and LOS D or 
better during PM peak, all intersections but SR-86/Neckel Road, has operated at LOS F.  The 
resulting LOS F was due to side street delays on Neckel Road.  With the already planned 
signalized of the intersection, LOS would improve from LOS F (as unsignalized) to LOS A (if 
signalized).  
 
Table 5.5 Opening Year 2017 without Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes & 
LOS 

2017 Phase 2 Opening Year Without Project ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay  LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  416  2  2  486  9  7  1  1  11  5  1  17.8   C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  397  38  19  475  0  0  0  0  107  0  13  23.1  C 

Neckel Rd and La 
Brucherie Rd* 

3  17  9  1  6  6  5  29  3  9  33  1  9.4  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  7  411  22  13  536  14  7  16  13  68  24  20  27.4  D 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  20  5  9  30  15  74  23  22  8  1  17  7  9.9  A 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood 
Rd* 

14  113  0  0  199  1  15  0  54  0  0  0  10.3  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  391  36  9  560  16  18  25  20  96  11  38  7.5  A 

* unsignalized 
N/S on SR‐86 traffic volumes using 1.5% ambient growth  

 
Table 5.6 Opening Year 2017 without Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes & 

LOS 
2017 Phase 2 Opening Year Without Project ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay  LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  599  3  2  590  10  3  0  3  9  1  6  19.3  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  572  69  2  585  0  0  0  0  62  0  6  27.8  D 

Neckel Rd and La 
Brucherie Rd* 

3  5  14  2  9  3  1  21  2  21  32  0  9.4  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  16  620  93  24  573  24  10  21  6  33  13  9  40.7  E 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  6  9  10  15  20  54  101  29  21  8  29  22  10.8  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood 
Rd* 

28  199  0  0  194  17  7  0  28  0  0  0  10.3  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  17  641  114  21  554  22  26  38  15  114  22  63  9.8  A 

* unsignalized 
N/S on SR‐86 traffic volumes using 1.5% ambient growth  
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5.4 Opening Year 2017 - with Phase I & II Project Conditions 
Opening year of the project phase II was assumed to be year 2017, five years after Phase I 
completion.  This scenario analyzes the studied intersections with Phase I project volumes. 
These volumes are calculated by adding the trip assignments to the base 2012 traffic volumes.   
 
Tables 5.7 and Table 5.8 show AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes and it is to be 
concluded that intersections have operated at LOS D or better during AM and PM peak, all 
intersections but SR-86/Neckel Road, has operated at LOS F.  The resulting LOS F was due to 
side street delays on Neckel Road.  With the already planned signalization of the intersection, 
LOS would improve from LOS F (as unsignalized) to LOS A (delay 8.4) for AM peak and 
LOS A (delay of 6.8 seconds) for PM peak.  
 
Table 5.7 Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II Project Conditions - AM Traffic 
Volumes & LOS 
 

2017 Opening Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 Projects ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay  LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  479  2  2  577  9  7  1  1  11  5  1  21.1  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  460  38  19  566  0  0  0  0  107  0  13  30.2  D 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  17  9  1  6  6  5  175  3  9  149  1  10.6  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  254  411  22  13  536  105  70  60  195  68  77  20  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  20  5  9  30  15  74  23  66  8  1  70  7  10.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  14  113  0  0  199  1  15  44  54  0  53  0  12.2  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  638  36  9  742  16  18  25  20  96  11  38  7.4  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  285  0  116  146  39  0  0  33  387  17.1  C 

* unsignalized 
 
Table 5.8 Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II Project Conditions - PM Traffic 
Volumes & LOS 
 

2017 Opening Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 Projects ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  667 3  2  639 10 3  0  3  9  1  6  22.0  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  640 69  2  634 0  0  0  0  62  0  6  34.3  D 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  5  14  2  9  3  1  108 2  21  131 0  10.3  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  147  620 93  24  573 73 78  57  169  33  42  9  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  6  9  10  15  20  54 101 65  21  8  58  22  11.3  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  28  199 0  0  194 17 7  36  28  0  29  0  13.4  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  17  772 114 21  717 22 26  38  15  114  22  63  9.9  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  263 0  99 87  37  0  0  54  205 13.4  B 

* unsignalized 
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5.5 Opening Year 2017 - with Phase I & II & Morningstar Project 
Conditions 
The Morningstar project that was located just west of Neckel Road/A Street was to be included 
in the analysis.  The Morningstar project consists of single/multiple unit residential housing, 
school and park, this project was assumed to be completed in 2017. Morningstar project trips 
were obtained from the latest project study report dated in 2006, provided by the City of 
Imperial.  
 
Table 5.9 and Table 5.10 summarize the LOS results for the cumulative project conditions, 
three intersections would operate at LOS F due to 2 way stop controlled side street delays: 
 
1. SR-86/Larsen Rd (PM) –  since side street traffic volumes on Larsen Road are insignificant, 
no mitigation is recommended. 
 
2. SR-86/Ralph Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
WBL movement of 146 veh/hr. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will improve from 
F to LOS A. 
 
3. SR-86/Neckel Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
EBL and WBL on side street at Neckel Rd. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will 
improve from F to LOS D in AM (33.4 seconds of delay) and LOS A in PM (6.8 seconds of 
delay) 
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Table 5.9 Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II & Cumulative Project Conditions - 
AM Traffic Volumes & LOS 

2017 Opening Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 + Cumulative Projects ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  479 2  2  577 9  7  1  1  11  5  1  21.1  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  18  617 76  25  699 12  38  22  57  146  7  28  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  17  9  1  6  6  5  175 3  9  149 1  10.6  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  289  531 76  30  685 168 121 80  271  203  107 62  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  20  5  9  30  15  74  23  66  8  1  70  7  10.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  14  113 0  0  199 1  15  44  54  0  53  0  12.3  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  638 36  9  742 16  18  25  20  96  11  38  7.4  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  285 0  116 146 39  0  0  33  387 17.6  C 

* unsignalized 
 
 
Table 5.10 Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II & Cumulative Project Conditions - 
PM Traffic Volumes & LOS 

2017 Opening Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 + Cumulative Projects ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  855 12  2  890 25 12  1  3  21  3  6  ‐  F 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  60  835 104 20  852 39 22  14  34  97  23  6  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  100 25  36  71  12 17  108 2  28  131 0  13.9  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  147  620 93  24  573 73 78  57  169  33  42  9  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  6  9  10  15  20  54 101 65  21  8  58  22  11.3  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  28  199 0  0  194 17 7  36  28  0  29  0  13.4  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  17  772 114 21  717 22 26  38  15  114  22  63  9.9  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  263 0  99 87  37  0  0  54  205 13.4  B 

* unsignalized 
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5.3 Opening Year 2017 - with Phase I & II & Morningstar Project 
Conditions 
The Morningstar project that was located just west of Neckel Road/A Street was to be included 
in the analysis.  The Morningstar project consists of single/multiple unit residential housing, 
school and park, this project was assumed to be completed in 2017. Morningstar project trips 
were obtained from the latest project study report dated in 2006, provided by the City of 
Imperial.  
 
Table 5.7 and Table 5.8 summarize the LOS results for the cumulative project conditions, 
three intersections would operate at LOS F due to 2 way stop controlled side street delays: 
 
1. SR-86/Larsen Rd (PM) –  since side street traffic volumes on Larsen Road are insignificant, 
no mitigation is recommended. 
 
2. SR-86/Ralph Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
WBL movement of 146 veh/hr. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will improve from 
F to LOS A. 
 
3. SR-86/Neckel Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
EBL and WBL on side street at Neckel Rd. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will 
improve from F to LOS D in AM (33.4 seconds of delay) and LOS A in PM (6.8 seconds of 
delay) 
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Table 5.7 Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II & Cumulative Project Conditions - 
AM Traffic Volumes & LOS 

2017 Opening Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 + Cumulative Projects ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  479 2  2  577 9  7  1  1  11  5  1  21.1  C 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  18  617 76  25  699 12  38  22  57  146  7  28  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  17  9  1  6  6  5  175 3  9  149 1  10.6  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  289  531 76  30  685 168 121 80  271  203  107 62  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  20  5  9  30  15  74  23  66  8  1  70  7  10.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  14  113 0  0  199 1  15  44  54  0  53  0  12.3  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  3  638 36  9  742 16  18  25  20  96  11  38  7.4  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  285 0  116 146 39  0  0  33  387 17.6  C 

* unsignalized 
 
 
Table 5.8 Opening Year 2017 with Phase I & II & Cumulative Project Conditions - 
PM Traffic Volumes & LOS 

2017 Opening Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 + Cumulative Projects ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  855 12  2  890 25 12  1  3  21  3  6  ‐  F 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  60  835 104 20  852 39 22  14  34  97  23  6  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  3  100 25  36  71  12 17  108 2  28  131 0  13.9  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  147  620 93  24  573 73 78  57  169  33  42  9  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  6  9  10  15  20  54 101 65  21  8  58  22  11.3  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  28  199 0  0  194 17 7  36  28  0  29  0  13.4  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  17  772 114 21  717 22 26  38  15  114  22  63  9.9  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  263 0  99 87  37  0  0  54  205 13.4  B 

* unsignalized 
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6. Future Year 2035 Conditions 
This section presents LOS analysis results of the Future Year 2035 with and without Project 
scenarios.   

6.1 Future Year 2035 without Project 
ADVANTEC has consulted with the City of Imperial and Caltrans District 11 staff on ambient 
growth rate assumption. Year 2035 traffic volumes were calculated using an annual growth 
rate of 2% on City streets and 1.5% for north and south direction along SR-86 within project 
studied area.  Table 6.1 and Table 6.2 show the future year 2035 traffic volumes for AM and 
PM peak periods respectively. According to Table 6.1 and Table 6.2, two intersections would 
operate at LOS F due to 2 way stop controlled side street delays: 
 
1. SR-86/Ralph Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
WBL movement of 153 veh/hr. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will improve from 
F to LOS A. 
 
2. SR-86/Neckel Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
EBL and WBL on side street at Neckel Rd. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will 
improve from F to LOS A in both AM and PM peak periods. 
 

Table 6.1 Future Year 2035 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - AM 
2035 Horizon Year Without Project 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR SL  ST  SR  EL  ET ER  WL  WT WR Delay LOS

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  544 3  3  636 12  10 2  2  16  7  2  25.0  D 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  519 49  25 621 0  0  0  0  153  0  18  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  5  25  13  2  8  8  7  41 5  13  48  2  9.7  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  9  537 29  17 701 19  10 23 18  97  34  28  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  28  7  13  43 21  105 33 31 11  2  25  10  10.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  20  161 0  0  284 2  21 0  77  0  0  0  11.7  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  4  511 46  12 733 20  26 36 28  138  16  54  8.5  A 

* Unsignalized 
N/S on SR‐86 traffic volumes using 1.5% ambient growth  
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Table 6.2 Future Year 2035 without Project Conditions Traffic Volumes - PM 

2035 Horizon Year Without Project 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR EL  ET ER  WL  WT WR Delay  LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  784 4  3  772 13 5  0  5  13  2  8  31.4  D 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  747 90  3  765 0  0  0  0  89  0  8  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  5  7  20  3  13  5  2  30 3  30  46  0  9.7  A 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  20  811 122 32 749 32 15  30 8  48  18  13  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  8  13  15  21 28  77 144 41 30  11  41  31  12.2  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  39  284 0  0  277 25 10  0  39  0  0  0  11.7  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  22  839 149 28 724 29 38  54 21  162  31  90  13.5  B 

* Unsignalized 
N/S on SR‐86 traffic volumes using 1.5% ambient growth  
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6.2 Future Year 2035 with Project Conditions 
Future year of the project was assumed to be year 2035.  This scenario analyzes the studied 
intersections with Phase I & II project volumes.  
 
Tables 6.3 and Table 6.4 show AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes and it is to be 
concluded that intersections have operated at LOS D or better during AM and PM peak, all 
intersections but SR-86/Neckel Road, has operated at LOS F.   
 
1. SR-86/Ralph Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
WBL movement of 153 veh/hr. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will improve from 
F to LOS A. 
 
2. SR-86/Neckel Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
EBL and WBL on side street at Neckel Rd. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will 
improve from F to LOS B in AM (16 seconds of delay) and LOS B in PM (10.2 seconds of 
delay) 
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Table 6.3 Future Year 2035 with Project Conditions - AM Traffic Volumes & LOS 

2035  Horizon Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 Projects ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  607 3  3  727 12  10  2  2  16  7  2  31.0  D 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  582 49  25  712 0  0  0  0  153  0  18  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  5  25  13  2  8  8  7  187 5  13  164 2  11.0  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  256  537 29  17  701 110 73  67  200  97  87  28  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  28  7  13  43  21  105 33  75  11  2  78  10  11.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  20  161 0  0  284 2  21  44  77  0  53  0  14.2  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  4  758 46  12  915 20  26  36  28  138  16  54  8.7  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  285 0  116 146 56  0  0  62  387 18.9  C 

* Unsignalized 
 
 
Table 6.4 Future Year 2035 with Project Conditions - PM Traffic Volumes & LOS 

2035  Horizon Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 Projects ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay  LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  852  4  3  821  13  5  0  5  13  2  8  37.6  E 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  0  815  90  3  814  0  0  0  0  89  0  8  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie 
Rd* 

5  7  20  3  13  5  2  117  3  30  145  0  10.7  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  151  811  122  32  749  81  83  66  171  48  47  13  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  8  13  15  21  28  77  144  77  30  11  70  31  13.0  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  39  284  0  0  277  25  10  36  39  0  29  0  16.6  C 

SR‐86 and 15th St  22  970  149  28  887  29  38  54  21  162  31  90  13.7  B 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  263  0  99  87  52  0  0  70  205  13.9  B 

* Unsignalized 
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6.3 Future Year 2035 with Project & Morningstar Project Conditions 
The Morningstar project trips were obtained from the latest project study report dated in 2006, 
provided by the City of Imperial. The number of project trips of the Morningstar Project for 
2035 was assumed to be identical as 2017 scenario.  
 
Table 6.5 and Table 6.6 summarize the LOS results for the cumulative project conditions, 
three intersections would operate at LOS F due to 2 way stop controlled that caused side street 
delays: 
 
1. SR-86/Larsen Rd (PM) –  since side street traffic volumes on Larsen Road are insignificant, 
no mitigation is recommended. 
 
2. SR-86/Ralph Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
WBL movement of 192 veh/hr in AM. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will 
improve from F to LOS A. 
 
3. SR-86/Neckel Rd (AM/PM) – it is recommended to signalize the intersection due to heavy 
EBL and WBL on side street at Neckel Rd. With signalization of the intersection, LOS will 
improve from F to LOS D in AM (53.5 seconds of delay) and LOS B in PM (7.7 seconds of 
delay) 
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Table 6.5 Future Year 2035 with Project + Cumulative Project Conditions - AM 

Traffic Volumes & LOS 
2035  Horizon Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 + Cumulative Projects ‐ AM Peak 

Intersection  NL  NT  NR SL  ST  SR  EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS 

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  607 3  3  727 12  10  2  2  16  7  2  30.8  D 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  18  739 87  31  845 12  38  22  57  192  7  33  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  5  25  13  2  8  8  7  187 5  13  164 2  11.0  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  291  657 83  34  850 173 124 87  276  232  117 70  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  28  7  13  43  21  105 33  75  11  2  78  10  11.7  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  20  161 0  0  284 2  21  44  77  0  53  0  14.2  B 

SR‐86 and 15th St  4  758 46  12  915 20  26  36  28  138  16  54  8.7  A 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  285 0  116 146 56  0  0  62  387 18.9  C 

* Unsignalized 
 
 

Table 6.6 Future Year 2035 with Project + Cumulative Project Conditions - PM 
Traffic Volumes & LOS 

2035  Horizon Year With Phase 1 + Phase 2 + Cumulative Projects ‐ PM Peak 

Intersection    NL  NT  NR  SL  ST  SR EL  ET  ER  WL  WT  WR  Delay LOS

SR‐86 and Larsen Road*  0  1040 13  3  1072 28 14  1  5  25  4  8  ‐  F 

SR‐86 and Ralph Road*  60  1010 125 21  1032 39 22  14  34  124  23  8  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and La Brucherie Rd*  5  102  31  37  75  14 18  117 3  37  145 0  10.6  B 

SR‐86 and Neckel Rd*  151  811  122 32  749  81 83  66  171  48  47  13  ‐  F 

Neckel Rd and Canon Dr*  8  13  15  21  28  77 144 77  30  11  70  31  13.0  B 

Neckel Rd and Dogwood Rd*  39  284  0  0  277  25 10  36  39  0  29  0  16.6  C 

SR‐86 and 15th St  22  970  149 28  887  29 38  54  21  162  31  90  13.7  B 

Neckel Rd and "A" St  0  0  0  263 0  99 87  52  0  0  70  205 13.9  B 

* Unsignalized 
 
 
 



 Hotel Mix Land Use Traffic Impact Study - Imperial, CA 
 

ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 
 34 September 10 

7. Level of Service Summary 
Table 7.1 below shows results of all level of service analyses performed as part of this study. According to the analysis, three 
intersections have operated in LOS E or F: 
 
1. SR-86/Larsen Road: The resulting LOS F in 2017 opening year with phase I, II and cumulative project was due to side street delays 
on Larsen Road.  The combined volumes for WB and EB on Larsen Road was 47 mph, due to the minimal traffic volumes, 
signalization was not warranted at this intersection.   
2. SR-86/Ralph Road:  The resulting LOS F was due to higher WBL volumes that caused side street delays in both 2017 and 2035 
scenario. Therefore, it is recommended to implement signal at this location to minimize side street delays. 
3. SR-86/Neckel Road:  The resulting LOS F was due to an overall increased of traffic volumes from generated project trips that 
caused side street delays in years 2012, 2017 and 2035 scenarios. Therefore, it is recommended to implement signal at this location to 
minimize side street delays in 2012 upon Phase I project completion.  
 

Table 7.1 Level of Service Summary 

 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
SR‐86 and Larsen 

Road*
16.0 C 17.4 C 16.4 C 17.9 C 17.7 C 19.5 C  17.8  C 19.3 C 21.1 C 22.0 C 21.1 C ‐ F 25.0 D 31.4 D 31.0 D 37.6 E 30.8 D ‐ F

SR‐86 and Ralph 

Road*
19.1 C 22.6 C 20.1 C 23.9 C 22.4 C 26.9 D 23.1 C 27.8 D 30.2 D 34.3 D ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F

Neckel Rd and La 

Brucherie Rd*
9.4 A 9.3 A 9.4 A 9.3 A 9.9 A 9.8 A 9.4 A 9.4 A 10.6 B 10.3 B 10.6 B 13.9 B 9.7 A 9.7 A 11.0 B 10.7 B 11.0 B 10.6 B

SR‐86 and Neckel 

Rd*
21.4 C 29.6 D 22.6 C 31.9 D ‐ F ‐ F 27.4 D 40.7 E ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F ‐ F

Neckel Rd and 

Canon Dr*
9.6 A 10.4 B 9.7 A 10.5 B 10.1 B 10.7 B 9.9 A 10.8 B 10.7 B 11.3 B 10.7 B 11.3 B 10.7 B 12.2 B 11.7 B 13.0 B 11.7 B 13.0 B

Neckel Rd and 

Dogwood Rd*
10.0 A 10.0 A 10.1 B 10.0 B 11.5 B 12.6 B 10.3 B 10.3 B 12.2 B 13.4 B 12.3 B 13.4 B 11.7 B 11.7 B 14.2 B 16.6 C 14.2 B 16.6 C

SR‐86 and 15th St 6.8 A 8.8 A 6.8 A 9.0 A 6.6 A 9.1 A 7.5 A 9.8 A 7.4 A 9.9 A 7.4 A 9.9 A 8.5 A 13.5 B 8.7 A 13.7 B 8.7 A 13.7 B

Neckel Rd and "A" 

St
‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 9.5 A 9.8 A ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 17.1 C 13.4 B 17.6 C 13.4 B ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 18.9 C 13.9 B 18.9 C 13.9 B

2035 ‐ Phase I & II & 
Cumulative

AM PM

* Unsignalized

2035 ‐ No Project

AM PM

2035 ‐ PhaseI & II

AM PM
Intersection

Op Yr 2012 ‐ No Project

AM PM

Op Yr 2012 ‐ Phase I

AM PMAM PM

Existing 2010
Op Yr 2017 ‐ Phase I & II 

& Cumulative
AM PM

Op Yr 2017 ‐ Phase I & II

AM PM

Op Yr 2017 ‐ No Project

AM PM
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8. Mitigation Measures 
Table 8.1 below shows the LOS improvements with mitigation measures by implementing signals at the following intersections, 
while maintaining existing lane configurations at the intersections. With implementing signalization at the two intersections, LOS will 
improve significantly from LOS F to LOS B or better.  
 

Table 8.1 Level of Service Summary - Mitigation Measures 
 

 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
SR‐86 and Ralph 

Road*
‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 6.3 A 5.0 A 7.0 A 4.8 A 5.7 A 3.9 A 7.4 A 6.6 A

SR‐86 and Neckel 

Rd*
5.5 A 5.3 A ‐ ‐ 3.2 A 8.4 A 6.8 A 33.4 D 6.8 A 5.8 A 3.7 A 10.7 B 7.7 A 53.5 D 7.7 A

2035 ‐ Phase I & II & 
Cumulative

AM PM

2035 ‐ Phase I & II

AM PM

Op Yr 2017 ‐ Phase I & II

AM PM

2035 ‐ No Project

AM PM

Op Yr 2017 ‐ Phase I & II 
& Cumulative

AM PM
Intersection

Op Yr 2012 ‐ Phase I

AM PM

Op Yr 2017 ‐ No Project

AM PM



 Hotel Mix Land Use Traffic Impact Study - Imperial, CA 
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Appendix A: Counts 
 



PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES
TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS

SR-86 
1,717 25 1,687 5 TOTAL 1,605

951 14 935 2 PM 940
766 11 752 3 AM 665
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A
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770 AM 0 648 4 652
954 PM 2 925 10 937

1,724 TOTAL 2 1,573 14 1,589

SR-86 
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991 17 970 4 TOTAL 930
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543 PM 2 540 3 545

992 Total 2 915 5 922
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
PREPARED BY:  PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

DATE: LOCATION: IMPERIAL PROJECT #: CA10-0716-3
7/13/10 NORTH & SOUTH: SR-86 LOCATION #: 1  

TUESDAY EAST & WEST: LARSON CONTROL: 2-WAY STOP  (EW)

 NOTES: AM ▲
PM N
MD ◄ W E ►

OTHER S
OTHER ▼

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND U-TURNS
 SR-86 SR-86 LARSON LARSON

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL NB SB EB WB TTL
LANES: 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 X X X X

7:00 AM 0 68 0 0 68 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 143 0
7:15 AM 0 59 1 0 62 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 126 0
7:30 AM 0 129 0 0 120 2 0 0 0 4 1 0 256 0
7:45 AM 0 98 1 0 132 2 3 0 1 2 1 1 241 0
8:00 AM 0 79 0 2 95 3 2 1 0 3 1 0 186 0
8:15 AM 0 69 1 0 91 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 165 0
8:30 AM 0 75 1 0 89 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 170 0
8:45 AM 0 71 0 1 95 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 173 0

VOLUMES 0 648 4 3 752 11 10 1 2 16 6 7 1,460 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 0% 99% 1% 0% 98% 1% 77% 8% 15% 55% 21% 24%
APP/DEPART 652 / 665 766 / 770 13 / 8 29 / 17 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 0 375 2 2 438 8 6 1 1 10 4 1 848
APPROACH % 0% 99% 1% 0% 98% 2% 75% 13% 13% 67% 27% 7%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.731 0.836 0.500 0.750 0.828
APP/DEPART 377 / 382 448 / 449 8 / 5 15 / 12 0

4:00 PM 0 73 2 0 98 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 179 0
4:15 PM 0 84 3 0 103 2 1 0 1 2 0 2 198 0
4:30 PM 0 106 2 0 110 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 224 0
4:45 PM 0 110 1 1 108 1 1 0 2 4 0 3 231 0
5:00 PM 2 143 0 1 132 6 1 0 0 2 0 1 288 0
5:15 PM 0 166 2 0 153 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 325 0

7:30 AM

A
M

5:15 PM 0 166 2 0 153 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 325 0
5:30 PM 0 121 0 0 139 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 264 0
5:45 PM 0 122 0 0 92 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 215 0

VOLUMES 2 925 10 2 935 14 6 0 5 14 2 9 1,924 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 0% 99% 1% 0% 98% 1% 55% 0% 45% 56% 8% 36%
APP/DEPART 937 / 940 951 / 954 11 / 12 25 / 18 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 2 540 3 2 532 9 3 0 3 8 1 5 1,108
APPROACH % 0% 99% 1% 0% 98% 2% 50% 0% 50% 57% 7% 36%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.811 0.887 0.500 0.500 0.852
APP/DEPART 545 / 548 543 / 543 6 / 5 14 / 12 0

SR-86 

NORTH SIDE

LARSON WEST SIDE EAST SIDE LARSON

SOUTH SIDE

SR-86 

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS PEDESTRIAN ACTIVATIONS BICYCLE CROSSINGS
N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL NS SS ES WS TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0P

M

4:45 PM

A
M

P
M

5:15 PM 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P



PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES
TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS

DOGWOOD
654 29 624 1 TOTAL 525
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184 15 169 0 PM 179
174 1 173 0 AM 111

0 0 0 
52

 

39
 

13
 0 0 0 

PEAK HOUR 0 0 0 
TO

TA
L

PM A
M AM 7:00 AM

8:45 AM

0 0 0 
19

 

6 13
 

#REF!

A
M PM

TO
TA

L
0 0 0 PM 4:30 PM

5:45 PM

71
 

24
 

47
 0 0 0 

90
 

30
 

60
 

220 AM 12 98 0 110
193 PM 24 173 0 197

413 Total 36 271 0 307

DOGWOOD

N
EC

K
EL

N
EC

K
EL

N
EC

K
ELN

EC
K

EL



INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
PREPARED BY:  PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

DATE: LOCATION: IMPERIAL PROJECT #: CA10-0716-3
7/13/10 NORTH & SOUTH: DOGWOOD LOCATION #: 2  

TUESDAY EAST & WEST: NECKEL CONTROL: 2-WAY STOP (EW)

 NOTES: AM ▲
PM N
MD ◄ W E ►

OTHER S
OTHER ▼

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND U-TURNS
 DOGWOOD DOGWOOD NECKEL NECKEL

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL NB SB EB WB TTL
LANES: 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 X X X X

7:00 AM 2 26 0 0 36 0 1 0 12 0 0 0 77 0
7:15 AM 2 17 0 0 42 0 2 0 13 0 0 0 76 0
7:30 AM 4 30 0 0 57 1 8 0 11 0 0 0 111 0
7:45 AM 4 25 0 0 38 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 80 0
8:00 AM 2 26 0 1 32 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 67 0
8:15 AM 1 17 1 0 30 1 2 0 4 0 0 0 56 0
8:30 AM 5 25 0 0 45 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 82 0
8:45 AM 3 19 0 0 31 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 60 0

VOLUMES 23 185 1 1 311 3 22 0 63 0 0 0 609 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 11% 89% 0% 0% 99% 1% 26% 0% 74% 0% 0% 0%
APP/DEPART 209 / 207 315 / 374 85 / 2 0 / 26 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 12 98 0 0 173 1 13 0 47 0 0 0 344
APPROACH % 11% 89% 0% 0% 99% 1% 22% 0% 78% 0% 0% 0%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.809 0.750 0.789 0.000 0.775
APP/DEPART 110 / 111 174 / 220 60 / 0 0 / 13 0

4:00 PM 6 40 0 0 37 3 1 0 5 0 0 0 92 0
4:15 PM 3 34 0 0 40 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 85 0
4:30 PM 5 36 0 0 60 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 106 0
4:45 PM 6 28 0 0 33 3 2 0 5 0 0 0 77 0
5:00 PM 5 51 0 0 37 7 2 0 8 0 0 0 110 0
5:15 PM 8 58 0 0 39 4 2 0 7 0 0 0 118 0

7:00 AM

A
M

5:15 PM 8 58 0 0 39 4 2 0 7 0 0 0 118 0
5:30 PM 8 28 1 0 39 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 85 0
5:45 PM 6 35 0 0 28 3 1 0 8 0 0 0 81 0

VOLUMES 47 310 1 0 313 26 8 0 49 0 0 0 754 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 13% 87% 0% 0% 92% 8% 14% 0% 86% 0% 0% 0%
APP/DEPART 358 / 318 339 / 362 57 / 1 0 / 73 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 24 173 0 0 169 15 6 0 24 0 0 0 411
APPROACH % 12% 88% 0% 0% 92% 8% 20% 0% 80% 0% 0% 0%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.746 0.754 0.750 0.000 0.871
APP/DEPART 197 / 179 184 / 193 30 / 0 0 / 39 0

DOGWOOD

NORTH SIDE

NECKEL WEST SIDE EAST SIDE NECKEL

SOUTH SIDE

DOGWOOD

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS PEDESTRIAN ACTIVATIONS BICYCLE CROSSINGS
N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL NS SS ES WS TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0P

M

4:30 PM

A
M

P
M

5:15 PM 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P



PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES
TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS

SR-86
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
PREPARED BY:  PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

DATE: LOCATION: IMPERIAL PROJECT #: CA10-0716-3
7/13/10 NORTH & SOUTH: SR-86 LOCATION #: 3  

TUESDAY EAST & WEST: NECKEL CONTROL: 2-WAT STOP (EW)

 NOTES: AM ▲
PM N
MD ◄ W E ►

OTHER S
OTHER ▼

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND U-TURNS
 SR-86 SR-86 NECKEL NECKEL

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL NB SB EB WB TTL
LANES: 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 X X X X

7:00 AM 1 73 6 1 70 4 6 3 0 9 4 2 179 0
7:15 AM 0 89 6 3 118 3 0 2 4 16 7 6 254 0
7:30 AM 1 119 2 3 158 4 1 5 2 23 7 6 331 0
7:45 AM 3 90 8 4 118 3 3 4 1 10 5 4 253 0
8:00 AM 2 72 4 2 89 3 2 3 4 10 2 1 194 0
8:15 AM 1 84 3 5 108 4 1 5 1 4 4 3 223 0
8:30 AM 0 87 10 3 115 4 1 4 1 7 5 1 238 0
8:45 AM 2 80 5 4 102 2 1 3 0 12 3 7 221 0

VOLUMES 10 694 44 25 878 27 15 29 13 91 37 30 1,893 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 1% 93% 6% 3% 94% 3% 26% 51% 23% 58% 23% 19%
APP/DEPART 748 / 739 930 / 982 57 / 98 158 / 74 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 6 370 20 12 483 13 6 14 11 59 21 17 1,032
APPROACH % 2% 93% 5% 2% 95% 3% 19% 45% 35% 61% 22% 18%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.811 0.770 0.861 0.674 0.779
APP/DEPART 396 / 393 508 / 553 31 / 46 97 / 40 0

4:00 PM 1 104 18 5 128 1 3 3 1 10 0 2 276 0
4:15 PM 1 108 20 4 121 5 0 4 0 9 3 2 277 0
4:30 PM 2 107 18 3 135 8 2 7 0 12 2 4 300 0
4:45 PM 1 109 16 8 117 9 5 5 2 10 2 1 285 0
5:00 PM 3 177 28 3 126 8 2 3 0 5 2 1 358 0
5:15 PM 6 140 15 7 149 3 1 4 2 9 3 2 341 0

7:15 AM

A
M

5:15 PM 6 140 15 7 149 3 1 4 2 9 3 2 341 0
5:30 PM 4 133 25 4 124 2 1 6 1 5 4 4 313 0
5:45 PM 0 115 15 3 89 2 2 3 2 13 6 1 251 0

VOLUMES 18 993 155 37 989 38 16 35 8 73 22 17 2,401 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 2% 85% 13% 3% 93% 4% 27% 59% 14% 65% 20% 15%
APP/DEPART 1,166 / 1,026 1,064 / 1,070 59 / 227 112 / 78 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 14 559 84 22 516 22 9 18 5 29 11 8 1,297
APPROACH % 2% 85% 13% 4% 92% 4% 28% 56% 16% 60% 23% 17%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.790 0.881 0.667 0.857 0.906
APP/DEPART 657 / 576 560 / 550 32 / 124 48 / 47 0

SR-86

NORTH SIDE

NECKEL WEST SIDE EAST SIDE NECKEL

SOUTH SIDE

SR-86

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS PEDESTRIAN ACTIVATIONS BICYCLE CROSSINGS
N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL NS SS ES WS TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0P

M

4:45 PM

A
M

P
M

5:15 PM 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P



PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES
TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
PREPARED BY:  PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

DATE: LOCATION: IMPERIAL PROJECT #: CA10-0716-3
7/13/10 NORTH & SOUTH: SR-86 LOCATION #: 4  

TUESDAY EAST & WEST: 15TH CONTROL: SIGNAL

 NOTES: AM ▲
PM N
MD ◄ W E ►

OTHER S
OTHER ▼

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND U-TURNS
 SR-86 SR-86 15TH 15TH

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL NB SB EB WB TTL
LANES: 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 X X X X

7:00 AM 1 64 9 4 78 2 3 3 1 19 2 5 191 0
7:15 AM 0 80 6 4 120 3 3 6 3 14 4 7 250 0
7:30 AM 1 107 8 1 162 3 6 6 6 27 1 12 340 0
7:45 AM 1 91 11 2 129 3 6 5 6 23 3 8 288 0
8:00 AM 1 74 7 1 94 5 1 5 2 20 2 6 218 0
8:15 AM 2 76 7 6 115 4 2 7 0 15 3 5 242 0
8:30 AM 3 80 9 4 108 3 7 1 2 17 6 4 244 0
8:45 AM 1 78 8 3 134 4 2 5 4 17 5 8 269 0

VOLUMES 10 650 65 25 940 27 30 38 24 152 26 55 2,042 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 1% 90% 9% 3% 95% 3% 33% 41% 26% 65% 11% 24%
APP/DEPART 725 / 735 992 / 1,116 92 / 128 233 / 63 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 3 352 32 8 505 14 16 22 17 84 10 33 1,096
APPROACH % 1% 91% 8% 2% 96% 3% 29% 40% 31% 66% 8% 26%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.834 0.794 0.764 0.794 0.806
APP/DEPART 387 / 401 527 / 606 55 / 62 127 / 27 0

4:00 PM 5 112 20 3 123 9 4 11 0 18 5 7 317 0
4:15 PM 0 103 19 7 119 3 10 9 6 22 9 8 315 0
4:30 PM 1 123 23 2 130 8 6 3 6 28 5 3 338 0
4:45 PM 3 107 21 6 107 4 5 5 9 18 6 9 300 0
5:00 PM 3 180 26 6 141 4 10 6 2 14 7 13 412 0
5:15 PM 4 143 30 3 133 9 7 9 3 23 3 15 382 0

7:15 AM

A
M

5:15 PM 4 143 30 3 133 9 7 9 3 23 3 15 382 0
5:30 PM 2 125 26 4 126 4 3 8 4 33 7 14 356 0
5:45 PM 6 130 21 6 99 3 3 10 4 29 2 13 326 0

VOLUMES 24 1,023 186 37 978 44 48 61 34 185 44 82 2,746 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 2% 83% 15% 3% 92% 4% 34% 43% 24% 59% 14% 26%
APP/DEPART 1,233 / 1,153 1,059 / 1,197 143 / 284 311 / 112 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 15 578 103 19 499 20 23 33 13 99 19 55 1,476
APPROACH % 2% 83% 15% 4% 93% 4% 33% 48% 19% 57% 11% 32%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.833 0.891 0.908 0.801 0.896
APP/DEPART 696 / 656 538 / 611 69 / 155 173 / 54 0

SR-86

NORTH SIDE

15TH WEST SIDE EAST SIDE 15TH

SOUTH SIDE

SR-86

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS PEDESTRIAN ACTIVATIONS BICYCLE CROSSINGS
N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL NS SS ES WS TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0P

M

5:00 PM

A
M

P
M

5:15 PM 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P



PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES
TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS

SR-86
1,722 0 1,689 33 TOTAL 1,597
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
PREPARED BY:  PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

DATE: LOCATION: IMPERIAL PROJECT #: CA10-0716-3
7/13/10 NORTH & SOUTH: SR-86 LOCATION #: 5  

TUESDAY EAST & WEST: RALPH CONTROL: 1-WAY STOP (WB)

 NOTES: AM ▲
PM N
MD ◄ W E ►

OTHER S
OTHER ▼

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND U-TURNS
 SR-86 SR-86 RALPH RALPH

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL NB SB EB WB TTL
LANES: 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 X X X X

7:00 AM 0 66 9 3 66 0 0 0 0 18 0 3 165 0
7:15 AM 0 70 8 5 77 0 0 0 0 29 0 4 193 0
7:30 AM 0 121 11 4 109 0 0 0 0 28 0 2 275 0
7:45 AM 0 95 8 2 126 0 0 0 0 26 0 1 258 0
8:00 AM 0 77 5 6 90 0 0 0 0 17 0 2 197 0
8:15 AM 0 65 10 5 103 0 0 0 0 22 0 6 211 0
8:30 AM 0 72 11 4 88 0 0 0 0 16 0 5 196 0
8:45 AM 0 80 13 2 92 0 0 0 0 13 0 2 202 0

VOLUMES 0 646 75 31 751 0 0 0 0 169 0 25 1,697 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 0% 90% 10% 4% 96% 0% 0% 0% 0% 87% 0% 13%
APP/DEPART 721 / 671 782 / 920 0 / 106 194 / 0 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 0 358 34 17 428 0 0 0 0 93 0 11 941
APPROACH % 0% 91% 9% 4% 96% 0% 0% 0% 0% 89% 0% 11%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.742 0.869 0.000 0.867 0.855
APP/DEPART 392 / 369 445 / 521 0 / 51 104 / 0 0

4:00 PM 0 80 10 0 90 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 199 0
4:15 PM 0 92 12 0 113 0 0 0 0 13 0 2 232 0
4:30 PM 0 121 19 0 105 0 0 0 0 20 0 1 266 0
4:45 PM 0 105 16 1 121 0 0 0 0 15 0 1 259 0
5:00 PM 0 148 17 1 133 0 0 0 0 10 0 3 312 0
5:15 PM 0 144 14 0 141 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 318 0

7:30 AM

A
M

5:15 PM 0 144 14 0 141 0 0 0 0 18 0 1 318 0
5:30 PM 0 118 15 0 132 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 276 0
5:45 PM 0 109 13 0 103 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 237 0

VOLUMES 0 917 116 2 938 0 0 0 0 117 0 9 2,099 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 0% 89% 11% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 93% 0% 7%
APP/DEPART 1,033 / 926 940 / 1,055 0 / 118 126 / 0 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 0 515 62 2 527 0 0 0 0 54 0 5 1,165
APPROACH % 0% 89% 11% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 92% 0% 8%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.874 0.938 0.000 0.776 0.916
APP/DEPART 577 / 520 529 / 581 0 / 64 59 / 0 0

SR-86

NORTH SIDE

RALPH WEST SIDE EAST SIDE RALPH

SOUTH SIDE

SR-86

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS PEDESTRIAN ACTIVATIONS BICYCLE CROSSINGS
N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL NS SS ES WS TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0P

M

4:45 PM

A
M

P
M

5:15 PM 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P



PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES
TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
PREPARED BY:  PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

DATE: LOCATION: IMPERIAL PROJECT #: CA10-0716-3
7/13/10 NORTH & SOUTH: LA BRUCHERIE LOCATION #: 6  

TUESDAY EAST & WEST: NECKEL CONTROL: 2-WAY STOP (EW)

 NOTES: AM ▲
PM N
MD ◄ W E ►

OTHER S
OTHER ▼

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND U-TURNS
 LA BRUCHERIE LA BRUCHERIE NECKEL NECKEL

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL NB SB EB WB TTL
LANES: 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 X X X X

7:00 AM 0 1 2 0 1 0 2 8 2 3 6 0 25 0
7:15 AM 1 2 1 0 1 0 2 6 1 1 9 0 24 0
7:30 AM 1 3 4 0 0 1 3 3 1 2 8 0 26 0
7:45 AM 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 6 1 1 10 1 25 0
8:00 AM 0 4 1 1 2 0 1 6 0 0 3 0 18 0
8:15 AM 1 7 2 0 2 2 0 10 1 5 8 0 38 0
8:30 AM 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 5 0 3 7 0 20 0
8:45 AM 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 7 0 15 0

VOLUMES 5 19 12 1 9 7 9 46 6 18 58 1 191 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 14% 53% 33% 6% 53% 41% 15% 75% 10% 23% 75% 1%
APP/DEPART 36 / 29 17 / 33 61 / 59 77 / 70 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 3 15 8 1 5 5 4 25 3 8 29 1 107
APPROACH % 12% 58% 31% 9% 45% 45% 13% 78% 9% 21% 76% 3%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.650 0.688 0.727 0.731 0.704
APP/DEPART 26 / 20 11 / 16 32 / 34 38 / 37 0

4:00 PM 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 7 0 1 2 0 14 0
4:15 PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 7 5 0 18 0
4:30 PM 0 1 2 0 1 0 2 6 0 1 7 0 20 0
4:45 PM 1 1 4 2 2 0 0 5 1 4 9 0 29 0
5:00 PM 1 2 5 0 5 2 0 3 0 5 5 0 28 0
5:15 PM 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 5 0 3 9 0 22 0

7:30 AM

A
M

5:15 PM 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 5 0 3 9 0 22 0
5:30 PM 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 5 1 6 5 0 20 0
5:45 PM 0 4 4 0 1 1 0 5 0 3 5 0 23 0

VOLUMES 5 9 19 2 11 5 4 39 3 30 47 0 174 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 15% 27% 58% 11% 61% 28% 9% 85% 7% 39% 61% 0%
APP/DEPART 33 / 13 18 / 44 46 / 60 77 / 57 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 3 4 12 2 8 3 1 18 2 18 28 0 99
APPROACH % 16% 21% 63% 15% 62% 23% 5% 86% 10% 39% 61% 0%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.594 0.464 0.656 0.885 0.853
APP/DEPART 19 / 5 13 / 28 21 / 32 46 / 34 0

LA BRUCHERIE

NORTH SIDE

NECKEL WEST SIDE EAST SIDE NECKEL

SOUTH SIDE

LA BRUCHERIE

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS PEDESTRIAN ACTIVATIONS BICYCLE CROSSINGS
N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL NS SS ES WS TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0P

M

4:45 PM

A
M

P
M

5:15 PM 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P



PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES
TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS
PREPARED BY:  PACIFIC TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

DATE: LOCATION: IMPERIAL PROJECT #: CA10-0716-3
7/13/10 NORTH & SOUTH: CANON LOCATION #: 7  

TUESDAY EAST & WEST: NECKEL CONTROL: 2-WAY STOP (NS)

 NOTES: AM ▲
PM N
MD ◄ W E ►

OTHER S
OTHER ▼

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND U-TURNS
 CANON CANON NECKEL NECKEL

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL NB SB EB WB TTL
LANES: 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 X X X X

7:00 AM 3 3 2 8 3 11 5 4 2 0 3 1 45 0
7:15 AM 2 0 2 7 1 15 6 3 2 0 3 1 42 0
7:30 AM 8 1 2 8 5 29 3 5 2 0 5 4 72 0
7:45 AM 4 0 2 3 4 9 6 7 1 1 4 0 41 0
8:00 AM 1 0 1 4 2 9 6 2 0 1 4 2 32 0
8:15 AM 2 1 3 1 3 8 6 4 1 1 2 0 32 0
8:30 AM 0 0 3 1 1 15 7 5 1 2 2 2 39 0
8:45 AM 3 4 3 1 1 12 4 3 2 2 5 4 44 0

VOLUMES 23 9 18 33 20 108 43 33 11 7 28 14 347 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 46% 18% 36% 20% 12% 67% 49% 38% 13% 14% 57% 29%
APP/DEPART 50 / 66 161 / 38 87 / 84 49 / 159 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 17 4 8 26 13 64 20 19 7 1 15 6 200
APPROACH % 59% 14% 28% 25% 13% 62% 43% 41% 15% 5% 68% 27%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.659 0.613 0.821 0.611 0.694
APP/DEPART 29 / 30 103 / 21 46 / 53 22 / 96 0

4:00 PM 2 1 0 1 5 8 16 3 10 5 2 2 55 0
4:15 PM 2 2 0 1 3 12 26 3 3 5 9 2 68 0
4:30 PM 3 3 3 3 1 15 19 1 5 4 3 1 61 0
4:45 PM 2 1 1 2 2 11 18 10 4 3 2 2 58 0
5:00 PM 0 2 3 5 3 6 28 7 4 2 9 7 76 0
5:15 PM 1 3 3 2 9 15 25 8 3 0 4 5 78 0

7:00 AM

A
M

5:15 PM 1 3 3 2 9 15 25 8 3 0 4 5 78 0
5:30 PM 1 2 3 4 5 8 15 6 7 2 7 4 64 0
5:45 PM 3 1 0 2 0 18 20 4 4 3 5 3 63 0

VOLUMES 14 15 13 20 28 93 167 42 40 24 41 26 523 0 0 0 0 0
APPROACH % 33% 36% 31% 14% 20% 66% 67% 17% 16% 26% 45% 29%
APP/DEPART 42 / 208 141 / 92 249 / 75 91 / 148 0
BEGIN PEAK HR
VOLUMES 5 8 9 13 17 47 88 25 18 7 25 19 281
APPROACH % 23% 36% 41% 17% 22% 61% 67% 19% 14% 14% 49% 37%
PEAK HR FACTOR 0.786 0.740 0.840 0.708 0.901
APP/DEPART 22 / 115 77 / 42 131 / 47 51 / 77 0

CANON

NORTH SIDE

NECKEL WEST SIDE EAST SIDE NECKEL

SOUTH SIDE

CANON

PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS PEDESTRIAN ACTIVATIONS BICYCLE CROSSINGS
N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL N SIDE S SIDE E SIDE W SIDE TOTAL NS SS ES WS TOTAL

7:00 AM 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0P

M

5:00 PM

A
M

P
M

5:15 PM 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P



 Hotel Mix Land Use Traffic Impact Study - Imperial, CA 
 

ADVANTEC Consulting Engineers 
 B August 10 

 

Appendix B: SYNCHRO Output Files 
 
 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX H 
 

Geotechnical Report 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Imperial Center (Phase I) Project  
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